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From: Mary Griswold
To: Melissa Jacobsen
Subject: Fw: New Public Works site
Date: Friday, February 21, 2020 10:15:28 AM
Attachments: Map Book Page 113 and 126 (1).pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

(please include for 02.24.2020 CC committee of the whole supplemental)
 
From: Mary Griswold
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2020 9:57 AM
To: carolinevenuti@ci.homer.ak.us ; donnaaderhold@ci.homer.ak.us ; heathsmith@ci.homer.ak.us ;
JoeyEvensen@ci.homer.ak.us ; mayor@ci.homer.ak.us ; rachellord@ci.homer.ak.us ; StormHansen-
Cavasos@ci.homer.ak.us ; cmeyer@ci.homer.ak.us
Subject: New Public Works site
 

I attended the PW site tour and agree it’s time for a new complex.  However, I recommend
locating the new facility outside the downtown core.  This area is more suitable for business
activity.  It is not too inconvenient for PW customers or employees to drive a short distance
from downtown Homer.
 
Mike Arno has developed property off East End Road at Ternview Place.  He is selling 1-acre
lots for between $96,000 and $98,000 (assessed at about $86,500).  The city could purchase 5
adjacent lots in the newest development at a reduced rate per lot.  These lots have electricity,
gas, water and sewer.  Arno also has a 4.3-acre lot at the bottom of the subdivision for
$239,000, listed with Story Real Estate (parcel number 17908064).  This lot has rough access
along Spruce Lane, but no amenities. 
 
Captain Bruce Flanigan LLC is selling his 4.69-acre lot at 2925 East End Road, bordered by Little
Fireweed and Ternview Place (parcel number 17412009).  This is the former Rollins
transportation museum, cleared and filled with Spit dredge spoils.  The listing price is about
$1.2M.  it is assessed at $275,300, not taking into account the refurbishment.  A PW facility
would be compatible with surrounding development.
 
There may be other larger parcels available outside the Homer core to investigate, but they
are getting harder to find.  It would be prudent to purchase a parcel soon.
 
The Map Book pages are attached.  The Flanigan lot is at the bottom right of Page 113.  The
Arno lots are in the upper left 40-acre parcel across from #4911.  The KPB online mapping
shows the recent subdivision. The first row of 8 lots are mostly sold and some developed. 
There are two rows of eight 1-acre lots below that in a new subdivision, which to my
knowledge are all for sale.  The 4.3-acre lot is below that, north of Spruce Lane.
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AML Trip Report, Rachel Lord  Feb. 24, 2020 

Juneau Trip Report, Alaska Municipal League Winter Confernece 

February 18-20, 2020 

Rachel Lord 

Last week was a whirlwind of meetings and presentations, all revolving around the state’s fiscal picture, 

municipal priorities statewide, and the City of Homer’s capital priorities. I’ll provide a general overview 

of the meetings I attended, and I’m also including the presentation given by Legislative Finance Director 

Pat Pitney to AML on Wednesday. It was by far the highlight for me at AML, and I hope you’ll find it 

informative! I was also attending legislative meetings with the Board of Directors for the Alaska 

Association of Harbormasters and Port Administrators (AAHPA), whom I work for as their sole employee. 

The AAHPA met with the new Derelict Vessel Coordinator for the Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources. The 

City of Homer deals regularly with derelict vessels in our harbor, and it’s a positive step forward to have 

a point person at ADNR to work with on preventing and managing derelict vessels. With the AAHPA, we 

also advocated for the capital budget funding of the Municipal Harbor Matching Grant program. If the 

Governor’s proposed $5.5M remains in the legislature’s budget, the City of Homer will be slated for 

50/50 funds for anode replacement at the harbor.  

Representative Louise Stutes We met with Rep. Stutes’ staff to express our support for the Alaska 

Marine Highway system and to share the City’s resolution of support for AMHS. We were informed of 

her work to introduce a bill (which was introduced on Thursday, HB249) to create a public corporation 

to run AHMS. It didn’t sound hopeful to get that moved this session, but it will help to continue keeping 

the conversation at the forefront.  

USCG Rear Admiral Bell Harbormaster Bryan Hawkins and the City Manager provided an update of the 

Large Vessel Harbor Expansion project, including the setting aside of $750k by the City Council for our 

portion of the General Investigation study. We had a conversation about the USCG assets in Homer, and 

the Admiral supported the moving of the Hickory dock within a new breakwater. He provided some 

indication that we might get a letter of support, and we will continue to work with USCG to ensure that 

expansion plans include their needs and wants to the best of our ability. Bryan also discussed efforts to 

expand VHF coverage, and Admiral Bell was enthusiastic about that effort.  

Governor’s Chief of Staff Ben Stevens & ADOT Commissioner John MacKinnon This joint meeting 

focused on two topics, both concerning General Investigation Studies with the Army Corps: the Large 

Vessel Harbor Expansion project and Spit erosion. We primarily discussed the Large Vessel Harbor 

Expansion, including an update on the next steps and encouraging a continued partnership with the 

State. We shared that the City had set aside our $750k, and we are looking for the State to continue 

their partnership to provide their $750k (with $250k/year over three years). While the Commissioner 

and Mr. Stevens were supportive of the project, you can imagine they got a bit cagey when it came to 

dollars. Stevens did note that there is increased attention on Alaska from a defense/military positioning 

perspective, and he also suggested looking into the new US ice breaker with Homer as a potential home 

port. On the topic of erosion on the Spit, we discussed a letter of support from ADOT for a General 

Investigation study with the Army Corps, with potential federal funding for a full three-year plan.  

Representative Sarah Vance Rep. Vance continues to be supportive of the Large Vessel Harbor 

Expansion project, with the conceptual drawing hanging on the wall in her office. She was encouraged to 

hear there may be non-UGF (undesignated general funds) available through some cruise ship monies, 
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AML Trip Report, Rachel Lord  Feb. 24, 2020 

and she jotted down some notes to explore further. In terms of the overall budget picture, she 

continues to look to government efficiencies and increased fees as a solution. For more substantial 

solutions, she’s looking to the people.  

Senator Gary Stevens We provided our update of the Large Vessel Harbor Expansion project to Senator 

Stevens, and he expressed his support. We discussed the challenges currently facing the Senate in terms 

of working together, and also the Marine Highway.  

Senator Peter Micciche Although he is not Homer’s Senator, Bryan, Heath, and I met with Senator 

Micciche on Thursday afternoon to update him on our Large Vessel Harbor Expansion project after 

hearing that he was not aware of it. He appreciated the update, and asked for a white paper that 

summarized our project with strong examples of its regional/statewide importance. Bryan made a note 

of this, and we will be following up on this excellent suggestion from the Senator.  

 

AML Presentations: On Tuesday, AK Office of Management and Budget Director Neil Steininger spoke at 

length about the policy-driven approach this year to the budget, noting that the budget document 

cannot drive sweeping policy change. We know that on the City-level, and I think there was general 

appreciation for the administration’s change of course from last year. The presentation highlighted cost 

drivers for the budget, and noted that cost containment, structural changes through policy, and “major 

changes” approved by Alaskans will be needed to not completely deplete our savings by FY22. Senator 

Lisa Murkowski had a message of full support for the Alaska Marine Highway system (noting there’s no 

federal fix to the problem), and encouraging responsible resource development in the Tongass National 

Forest. The evening Legislative Reception was well attended, with many Senators and Representatives in 

attendance as well as their staff. I had the opportunity to connect with fellow municipal representatives 

from the City of Seward and the Aleutians East Borough. On Wednesday, Legislative Finance Director Pat 

Pitney gave an excellent presentation that is included in this report. Legislative Finance creates a lot of 

documents that analyze the budget, and everything is available online: legfin.akleg.gov. On Thursday 

morning, Governor Dunleavy spoke to AML with a message of economic opportunities via resource 

development and increased local control. The Governor didn’t spend much time on our current fiscal 

situation except to say that any big changes must have the support of Alaskans, and although we have 

challenges now we must look ahead to the future. He posed a number of questions to the room 

including “Are we willing to fight for an Alaska that has a balance – can we all give a little to get a lot?” 

(in terms of resource development) and “What do we want control over? What regulations are holding 

back economic development?” (in terms of local/municipal control). In the discussion following the 

Governor’s talk and Q&A, AML members discussed concerns with the concept of local control when the 

state hasn’t been particularly helpful in holding up their end of their responsibility (i.e. school bond debt 

reimbursement, community revenue sharing). Everyone was very thankful that the Governor, this year, 

came to AML. Andrew Halcro, Director of the Anchorage Community Development Authority along with 

Shanna Zuspan from Agnew::Beck gave a presentation on financing opportunities to help realize success 

for public private partnerships in development. All AML presentations are available on their website: 

https://www.akml.org/conferences-events/past-conferences/.  
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AML Trip Report, Rachel Lord  Feb. 24, 2020 

Ways to follow along with what’s happening in Juneau 

 

Gavel to Gavel: KTOO live streams all (I think?) of the Committee meetings and Floor sessions for the 

Legislature. You can watch on TV or stream online. For the schedule and archives: 

https://www.ktoo.org/gavel/schedule 

Akleg.gov: On the Legislature’s website, you can enter any bill number in the top search bar to bring up 

everything about it (including the schedule for hearings, documents like letters of support/opposition 

etc. that have been submitted, presentations, supporting documents, fiscal notes, amendments). At 

akleg.gov you can also find all of the legislators, bills they’ve sponsored/co-sponsored, meeting and floor 

session schedules and agendas, and past meeting audio and video. http://akleg.gov/ 

Bill Tracking VIA Text Message! Text a bill number (ex: HB1) to 559-245-2529 to enroll in text alerts 

from the legislature. You will receive an enrollment confirmation and instructions on how to stop 

receiving the alerts. 
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State Fiscal Overview
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Where have we been?

LFD

 Oil prices and UGF revenue began declining in FY13 
and plummeted by FY15

 Traditional UGF revenue has declined from $9.5B in 
FY12 to $1.5B by FY16

 UGF budget has declined 44% - $7.8B to $4.4B

 Budget deficits have averaged $2.6B
 Nearly half (44%) of the UGF Budget each year
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Budget Activity for FY20 

LFD

Last Session 
• Governor proposed $980 million UGF Operating budget reduction for FY20 

• Governor proposed $992 million increase to PFDs

• Legislature accepted $146 million of Governor’s proposed Operating budget 
reductions

• Governor vetoed an additional $205 million from the Operating budget

This Session 
• Governor proposed $270 million of supplemental UGF budget additions to the 

FY20 budget ($264 million operating, $5.7 million capital)

• Assuming Governor’s supplemental requests the FY20 agency operations 0.1% 
below FY19, statewide items down nearly 30% 
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FY21

• Governor proposed $178 million increase to the 
original FY20 Operating budget but after the FY20 
supplemental requests the Governor’s proposed 
FY21 budget would be a $48 million decrease

• Governor proposed increase of $865 million to PFDs 
over FY20
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LFD Fiscal Model and Status Quo
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Governor’s FY21 Proposal as Status Quo

2-19-2020LFD

11

• Status quo scenario presented to show the magnitude of the 
fiscal problem. LFD is policy neutral regarding method of 
addressing

• CBR empty in FY22

• Out-year deficits range from $1.8 -$2 billion each year 

• Assuming Permanent Fund POMV draw limit is followed spending 
reductions and/or new revenue are required

• Assuming Permanent Fund Earnings Reserve Account (ERA) is used to 
fill the deficit, for every $1 billion used the annual POMV revenue stream 
drops $50 million forever.  

20



QUESTIONS?

Remember to Subscribe

www.legfin.akleg.gov/EmailNotifications/subscribe.php

LFD

12

2-19-202021



From: Crisi Matthews
To: Melissa Jacobsen
Subject: EDC comments for the Monday agenda for City Council
Date: Friday, February 21, 2020 12:28:40 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or
clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

In our Chamber Board Strategic Planning Meeting yesterday the importance of the economic development
commission and small business administration support in Homer was discussed. Our liaison Jenny Carroll notified
us that this item was on the agenda for Monday night. In working through our strategic plan as a Chamber we
identified business support as an ongoing need in the community of Homer. Being that the Chamber of Commerce
does not have direct representation with city Council, if the EDC was to be removed as a standing committee with
the city of homer I would (personally and not as a Chamber Board Member representing the Board) suggest that you
appoint a new position to each other standing committee to serve as an economic development consultant to that
committee. This could be people who already serve on the Chamber of Commerce or in a small business
development role in order to help planning, parks and rec and Port & Harbor have a better understanding of how
their directives as a commission directly affect the business enterprise and growth in Homer. This would eliminate a
great deal of staff time managing a separate EDC as a standing committee and instead allow for business
representation and feedback which seemed valuable sitting in as an audience member at port and harbor meetings.
This would also facilitate the Chamber of Commerce being able to provide more assistance in this area to the City of
Homer beyond the annual report and periodic director presentations.

Respectfully delivered on the go!
Crisi Matthews
907-299-8700
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Memorandum 
TO:  Mayor Castner and Homer City Council  

FROM:  Katie Koester, City Manager 

DATE:  February 24, 2020  

SUBJECT: City Manager Report 

Facility Tour Reminder 

As a reminder, departments continue to be offering tours of City facilities. While open to the public, these 
are designed for Councilmembers to become familiar with the complex organization you are in charge of 
and the hardworking employees who provide City services. The next tour is this Friday from 12:15-1:15pm at 
the Sewer Treatment Plant and promises to be fascinating. Anyone can sign up online through the City’s 
website.  

Online map updates 

Several web maps displaying public works and parks information are now accessible via an ArcGIS Online 
web link embedded in the City of Homer website. The Interactive maps display basic information regarding 
the city’s water, sewer and road systems, the location and layout of city maintained campgrounds, and a 
detailed map of the Hickerson Cemetery. Unlike the previous PDF maps, the web maps provide an 
interactive, searchable platform that enhances spatial orientation and allows for easy information 
gathering through popups and search queries. ESRI’s aerial imagery is used as the base-map (which is fairly 
up to date for Alaska standards) and is navigable to any extent, further enhancing user orientation and 
location finding. These features will be particularly useful in assisting with common inquiries fielded by 
public works staff. For example, with detailed parcel information and water and sewer main locations, PW 
maps can easily help prospective homebuyers evaluate vacant lots for water and sewer service; visitors to 
the cemetery can directly search out and navigate to the location of an interred person using web app tools, 
and campers can find which campsite may best suit their needs by interactively exploring the campground 
and greater vicinity.    

Alaska Municipal League Trip Report 

I traveled with Coucnilmembers Smith, Lord and Port and Harbor Director to Hawkins to Juneau the week 
of February 17th to participate in the Alaska Municipal League (AML) Legislative Fly-in and meet with state 
and federal officials. As usual, it was a fast paced whirl wind of a trip.  

After a welcome address from Juneau Mayor Beth Weldon, AML spent the morning briefing members on 
bills in play that may be of interest to municipalities. Governor Dunleavy’s proposal to place a spending 
limit on appropriations, and how certain details of that play out, will be an interesting issue to follow. 
Changes to Title IV, laws that govern alcohol sales, continues to be controversial after 7 years of Senator 
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Micchice working on rewrites. Many municipalities see it as a local control issue and are advocating a 
greater say in how many package store and liquor license a community can have. This is especially 
important for hub communities. Legislation that raises small amounts of revenue, notably gambling and 
increases to the Motor Fuel Tax, were really the only revenue generating measures currently before the 
Legislature, and it did not appear that given an election year that would change anytime soon. Homer will 
be following Rep. Stutes legislation, HB 246 that establishes the Alaska Marine Highway Corporation, similar 
to the Railroad. This is a long bill that probably won’t see final passage this year but is a great discussion 
point as the Legislature struggles with how to bring stability to the Marine Highway System. 

Over lunch Senators Micciche, Coghill and von Imof addressed the group emphasizing the need for 
solutions and coming together – a refrain we have heard for some time. Senator von Imof, Co-Chair of 
Senate Finance spoke of a ‘four-point plan’ for the budget, including how to use the Permanent Fund, 
details of which are laid out in SB 104 and SB 103. The Governor’s relatively new Office of Management and 
Budget Director, Neil Steininger gave an informative and soft spoken overview of the Governor’s budget and 
successfully avoided questions on policy. 

Unfortunately we had to cancel our appointment with friend of the Peninsula Representative Chuck Kopp 
to hear Senator Murkowski speak to AML after addressing a Joint Session on the hill. Born in Ketchikan, 
Alaska, she empathized with how reductions to the Alaska Marine Highways System (AMHS) have crippled 
communities and reminded the group that solutions need to maintain eligibility for federal highway dollars, 
which constitute approximately 25% of AMHS operating dollars. I was able to follow up informally with 
Representative Kopp at the Legislative Reception held later that evening.  

Councilmembers Lord, Smith and I met with Representative Stutes’ staff and expressed Homer’s solidarity 
with Kodiak regarding AMHS. It was great to be able to provide her a copy of Resolution 19-079 “Considering 
Unacceptable the Reduction to Funding for the Alaska Marine Highway System in FY20…” After meetings on 
the hill, Port and Harbor Director Hawkins joined us at the Federal Building for a visit with Rear Admiral Bell. 
We were able to give him an update on the significant progress the Large Vessel Harbor has made and ask 
for Coast Guard support and participation as we entered into the feasibility, preliminary design and 
environmental phase. Admiral Bell agreed to send us a letter documenting Coast Guard’s need for safe 
moorage in Homer, and we will be following up with him. He also talked about replacing the Naushon with 
a Small Boat Safety Detachment when she was decommissioned, a service that is greatly needed in 
Kachemak Bay and beyond.  

The busy Tuesday ended with a Legislative reception where we were able to connect informally with many 
of the Legislator’s and their staff. When I worked in the capital building, I always recall the AML reception as 
a must go and attendance certainly reflected that sentiments have not changed in that regard. 

Wednesday morning started off with a lineup of commissioners and deputy commissioners updating the 
group on everything from REAL ID implementation to the effect of cuts in ADOT maintenance budgets. Pat 
Pitney, the Legislative Director of Finance who replaced long serving David Teal when he retired and worked 
as Governor Walker’s OMB Director, gave the Legislatures impression on the Governor’s proposed budget 
and answered questions on the proposed solutions (or partial solutions, as seemed to be the consensus 
given it is an election year). After a lunch panel made up of leadership from the House, including Speaker 
Edgemon, we had our most important meeting of the trip with DOT Commissioner MacKinnon (ADOT) and 
Governor Dunleavy’s staff, Ben Stevens regarding the Large Vessel Harbor and our ask for them to continue 
to be a partner with us by committing $750,000 over three years to the General Investigation Study. Central 
Region DOT has suggested these funds come from Cruise Ship Passenger Vessel funds – which would 
require an appropriation by the Legislature. We were able to share the good news that progress has been 
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made on erosion on the Homer Spit as the Army Corps of Engineers is working on securing full federal 
funding for a General Investigation Study. We were able to secure a commitment for a letter of support for 
that project. Our afternoon rounded out with meetings with our local delegation (Rep. Vance and Sen. 
Stevens) where we shared with them the updates on the Large Vessel Harbor and the Homer City Council’s 
response to Governor Dunvelay’s solicitation for ‘the Alaska we want.”  

Thursday morning Alaska Municipal League was pleased by an appearance from Governor Dunleavy, the 
first time he has addressed the group after many invites. His presentation was light on details, but he was 
well spoken and used many illustrative metaphors, including asking if we wanted to look like Iceland or 
Venezuela in the future. He emphasized the importance of the Permanent Fund Dividend on Alaska’s 
economy in the form of increased spending and how that positively effects government. After a ‘deep dive’ 
into economic development issues, AML wrapped up. Thursday afternoon I facilitated a strategic planning 
session for Alaska Municipal Manager’s Association, Councilmembers Lord and Smith met with Senator 
Micchice on the Large Vessel Harbor and then began the struggle to get home given the massive storms 
covering all of Alaska last week. Some ended up in Seattle, others were stranded in Anchorage for days – 
needless to say it was a long journey for all and I am sure we are glad to be home. 
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Taken from:  (2018) Economic Impact of Alaska's Salmon Hatcheries, a McDowell Group Study. Accessed 
online: https://www.mcdowellgroup.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/economic-impact-of-alaskas-salmon-
hatcheries.pdf; 39 pages
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From: Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
To: Department Clerk
Subject: Resolution 20-021
Date: Friday, February 21, 2020 5:31:53 PM
Attachments: BOF Hatchery Committee Comments.pdf

Impacts of Fishery Enhancement In Kachemak Bay.pdf
HSRG-2004-Puget-Sound-WA-Coast-Report.pdf
Wild-Salmon-Advisory-Council-Report.pdf
Effects of Hatchery-Origin Pink Salmon On Ecosystems and Other Pacific Salmon An Annotated Bibliography .pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Kachemak Bay Conservation Society opposes Resolution 20-021 and we ask instead that the
Council engage in a cost-benefit analysis of the Alaska Salmon Hatchery Program. 

While hatcheries in Alaska may appear to benefit for some Alaskans, the extent of that benefit
is a matter of scientific debate, given that there are studies indicating that hatchery systems are
in fact less productive than wild systems. Research also indicates that hatcheries come at a
heavy cost to fishers of herring, crab, shrimp, squid, and wild salmon. 

Please consider the attached supporting documents. 

Sincerely, Roberta Highland
President, Kachemak Bay Conservation Society

-- 
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
Homer, Alaska
kbayconservation@gmail.com

http://www.kbayconservation.org

alaskansknowclimatechange.com
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Board of Fisheries, Hatchery Committee 
P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 
dfg.bof.comments@alaska.gov 


Re: Hatchery Committee Meeting March 7, 2020 


Alaska Board of Fisheries, Hatchery Committee:  


Alaskans are counting on the Board of Fish Hatchery Committee to do your part for resilient 
salmon and fisheries. We ask that you to have the department show what scientific research 
justifies the scale of hatchery releases they permit. We ask that you to have the department show 
what scientific research justifies the large stray rates they are allowing near hatcheries?. We ask 
you to take a hard look at how Alaska salmon management in practice lines up with our statutes, 
particularly the Sustainable Salmon Policy and the Genetic Policy. We ask you to look at all the 
research that shows just how narrow and weak hatchery genetics are in comparison to wild 
genetics, for example: 


“After looking at over 50 estimates of reproductive success from 6 case studies on 
4 species of salmon, researchers found that even hatcheries using local or 
predominantly wild-origin parents produced fish with only half the reproductive 
success, on average, of their wild counterparts when both types of fish return to 
spawn in the wild environment…One important finding of this study is how 
consistent the results were across different systems. There has been a tendency to 
view each study's results in isolation, but when you combine them all together the 
pattern of reduced reproductive success across all the studies is pretty clear.   1


We ask you to consider the impact of large-scale straying of these very weak genetics into wild 
systems. We ask you to take a close look at the hundreds of peer-reviewed papers that indicate 
that straying of hatchery fish into wild streams is a serious threat to wild salmon and to the 
ultimately to the viability of our fisheries. We ask you to look at all the hundreds of peer-


 “Surviving the wilderness: hatchery fish and fitness.” July 2014,  https://1


www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/news/features/hatchery_fish/


1
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reviewed papers that indicate that 1.8 billion hatchery fry released in Alaska impact their prey 
and species with whom they compete, such as wild salmon, squid, herring, and crab, as well as 
the user groups who fish those species.  


1) Please form a Hatchery Science Advisory Group made up of ocean ecologists and biologists 
with published, peer-reviewed work on straying, competition, predation and trophic-level 
impacts. Please refer to the attached literature review for a list of hundreds of such experts. 
Please also refer to the Hatchery Reform Project and their Independent Scientific Review Group 
in the Pacific Northwest as a strong model as well as to the B.C. Wild Salmon Advisory Council. 
We cannot simply ignore the mountain of data that indicates that the hatchery program is 
jeopardizing our salmon fisheries. The board has to do the politically difficult thing for the 
benefit of all Alaskans, especially Alaskan fishers.   
  
Consider the 10 primary take-aways from the Pacific Northwest Hatchery Reform Project 
Scientific Review Group  and ask how are we different? How do you know that? 2


1. Hatcheries generally have failed to meet their objectives. 
2. Hatcheries have imparted adverse effects on natural populations. 
3. Managers have failed to evaluate hatchery programs. 
4. Rationale justifying hatchery production was based on untested assumptions. 
5. Hatchery supplementation should be linked with habitat improvements. 
6. Genetic considerations have to be included in hatchery programs. 
7. More research and experimental approaches are required. 
8. Stock transfers and introductions of non-native species should be discontinued. 
9. Artificial production should have a new role in fisheries management. 
10. Hatcheries should be used as temporary refuges rather than for long-term production. 


Kachemak Bay Conservation Society hosted an event in January 2020 that we would like to put 
forward as a model for a solutions-oriented work group for the Hatchery Committee. We hosted 
a panel discussion on hatchery impacts to wild fish that included voices from aquaculture, 
commercial fishing, ADF&G, as well as independent Alaska researchers who study the impacts 
of hatcheries on wild populations. The discussion can be viewed here. We believe that this 
collection of viewpoints–– including at a minimum several experts who study hatchery impacts 
to wild fish––would be a good way to generate ideas to resolve some of the tough issues around 
fishery sustainability, and we urge the board to form such a work group.  


 Brannon et al. 1999, Independent Scientific Review Group 2


2
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2) The Department of Fish and Game has presented no published, peer-reviewed science to 
support the release sizes they authorize. This is a discredit to the department; it fundamentally 
weakens the viability of our fisheries, and Alaskans deserve better.  


The precautionary principle articulated in the Sustainable Salmon Policy requires that the 
department show that their policies are not harming wild salmon populations and other 
populations in the common property that these releases eat, especially herring, crab, shrimp and 
squid. Sadly, ADF&G’s  presentation to the Board in 2019 simply stated that the one study they 
are willing to use is incomplete. It is unacceptable that the department presented no data to show 
that their management approach is evidence-based or precautionary.  


Please carefully review some basic questions— 


• Why it is that while ADF&G’s Genetic Policy states that “gene flow from hatchery fish 
straying and intermingling with wild stocks may have significant detrimental effects on wild 
stocks. First priority will be given to protection of wild stocks from possible harmful 
interactions with introduced stocks. Stocks cannot be introduced to sites where the introduced 
stock may have significant interaction or impact on significant or unique wild stocks” and yet 
the department says it is unalarmed by straying?   


• Why is it that despite findings of very high stray rates in PWS (10%)  and SEAK (9%) —with 3 4


stray rates near hatcheries ranging from 99%-60%— there has been no department action to 
reduce straying, even into very valuable wild systems such as West Crawfish in Southeast? 
Examples of such efforts would be reduction in release sizes, ending remote releases, use of 
stocks with early- or late- run-timed fish.  


• What stray rates does the department think are are acceptable? 
• What level of genetic degradation does the department think is acceptable?  
• What are the scientific justifications for each these positions?  
• In what specific ways does each position reflect the precautionary principle?  
• What are the annual statistically significant sample sizes needed to prove that we are within the 


acceptable stray rates and levels of genetic degradation per year? 
• What are the total data on straying and genetic impacts have been collected by the department 


on this system during all the years this hatchery has been operating?   
• What does the precautionary principle tell us we should do if we are lacking data? 


 “Interactions of Wild and Hatchery Pink Salmon in Prince William Sound Final Report for 2017.” 3


 Interactions of wild and hatchery pink salmon and chum salmon in Prince William Sound and 4


Southeast Alaska progress report for 2015, Volume 1 by Knudsen, E., Rand, P., Gorman, K., McMahon, 
J., Adams, B., O ’Connell, V., & Bernard, D. R. (2016). 


3











3) The presentation given to the Hatchery Committee by the department in 2019, 
unceremoniously and with almost no discussion, dismissed the weight of thousands of 
contemporary, peer-reviewed, and agency papers that show overwhelming evidence that large-
scale production of hatchery salmon threaten wild populations through straying, reduction in 
fitness, competition and predation.   This wholesale rejection of thousands of peer-reviewed 5


papers is not scientific. To say, as the Department has done, that these peer-reviewed studies are 
merely correlative and therefore irrelevant is a bad-faith argument. It is in bad-faith to willfully 
ignore what the department knows very well, that the entire field of biology is founded largely on 
correlative research that has high statistical significance. It ignores the fact that correlative and 
statistically significant research far surpasses any standard set by the precautionary principle. It 
ignores the substance and breadth of the research entirely. It ignores the fact that nearly every 
decision made by the department is based on extremely limited, correlative information.  


4) By the time the Hatchery Committee meets in March, the Marine Stewardship Council’s 
(MSC) 2019 Performance Review Audit of Alaska Salmon will be available. The MSC sets a 
globally agreed high bar for best practice in sustainable fishing and includes a requirement for 
ongoing improvements where these are needed. The Hatchery Committee must carefully review 
that Audit and the requirements it sets for the fishery.  


Note that MSC’s internationally recognized standard for sustainable region-wide straying of 
hatchery fish into wild streams is less than 5%. Note also that British Columbia was forced to 
forgo the certification, citing issues with the impacts of hatchery releases to wild salmon. The 
price of fish from British Columbia is now significantly lower and their markets are significantly 
smaller. It is imperative that Alaska keep its MSC certification, and the Board must have a 
presentation from the Department on what it is doing to meet the sustainability standards set by 
MSC. 


5) A broad body of scientific work indicates that Alaska’s annual production of 1.8 billion 
hatchery salmon may significantly impact a range of species, including wild salmon, crab, 
shrimp, herring and squid. As such, Regional Planning Teams (RPTs) write Comprehensive 
Salmon Plans that guide enhancement efforts that affect many user groups; however, the current 
statute does not allow these groups on the RPTs. 


 Please refer to the attached literature review, which is an indication of the breadth and depth 5


of the peer-reviewed papers available to support these theses. Please also refer to the 
attached Pacific Northwest Hatchery Reform Review Group’s Report To Congress and the 
attached “B.C. Wild Salmon Advisory Council Recommendations for a Made-in-B.C. Wild 
Salmon Strategy” —while not all of it is applicable to Alaska, a great deal of it is highly 
pertinent. 


4











We support alteration of 5AAC 40.310 so that RPTs are required to include members from wild 
salmon fisheries, commercial, sport and subsistence user groups of other impacted fisheries, as 
well as at least independent ocean ecologist or fishery biologist who studies the impacts of 
hatchery production on wild populations.


According to  AS 16.05.251, the Board may adopt such regulations that are consistent with 5 
AAC 39.220, Policy for the management of mixed stock salmon fisheries.


6) The Genetic Policy is one of the foundations of Alaska’s salmon management; sadly, while we 
have good rules on the books, we are not following them. This policy states that “drainage’s [sic] 
should be established as wild stock sanctuaries on a regional and species basis. These sanctuaries 
will be areas in which no enhancement activity is permitted…” This has not occurred and the 
board must see that these sanctuaries are established in all regions. 


The following general recommendations were made in ADFG Special Publication No. 18-12 
“Salmon Hatcheries in Alaska – A Review of the Implementation of Plans, Permits, and Policies 
Designed to Provide Protection for Wild Stocks:” 


a) Clarify the Genetic Policy and technical terms, specifically addressing the following: a. Add 
region(s) that encompass Alaska Peninsula areas. b. Define significant and unique stocks. c. 
Define remote release sites. d. Revisit the criteria designed to ensure adequate stock 
diversity among hatcheries. e. Provide clearer guidance for protection of donor stocks. f. 
Assist with criteria for wild sanctuary designation. 


b) Improve communication of policies, plans, and processes to regulatory bodies and 
stakeholders. 


c) Support basic research to better understand homing and the effects of straying. MSC should 
make sure that ADF&G does what their staff recommends here.  


We urge the Board to ensure that these goals are met. These criteria should long ago have been 
satisfied to protect our wild salmon. 


Thank you for your careful consideration of these vital issues. We trust that you will act in the 
interest of all Alaskans, now and in the future. 


Sincerely, 


Roberta Highland


President, Kachemak Bay Conservation Society


5
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IMPACTS OF FISHERY ENHANCEMENT IN 
KACHEMAK BAY 


Background


Tutka Bay Hatchery releases approximately 60.6 million pink salmon fry into Kachemak Bay 
every year.  Kachemak Bay is both a Critical Habitat Area and a State Park. Once known as the 1


“richest bay in the world,” it has experienced the loss of significant stocks of Dungess, tanner 
and king crab, five species of shrimp, wild salmon and herring; halibut quotas for sport fishermen 
in 2020 are slated to be reduced by 40%.


When the Tutka Bay hatchery first started operations, like hatcheries all over the State of Alaska, 
it was meant to rehabilitate depressed stocks.  Because hatcheries were new, release sizes, stock 2


sources, and operation sites were experimental. At the outset, Tutka Bay hatchery’s releases were 
relatively similar to the sizes of the natural run (stream surveys that took place three years before 
hatchery releases began estimate returns of 14,500 fish to Tutka Lagoon Creek; returns remained 
in that range until the early 90s);  however, the release of an average of 60.6 million fish every 3


year between 1995 and 2017  represents a shift in purpose and scope of impact from the initial 4


intent of rehabilitation. To the contrary, operations possibly exceed the carrying capacity of the 
waters of Kachemak Bay.  In this respect, Tutka Bay is not unique; hatchery fish in Alaska are 
seldom released in numbers that are related to the carrying capacity of the receiving stream.  5


Additionally, Tutka Lagoon Creek may experience over-escarpment of hatchery stocks that may 
have been detrimental to wild stocks: escapement numbers at Tutka Lagoon Creek are variable, 
but in some years can be 10 times more than the suggested goals of 6,500-17,000 fish; for 
example, escapement in 1997 was 45,000 fish; in 2005 escapement was 133,600, and in 2015 
escapement was 81,600 fish.


 http://ciaanet.org/data/1


 1974 The Hatchery Act was created for “…the purpose of contributing, by artificial means, to 2


the rehabilitation of the states depleted and depressed salmon fishery.  The program SHALL be 
operated without adversely affecting natural stocks of fish in the State and under a policy of 
management which allows reasonable segregation of hatchery reared salmon from naturally 
occurring stocks.”


 Fishery Management Report No. 17-26 2016 “Lower Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management 3


Report” by Glenn Hollowell Edward O. Otis and Ethan Ford, ADF&G, p. 81. See appended for 
data table.


 Ibid, p. 150.4


 “Evaluating Alaska’s Ocean-Ranching Salmon Hatcheries: Biologic and Management Issues” 5


Prepared by Environment and Natural Resources Institute, University of Alaska Anchorage, 
2001, p. 18.



http://ciaanet.org/data/





Do Alaskans Benefit? 


The hatchery has not been a benefit to many people, though it has been a significant benefit to a 
few.  By far the largest beneficiary of the Tutka Bay Hatchery is Cook Inlet Aquaculture itself. 
According to Cook Inlet Aquaculture’s Annual Reports and ADF&G, between 1996 and 2017, 
the hatchery harvested 82% of the total pink salmon harvest, and commercial common property 
harvesters captured 18% of the total.6


Competition, Predation, and Straying 


The Tutka Bay hatchery pink salmon releases that are orders of magnitude larger than historic 
wild salmon in the bay very likely reduce areas available for public enjoyment by reducing 
fitness and productivity of species that are important sources of subsistence and recreation 
including King, Tanner and Dungeness crab, halibut, shrimp, herring, Pacific cod, clams, and 
muscles, which juvenile pink salmon are known to either compete with or predate upon these 
species.     Furthermore, Pink salmon are known to stay in Kachemak Bay throughout the 7 8 9 10


summer,   so the scope of potential impacts are highly significant.11


 http://ciaanet.org/data/ and ADF&G’s “2016 Lower Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management 6


Report,” (p. 149) Online at: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/FedAidPDFs/FMR17-26.pdf. See 
appendix for relevant tables.


 “Recent studies in Prince William Sound found Dungeness crab megalopolis composed 35% 7


to 65% of the stomach contents of pink salmon.” (“Evaluating Alaska’s Ocean-Ranching 
Salmon Hatcheries: Biologic and Management Issues” Prepared by Environment and Natural 
Resources Institute, University of Alaska Anchorage, 2001, p. 21).


 Juvenile Pink salmon have been shown have flexibility in feeding on a diverse spectrum of 8


prey types. (“Diet Composition and Feeding Behavior of Juvenile Salmonids Collected in the 
Northern Bering Sea from August to October, 2009–2011” by Mary E. A. Cook and Molly V. 
Sturdevant North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report No. 9: 118-126, 
2013).


 “A History of the Research on the Early Marine Life of Pacific Salmon Off Canada’s Pacific 9


Coast” by Richard J. Beamish, Isobell A. Pearsall, and Mike C. Healey in N. Pac. Anadr. Fish 
Comm. Bull. 3: 1–40. 


 “Historical Diets of Forage Fish and Juvenile Pacific Salmon in the Strait of Georgia, 1966–10


1968” by Geoffrey J. Osgood, Laura A. Kennedy, Jessica J. Holden, and Eric Hertz. Marine and 
Coastal Fisheries: Dynamics, Management, and Ecosystem Science 8:580–594, 2016. 
Published with license by the American Fisheries Society


 The 1993 Kachemak Bay and Fox River Flats Critical Habitat Areas Management Plan states, 11


“Nearshore waters in Seldovia Bay serve as a rearing area for pink, coho and king juvenile 
salmon. Pink and chum fry rear in Tutka Bay for most of the summer. Pink fry and sockeye 
smelt rear in China Poot Bay in late spring and summer. Pink fry rear in Halibut Cove Lagoon in 
early summer” (A-11).



http://ciaanet.org/data/

http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/FedAidPDFs/FMR17-26.pdf





Second, hatchery fish are not as fit as wild fish, and recent ADFG studies show that hatchery pink 
salmon progeny have about 50% less likely to survive than wild progeny.  When hatchery fish 12


mate with wild fish there are significant losses to genetic variation in the total population and 
also significant losses to the fitness of the wild population. See the following for a discussion of 
hatchery straying and impacts to wild salmon genetic diversity and fitness:


• https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/fishing/PDFs/hatcheries/research/
2016_nprb_final_report.pdf


• https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/fishing/PDFs/research/genetics_finfish_policy.pdf
• https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10641-012-9975-7
• http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0081916
• https://www.researchgate.net/publication/


5909528_An_Evaluation_of_the_Effects_of_Conservation_and_Fishery_Enhancement_
Hatcheries_on_Wild_Populations_of_Salmon1


Assessment of the scope of impacts of straying, competition, and predation of hatchery operation 
to the flora and fauna of to wild populations in Kachemak Bay would have to begin with the 
following questions:  


• Where do hatchery juvenile and adult salmon go in Kachemak Bay?13


• How long are hatchery juvenile salmon and returning adults in Kachemak Bay?
• What are they eating in the nearshore environment?  14 15


• How much are they eating in the nearshore environment?  


 See Final Grant Reports at https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?12


adfg=fishingHatcheriesResearch.findings_updates. See also ADFG Genetic Policy. 


 The 1993 Kachemak Bay and Fox River Flats Critical Habitat Areas Management Plan states 13


“Nearshore waters in Seldovia Bay serve as a rearing area for pink, coho and king juvenile 
salmon. Pink and chum fry rear in Tutka Bay for most of the summer. Pink fry and sockeye 
smelt rear in China Poot Bay in late spring and summer. Pink fry rear in Halibut Cove Lagoon in 
early summer” (A-11).  This is old research and needs to be updated, but the fact that pink fry 
rear in Tutka Bay for most of the summer suggests that impacts of hatchery releases would be 
significant. Further research on where hatchery pinks go when they return is needed.


 “Recent studies in Prince William Sound found Dungeness crab megalopolis composed 35% 14


to 65% of the stomach contents of pink salmon.” (“Evaluating Alaska’s Ocean-Ranching 
Salmon Hatcheries: Biologic and Management Issues” Prepared by Environment and Natural 
Resources Institute, University of Alaska Anchorage, 2001, p. 21). This and other diet work 
indicates that pink salmon predate upon or compete with King and Tanner and Dungeness 
crab, halibut, shrimp, herring, Pacific cod, clams, and muscles. 


 Juvenile Pink salmon have been shown have flexibility in feeding on a diverse spectrum of 15


prey types. (“Diet Composition and Feeding Behavior of Juvenile Salmonids Collected

in the Northern Bering Sea from August to October, 2009–2011” by Mary E. A. Cook and Molly 
V. Sturdevant North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report No. 9: 118-126, 
2013).



https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=fishingHatcheriesResearch.findings_updates

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=fishingHatcheriesResearch.findings_updates

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=fishingHatcheriesResearch.findings_updates

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/fishing/PDFs/hatcheries/research/2016_nprb_final_report.pdf

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/fishing/PDFs/hatcheries/research/2016_nprb_final_report.pdf

https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/fishing/PDFs/research/genetics_finfish_policy.pdf

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10641-012-9975-7

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0081916

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/5909528_An_Evaluation_of_the_Effects_of_Conservation_and_Fishery_Enhancement_Hatcheries_on_Wild_Populations_of_Salmon1
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• How does the volume and quality of the hatchery salmon diet affect the flora, fauna of 
the Kachemak Bay State Park and Critical Habitat Area? 
• What is the carrying capacity of the waters of the state park where the hatchery fry and 


adults are found?


Discharges into Alaskan Waters 


Hypernutrification due to salmon farming is problematic in fjords and basins, like Tutka Bay, 
because they tend to be characterized by low flushing rates and therefore may be sensitive to 
organic waste loadings.  Hypernutrification leads to anoxic conditions that basically smother all 16


life at the bottom of the basin, which include crab, shrimp and other shellfish.  


A primary contamination concern related to aquaculture involves the organic wastes produced by 
salmon hatcheries. Types of waste include excess feed, fish feces and urine, fish carcasses and 
biofouling.  A recent pilot study conducted in British Columbia found that commercial feed 17


used in salmon hatcheries had significant concentrations of PCBs, organchlorine pesticides, 
brominated diphenyl ethers, PAHs and mercury.  Persistent contaminants in fish food are of 18


concern since these chemicals are known to bioaccumulate.   Health officials say PCBs pose a 19


danger even in tiny amounts: in addition to causing cancer, PCBs can affect brain development 
and mimic the hormone estrogen.  The State of Washington has enacted a law requiring state 20


agencies to purchase PCB-free products or the best alternative. 


In 2017, Cook Inlet Aquaculture “disposed” of 267,913 dead fish (868,038 lbs.) in Tutka Bay, 
after removing their row to hatch the next year’s brood stock.  DEC currently permits 21


discharges from the Tutka Bay Lagoon Hatchery under an Alaska Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System General Permit to Aquaculture Facilities in Alaska, Permit No. AKG130000. 
This permit only requires that receiving waters be sampled by operators once a year, at a time 


 “Ecological Criteria Used to Help Site Fish Farms in Fjords” by C. D. Levings, A. Ervik, P. 16


Johannessen and J. Aure. Estuaries, Vol. 18, No. 1 (Mar., 1995), pp. 81-90.


 “Marine Environmental Quality in the Central Coast of British Columbia, Canada: A Review of 17


Contaminant Sources, Types and Risks” Canadian Technical Report of Fisheries and Aquatic 
Sciences 2507, 2003, p. 41. Online at: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/278588.pdf 


 Ibid, p. 44.  18


 Ibid. 19


 http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2016/jan/20/fish-hatchery-suspected-as-a-source-of-20


pcbs-in-the/


 “2017 Tutka Annual Report - Final Corrected” by CIIAA. Online at http://ciaanet.org/data/.21



http://ciaanet.org/data/

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/Library/278588.pdf

http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2016/jan/20/fish-hatchery-suspected-as-a-source-of-pcbs-in-the/

http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2016/jan/20/fish-hatchery-suspected-as-a-source-of-pcbs-in-the/
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and location chosen by the operator.  Receiving waters at the site of the carcass dump are not 22


required to be monitored.  No data is being collected on what the Clean Water Act, section 117 23


calls the living resources of the site: “grasses, benthos, phytoplankton, zooplankton, fish, and 
shellfish” except immediately below the pens. There are no random visitations on the part of 
DEC to verify accurate reporting. 


Moreover, there is the highly significant problem that, according to DEC Seafood Processing 
Lead Clynda Case and Jackie Ebert, Environmental Specialist IV there is no historical record of 
any reporting from Tutka Bay Hatchery to DEC on effluent discharges, receiving water body 
quality, or the benthos below the net pens or in in the carcass dumping grounds, or on water flow 
at the net pens or at the carcass dumping site.  Sadly, Tutka Bay is not alone; there is little to 24


know reporting to DEC from any hatchery in the State of Alaska for the entire history of 
operation—over 40 years. 


Appendix:  


1) Pink salmon release numbers have grown significantly in Tutka Bay: Tutka Bay Lagoon 
Hatchery had an initial capacity of 10 million pink salmon eggs, but major renovation work in 
1993-1994 increased the physical capacity to 150 million eggs.   25


From Fishery Management Report No. 17-26 2016 “Loer Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management Report” 
by Glenn Hollowell Edward O. Otis and Ethan Ford, ADF&G, (p. 150). 


Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit to Aquaculture Facilities in 22


Alaska. Permit No. AKG130000, pp. 8-10. 


 Ibid. 23


 According to the factsheet accompanying the draft discharge permit, AKG130000: “DEC 24


does not have historical monitoring data from hatcheries needed to conduct a RPA [reasonable 
potential analysis]. The general permit requires hatcheries to monitor for several water quality 
parameters (TSS, SS, pH, ammonia, DO, and chlorine) to generate data for use in conducting a 
RPA during the next permit cycle.”


 Fishery Management Report No. 17-26 2016 “Lower Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management 25


Report” by Glenn Hollowell Edward O. Otis and Ethan Ford, ADF&G, (p. 20). 








2) As can be seen below, escapement numbers at Tutka Lagoon Creek are variable, but in some 
years can be 10 times more than the suggested escapement goals of 6,500-17,000 fish, eg. 
133,600 fish in 2005, 81,600 fish in 2015, 45,000 fish in 1997.  


From Fishery Management Report No. 17-26 2016 “Lower Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management Report” by Glenn 
Hollowell Edward O. Otis and Ethan Ford, ADF&G, (p. 81). 







3) This augmentation of the CHA ecosystem does not benefit the public, especially in 
comparison to benefits garnered by the hatchery administration. If you run the numbers on the 
statistics below, you will find that between 1993 and 2017, the hatchery harvested 82% of the 
total pink salmon harvest, while commercial common property harvesters captured 18% of the 
total.  


From ADF&G’s “2016 Lower Cook Inlet Area Finfish Management Report,” (p. 149). 







5 AAC 39.222. Policy for the management of sustainable salmon fisheries states: “…(5) in 
the face of uncertainty, salmon stocks, fisheries, artificial propagation, and essential habitats shall 
be managed conservatively as follows: (A) a precautionary approach, involving the application 
of prudent foresight that takes into account the uncertainties in salmon fisheries and habitat 
management, the biological, social, cultural, and economic risks, and the need to take action with 
incomplete knowledge, should be applied to the regulation and control of harvest and other 
human-induced sources of salmon mortality; a precautionary approach requires (i) consideration 
of the needs of future generations and avoidance of potentially irreversible changes; (ii) prior 
identification of undesirable outcomes and of measures that will avoid undesirable outcomes or 
correct them promptly; (iii) initiation of any necessary corrective measure without delay and 
prompt achievement of the measure's purpose, on a time scale not exceeding five years, which is 
approximately the generation time of most salmon species; (iv) that where the impact of resource 
use is uncertain, but likely presents a measurable risk to sustained yield, priority should be given 
to conserving the productive capacity of the resource; (v) appropriate placement of the burden of 
proof, of adherence to the requirements of this subparagraph, on those plans.” 


AS 16.20.500 Purpose of Kachemak Bay and Fox River Flats Critical Habitat Areas is to 
protect and preserve habitat areas especially crucial to the perpetuation of fish and wildlife, and 
to restrict all other uses not compatible with that primary purpose. 
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Introduction 


BACKGROUND 
In 1999, in response to a request from Washington state’s Congressional representatives, a group of 
leading scientists presented its recommendations to the US Congress in a report entitled The Reform 
of Salmon and Steelhead Hatcheries in Puget Sound and Coastal Washington to Recover Natural 
Stocks While Providing Fisheries. The report determined that the potential exists for hatcheries to 
provide benefits to the recovery of naturally spawning salmon. The report called for a comprehensive 
hatchery reform effort to conserve indigenous genetic resources; assist with the recovery of naturally 
spawning populations; provide for sustainable fisheries; conduct scientific research; and improve the 
quality and cost-effectiveness of hatchery programs. The effort was to be led by an independent panel 
of scientists called the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG). 


Congress adopted and funded these recommendations in fiscal year 2000, launching the Puget Sound 
and Coastal Washington Hatchery Reform Project, also known simply as the “Hatchery Reform 
Project.” This project has taken a systematic, science-driven approach to evaluating hatcheries and 
providing recommendations for how hatcheries can be used to help: 


1. conserve naturally spawning salmon and steelhead populations; and  


2. support sustainable fisheries.  


 


The appropriations language provided funding to: 


• Establish an independent scientific panel to ensure a scientific foundation for hatchery 
reform;  


• Provide a competitive grant program for needed research on hatchery impacts; 


• Support state and tribal efforts to implement new hatchery reforms; and 


• Provide for the facilitation of a reform strategy by an independent third party. 


The role of independent science in the Hatchery Reform Project is to advise fishery managers, agency 
scientists, legislators, and the public about the benefits and risks of alternative actions that could be 
undertaken to meet goals for salmonid resources, including the consequences of inaction. This report 
results from the HSRG’s four-year evaluation of the Puget Sound and coastal Washington hatchery 
system, from 2000-03 and documents their products, processes, recommendations and conclusions. 
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THE NEED FOR REFORM 
There are approximately 100 hatchery facilities in Puget Sound and coastal Washington operated by 
the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Puget Sound and coastal Indian 
tribes and nations, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Some of these hatcheries have 
been operating for nearly 100 years. Most hatcheries were built to produce fish for harvest, 
compensating for declines in naturally spawning salmon populations. Funding for these hatchery 
programs comes from a variety of sources, including federal, state, tribal, local and private sources. 


Hatcheries now provide over 80% of Washington’s resident trout, over 90% of the inland catch of 
resident salmonids, 70% of the salmon harvested in Puget Sound, approximately 75% of all coho and 
Chinook harvested, and 96% of all steelhead harvested state-wide. In 1995, 157 million salmon and 
8.9 million steelhead were released into Washington’s waters. In the Hood Canal and Puget Sound 
areas, more than 88 million Chinook, chum, coho, sockeye and pink salmon and steelhead trout were 
released. Washington gets an annual direct benefit of over $850 million from recreational fishing 
(which ranks eighth nationally).1


Hatcheries also play an important role in meeting tribal treaty harvest obligations. Federal court 
rulings have affirmed tribal treaty harvest rights and established the tribes as co-managers of the 
salmon resource. State and federal governments must ensure that there are salmon available for the 
tribes to harvest. As naturally-spawning salmon stocks declined over the years, the tribal, state and 
federal governments became dependent on hatcheries to provide a meaningful level of harvest for 
Indian and non-Indian fishers.  


Although hatcheries have generally been successful at providing fish for harvest, societal goals, 
priorities and circumstances have changed during the 100 years in which hatcheries have been in 
operation, particularly in the past 30 years. For example:


 
1


Washington State Hatcheries (brochure); Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife September 1997 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Wild Salmonid Policy; John Kerwin; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 600 Capitol Way North, Olympia, WA 
98501. 


1. Artificial production programs must be consistent with the sometimes conflicting objectives of 
various legal mandates relating to fish production and protection throughout Puget Sound and 
coastal Washington. Resolving these potential conflicts requires legal, policy, and biological 
judgment. These legal mandates include: 


• Treaty fishing rights of Indian tribes under US v. Washington and Hoh v. Baldridge 
and the development of a co-management relationship between the state and the 
tribes; 


• The US/Canada Salmon Treaty; 
• The responsibility of the State of Washington to preserve, protect and enhance fish 


populations; 
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• The U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA); Numerous mitigation obligations in law and 
agreement. 


2. As better and more complete scientific information has become available, a more complex 
picture has emerged about the interdependency of natural ecosystems and their respective 
components. Hatchery production and facilities, including the harvest of hatchery-propagated 
fish, have been identified as one of the factors contributing to the overall decline of naturally-
spawning populations. 


3. Population growth and resulting human land use activities have resulted in a continued loss of 
habitat and a decline of naturally spawning salmon. This has led to different management 
goals and objectives, including conservation goals.  


4. Three Puget Sound stocks are currently listed under the ESA. As part of a larger recovery 
process, state, tribal and federal managers of Washington’s salmon and steelhead must ensure 
that their hatcheries do not present a risk to listed species.  


5. A major change is currently taking place in the economics of fisheries. Aquaculture, including 
salmon farming, is growing rapidly and competing with commercial fishing in many markets. 


Within this context, the Hatchery Reform Project was developed as a cooperative effort to reform a 
decades-old hatchery system, to meet new purposes. The intent was to let science direct the process of 
ensuring today’s hatchery system matches current circumstances and goals.  


PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The elements of the Hatchery Reform Project include a unique combination of independent science, 
coordination by managers, political support, and third-party facilitation. These components are 
described below.  


Independent Science: The Hatchery Scientific Review 
Group 
The Hatchery Scientific Review Group is the scientific panel established and funded by Congress 
to independently review hatchery programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington. The objective 
of the HSRG is to assemble, organize and apply the best available scientific information available 
to provide guidance and recommendations to the policy makers and technical staff who are 
responsible for implementing hatchery reforms.  


The HSRG is composed of five independent scientists (selected from a pool of candidates 
nominated by the American Fisheries Society) and four agency scientists designated by WDFW, 
the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC), National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries/National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) and USFWS. Like 
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the independent scientists, the agency scientists are responsible for evaluating scientific merits and 
are not to represent agency policies. The nine scientists serving on the HSRG have a broad range 
of experience and expertise, including salmon biology, genetics, ecology, fisheries, fish culture, 
fish pathology and biometrics. Members have included:  


• John Barr, NWIFC (Vice Chair) 


• Lee Blankenship, Northwest Marine Technology (Vice Chair) 


• Donald Campton, PhD, USFWS 


• Trevor Evelyn, PhD, retired, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada 


• Tom Flagg, NOAA Fisheries Manchester 


• Conrad Mahnken, PhD, retired, NOAA Fisheries Manchester 


• Lars Mobrand, PhD, Mobrand Biometrics (Chair) 


• Robert Piper, retired, USFWS 


• Lisa Seeb, PhD, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 


• Paul Seidel, WDFW  


• William Smoker, PhD, University of Alaska 


Policy-Level Involvement: The Hatchery Reform 
Coordinating Committee 
The managers have established a Hatchery Reform Coordinating Committee (Coordinating 
Committee) as a vehicle for cooperative management and implementation of this reform effort. 
The purpose of the committee is to ensure a successful working relationship between the HSRG, 
the managers’ decision-makers and their own hatchery reform science teams, and other staff. The 
Coordinating Committee’s immediate adoption of the project’s twin goals was an important early 
sign of leadership, their commitment to the process, and the role of the HSRG. The establishment 
of the Coordinating Committee also served to recognize the co-manager relationship and the 
responsibility of the managers to develop policy and ultimately implement hatchery reform. 


Committee members include: 


• Billy Frank Jr., Chairman/Spokesman, NWIFC  


• Jim Anderson, Executive Director, NWIFC  


• David Troutt, Natural Resources Director, Nisqually Tribe  


• Terry Williams, Commissioner of Fisheries and Natural Resources, The Tulalip Tribes  


• Jeff Koenings, Director, WDFW  
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• Larry Peck, Deputy Director, WDFW  


• Dan Diggs, Assistant Regional Fisheries Director, USFWS  


• Chuck Dunn, USFWS 


• David Stout, Manager for Fisheries and Watershed Assessment, USFWS Division  


• Bob Lohn, Regional Administrator, NOAA Fisheries 


• Rob Jones, Hatchery and Inland Programs Branch Chief, NOAA Fisheries 


• Pete Bergman, former member of the Congressional Hatchery Science Advisory Team 


• Frank Haw, former member of the Congressional Hatchery Science Advisory Team 


• Terry Wright, NWIFC and former member of the Congressional Hatchery Science 
Advisory Team 


• Barbara Cairns, Executive Director, Long Live the Kings 


Support from Elected and Appointed Officials  
Many factors have come together to create this opportunity to reform hatchery practices and 
improve the contribution from hatcheries to salmon conservation and sustainable fisheries. As 
mentioned above, an important factor has been the support of strong and creative leaders at the 
fisheries management agencies. Just as important has been the backing of federal, state, tribal and 
local elected officials. The project has received bipartisan support from many regional leaders, 
including: 


• US Representative Norm Dicks (D-WA) 


• Washington Governor Gary Locke (D) 


• US Senator Patty Murray (D-WA) 


• Former US Senator Slade Gorton (R-WA) 


• US Representative Jennifer Dunn (R-WA) 


• Billy Frank, Jr., Chair, NWIFC  


• Jeff Koenings, Director, WDFW  


• William Ruckelshaus, Chair, Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding Board 


Agency Science Teams 
A portion of the Congressional funding dedicated to supporting state and tribal efforts to 
implement new hatchery reforms has been used to establish agency science teams. These teams 
have undertaken a variety of activities that support the hatchery reform process. One of these has 
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been helping the facilitation team (see below) acquire, assemble and make available to the HSRG 
regional briefing information about the hatcheries, individual hatchery programs and the 
ecosystems in which they operate. This ensured that the HSRG made its evaluations and 
recommendations based on the same data the co-managers use to establish their goals and operate 
programs. 


Other valuable functions being provided by the agency science teams include conducting risk 
analyses on hatchery programs to meet hatchery ESA requirements; conducting and overseeing 
agency research on hatchery effects and practices that complements the HSRG’s research grant 
program (see below); coordinating the implementation of early reforms; reporting agency 
activities for Congressional reports; acting as points of contacts for the project within the agencies; 
interpreting technical literature for hatchery managers; and otherwise providing technical support 
to the HSRG, the Coordinating Committee, and the regional staff that are participating in the 
review process.  


Project Management, Facilitation and Communications 
The third party facilitator for the project, specified by Congress, is Long Live the Kings (LLTK), a 
private, non-profit organization whose mission is to restore wild salmon to the waters of the 
Pacific Northwest. LLTK’s role includes providing facilitation and project management to the 
HSRG and the Coordinating Committee; and helping the managers communicate hatchery reform 
progress to Congress, state legislators, stakeholder groups and the public. LLTK retained Gordon, 
Thomas, Honeywell to serve with LLTK staff on the facilitation team. The HSRG and LLTK are 
responsible for annual reporting to Congress on progress made in implementing hatchery reforms. 
The Regional Hatchery Review chapter describes the role of the facilitation team’s project 
management, facilitation and communications efforts in more detail. 


REPORT OVERVIEW 
This report provides a detailed description of the HSRG’s scientific framework, tools and resources 
developed for evaluating hatchery programs, the processes used to apply these tools, and the resulting, 
principles, system-wide recommendations, and program-specific recommendation for reform. It also 
includes conclusions about the future of hatcheries and a summary of successful hatchery programs. 


Foundation for Hatchery Reform 
At the beginning of the project, the HSRG recognized that their review process would set a new 
standard for considering under what circumstances hatcheries can help achieve salmon and 
steelhead resource goals. Under this new model, productive, available habitat is essential to an 
effective hatchery program. In addition, managers have to consider whether a hatchery program is 
the best means to help achieve the stated resource goal, once the risks and benefits from the 
program are considered. To accomplish this level of evaluation, the HSRG recognized the need for 
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a scientific foundation for its work and tools and resources to conduct an evaluation of the Puget 
Sound and coastal hatchery system. 


Scientific Framework 
That scientific foundation was developed in the project’s first year from a collation and review 
of the scientific literature, and by reviewing current analytical tools and operational protocols, 
and decision making processes used by the state, tribal and federal fisheries managers and 
scientists. The resulting Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and 
Steelhead 2 underlies and informs all of the HSRG’s tools, processes and recommendations.  


The scientific framework organizes the current state of knowledge, about how actions 
associated with hatcheries affect the environment and fishery resources, around six key topics:  


1. Hatchery Programs: Definitions of Purpose and Type 


2. Hatcheries in the Ecosystem Context: The Regional Approach;  


3. Hatcheries in the Populations/Species Context;  


4. Effects of Hatchery Operations on Harvest and Conservation of the Target Stock; and  


5. Effects of Hatchery Fish on Harvest and Conservation of Other Stocks and Species. 


6. Monitoring and Evaluation: Managing Hatchery Programs for Accountability and 
Success 


Emerging Issues in Hatchery Reform 
These papers are authored by individual HSRG members, task teams or the HSRG as a whole. 
They are as simple as a few paragraphs or as detailed as an article for a peer-reviewed journal. 
They represent some of the emerging topics concerning the role and operations of hatcheries 
in conserving natural populations and supporting fisheries and are intended to serve as an 
extension of the scientific framework and encourage new thinking and actions in applied 
science for hatchery management.3  


Research Grant Program 
The HSRG’s competitive grant program has funded over two million dollars in projects. These 
projects are helping to answer questions such as how to reduce the impact of harvest on 
naturally-spawning fish, avoid adverse genetic effects of hatchery fish on naturally-spawning 
stocks, avoid adverse ecological interactions, improve hatchery practices, and monitor and 
measure success. The need for answers to these questions became apparent in the first year of 
the project as the HSRG drafted a scientific framework to guide the region-by-region review 


 
2


 See summary in the Foundation of Hatchery Reform chapter and the full framework in Appendix A. 
3


 See summary in Foundation of Hatchery Reform chapter and Appendix B. 
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process (discussed below). Grantees have reported their findings to the HSRG and other 
scientists at annual research review meetings, and the results have often answered questions 
and further identified or validated a wide range of research needs for hatcheries. This section 
of the report provides a description of the research program and a table summarizing each 
funded research project.4


Applied Hatchery Reform 
From 2001–03, the HSRG used the tools described previously to systematically review all 
hatchery programs in Puget Sound and the Washington coast. As a result of this experience, the 
HSRG produced 3 principles, 18 system-wide recommendations, and over 1000 program-specific 
recommendations. Success of the hatchery reform effort, will ultimately be measured by effective 
and on-going implementation of these principles and recommendations by the state, tribal and 
federal managers in there effort to reform hatcheries toward the twin goals. 


Regional Review Process 
Early in the process, the HSRG and Coordinating Committee agreed that hatchery programs 
must be evaluated in the context of (a) the watersheds in which they operate and (b) the goals 
set for them by the managers for each stock in the watershed. To accomplish this level of 
evaluation, the scientists and managers worked together to divide Puget Sound and the coast 
into ten regions. This approach provided an opportunity to make region-by-region 
recommendations based on: 1) regional management goals for conservation, harvest and other 
purposes; 2) the status of each stock within a region (biological significance and population 
viability); 3) the status of the habitat that supports each stock (current and future); and 4) the 
operational details of each hatchery program.  


The HSRG used the scientific framework to develop a series of tools for use in the regional 
review process and for the managers to use into the future. These included operational 
guidelines, a benefit/risk tool, and monitoring and evaluation criteria.  


For each regional review, the HSRG toured the hatchery facilities, conducted interviews with 
operators and managers, considered stock and habitat information provided by the managers, 
applied this information to the benefit/risk tool, met with the managers to discuss the findings, 
and then produced specific recommendations for reducing the risks and maximizing benefits 
from each program. This chapter summarizes the review process and the role of the facilitation 
team. 


 


                                                 
4


 See Appendix H for details of each grant by year. 
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Principles and System-Wide Recommendations
In order to provide a complete picture of what was needed to achieve hatchery reform, the 
HSRG concluded that both program-specific recommendations within the context of the goals 
set by the managers and system-wide recommendations for hatcheries generally that allowed 
for regional differences were needed. The 18 system-wide recommendations were developed 
as a direct result of the HSRG’s experience in the applying the tools in a regional context. The 
HSRG has organized these system-wide recommendations under three basic principles of 
good natural resource management. These principles in the context of hatcheries are: well-
defined goals, scientifically defensible programs, and informed decision making. 


In order to achieve reform, whereby the hatchery system is a functioning part of an integrated 
strategy to achieve recovery of naturally spawning populations and provide sustainable 
fisheries, the HSRG has concluded that these principles and system-wide recommendations 
must set the standard for successful implementation of hatchery reform. This chapter outlines 
each principle and system-wide recommendation. 


Program-Specific Recommendations by Region 
In each of the regions reviewed, the HSRG found significant differences in the quality of the 
habitat, stock status, the goals the managers have prescribed for each region’s salmon and 
steelhead stocks, and the purposes of each region’s hatchery programs. The HSRG’s regional 
review process produced roughly 1,000 program-specific recommendations addressing these 
specific circumstances. Recommendations ranged from changes in broodstock management, 
to addressing water quality concerns, to removal of fish passage impediments, and many 
others.  Some program-specific recommendations referenced system-wide recommendations; 
others were unique to the program. 


After each year of reviews, a report was published containing recommendations for each 
hatchery program reviewed that year. The results of this three year regional review process are 
summarized in Chapter 3. The program-specific recommendations for each region are 
available as appendices to this document in three companion volumes.5  


Conclusions 
Because of its Congressional mandate, the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) has had a 
unique opportunity over the last four years to intensively study all aspects of salmon and steelhead 
hatchery management in Puget Sound and coastal Washington. As a result, the HSRG has 
formulated a number of conclusions about hatcheries and how they should be operated.  This 
chapter outlines these conclusions and gives examples of successful hatchery programs. 


                                                 
5


 See Appendix I, Program-Specific Recommendations by Region.  







 
 


12 Introduction – Next Steps 


NEXT STEPS 
Through four years of creating a scientific framework, tools and recommendations under the Hatchery 
Reform Project, the HSRG has outlined new ways to apply science to hatchery management. 
Recognizing this, the managers of Washington’s fish resources have asked the HSRG to stay 
empanelled beyond the recommendations phase, as the manager’s design mechanisms for 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation, and feedback loops that ensure that new information leads 
to continuing improvements in decision making, policy and operations.  


The HSRG and the managers have agreed that achieving the implementation of hatchery reform must 
be viewed in the long-term. This approach is necessary because hatchery reform should be an on-
going process that continues to change as new information is gained. Additionally, it will take time to 
secure funding to implement all of the elements of hatchery reform. There is also agreement that 
implementation of many important elements of hatchery reform can take place in the short-term as 
well. The manager’s efforts to develop an implementation database to track longer term trends and 
results is critical to successful hatchery reform. 


For 2004, the HSRG, the managers, and the facilitation team have developed a work plan to:  


• ensure an exchange of knowledge, information and ideas between the HSRG and state, 
tribal, and federal managers in the hatchery, harvest and science divisions;  


• track and communicate implementation progress and significant scientific findings from 
the project. 


• develop a long-term monitoring and evaluation strategy; 


• provide facilitated co-manager discussions that address unresolved regional 
implementation issues; 


• hold follow-up workshops in all 10 regions with case studies for how the regional 
hatchery managers can use the principles, recommendations and tools to continue 
reviewing hatchery programs in the context of regional goals into the future; and 


• encourage further research that addresses significant uncertainties about the uses of 
hatcheries. 


The result of this work plan are intended not only ensure successful implementation of the HSRG’s 
recommendations for Puget Sound and the coast, but should also provide a working model that can be 
replicated elsewhere in the Pacific Northwest.  


Additionally, the Washington state Governor’s Office, the Shared Strategy for Salmon Recovery in 
Puget Sound, and others are relying on the Hatchery Reform Project’s results for direction on how 
hatchery reform can be integrated with habitat recovery at the watershed level. This watershed 
approach is an essential piece of the recovery plans that those parties have pledged to provide NOAA 
Fisheries for Puget Sound Chinook salmon, listed as threatened under the ESA in 1999. 
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It is important to note that the tools and recommendations contained in this document are based upon 
current goals and the best scientific information available at the time the reviews were conducted. In 
keeping with the tenets of adaptive management,6 it will be necessary to review and adapt these tools 
and recommendations as new scientific information arises and/or goals change.  


This and all other Hatchery Reform Project-related publications are available from the project’s web 
site (www.hatcheryreform.org) or by contacting Long Live the Kings at (206) 382-9555. 


 


 
6


  
See HSRG System-Wide Recommendation on adaptive management.
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Foundation for Hatchery Reform 


Early in the project’s first year (2000), the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) agreed that 
hatchery programs should no longer be seen as surrogates for lost habitat. Instead, hatchery programs 
must be viewed as tools that can be managed as part of an integrated strategy to meet watershed or 
regional resource goals, in concert with actions affecting habitat, harvest rates, water allocation and 
other factors. Using the best available science, and having considered the benefits and risks to all 
stocks that will result, a hatchery program should be conducted only if it is deemed the best available 
tool for achieving those goals. 


To scientifically evaluate the hatcheries in Puget Sound and the coast in this new context, the scientists 
recognized the need for a scientific foundation for their work, a method for updating this foundation, 
and tools and resources for conducting and evaluation of the Puget Sound and coastal hatchery system. 
This chapter summarizes the Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and 
Steelhead, the emerging issues papers, and the HSRG’s research program. The complete framework, 
all the emerging issues papers, details of funded grants, and the tools used in the regional review 
process are found in the appendices. 


SCIENTIFIC FRAMEWORK  
The scientific framework was first published in December 2000, after review by over 200 scientists 
and stakeholders, and before the rest of the review tools were developed and the regional review 
process began. The framework was periodically updated throughout the review process to include new 
information as it became available. Over the last year, this framework was reorganized in order to 
better serve as a blueprint for achieving scientifically defensible hatchery programs (Principle 2).7  


The scientific framework forms the basis for all of the HSRG’s tools, processes and recommendations 
and organizes the current state of knowledge, about how actions associated with hatcheries affect the 
environment and fishery resources, around six key topics:  


1. Hatchery Programs: Definitions of Purpose and Type; 


2. Hatcheries in the Ecosystem Context: The Regional Approach;  


3. Hatcheries in the Populations/Species Context;  


4. Effects of Hatchery Operations on Harvest and Conservation of the Target Stock;  


5. Effects of Hatchery Fish on Harvest and Conservation of Other Stocks and Species; and 


6. Monitoring and Evaluation: Managing Hatchery Programs for Accountability and 
Success. 


                                                 
7


 See Applied Hatchery Reform chapter, Principles and System-wide Recommendations section. 
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1. Purpose and Type 
The HSRG has concluded that each hatchery program must explicitly define its strategies in terms 
of: a) the purpose or desired benefits to be derived from the program; and b) the type of program 
desired, relative to the genetic management goals for the broodstock and naturally spawning 
populations. These purposes and types provide the starting point for evaluating the benefits and 
risks of a specific hatchery program. Each hatchery program must first define its goals in terms of 
purpose and type before subsequent program components can be developed or evaluated.  


The HSRG recognizes two primary purposes or potential benefits of hatchery programs: 1) help 
conserve naturally spawning populations, and 2) provide fish for harvest. Many hatchery programs 
are designed to provide both harvest and conservation benefits. Other purposes of hatchery 
programs include scientific research, education, and providing cultural benefits, particularly for 
American Indian tribes. 


Hatchery programs for Pacific salmon and steelhead can be classified as either “integrated” or 
“segregated” based on the genetic management goals and protocols for propagating a hatchery 
broodstock. Hatchery programs are classified as genetically integrated if a principal goal is to 
minimize potential genetic divergence between the hatchery broodstock and a naturally-spawning 
population such that natural-origin fish are systematically included in the broodstock each year or 
generation. Hatchery programs are classified as genetically segregated if the broodstock is 
propagated as a reproductively distinct population primarily, if not exclusively, from adult returns 
back to the hatchery. In segregated programs, little or no gene flow should occur from a naturally 
spawning population to the hatchery broodstock.  


In the context of managing salmon and steelhead hatcheries, all programs need to identify their 
broodstocks goal as either genetically integrated or segregated relative to naturally spawning 
populations. The choice of broodstock goal defines operational guidelines by which each hatchery 
programs can be evaluated. Successful hatchery programs must conform closely to the guidelines 
specified by a properly integrated or properly segregated program; no individual hatchery program 
can be both or intermediate without imposing significant genetic risks to naturally spawning 
populations.  


2. Hatchery Programs in the Ecosystem Context: The 
Regional Approach 
Hatcheries can no longer be regarded as surrogates for lost habitat. In operating hatcheries, 
consideration must be given not only to the receiving habitat in which they operate but also to the 
naturally-spawning and hatchery-propagated fish that depend on the existing habitat. In addition, 
hatcheries must take into account the programs of other hatcheries occurring in the same 
watershed or region. Only in this way will adverse interactions between salmonid stocks in the 
watershed or region be minimized.  


This chapter outlines how to review hatchery programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington 
using a regional approach, taking into account the nature of the watersheds in which the programs 
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occur and the goals for naturally spawning populations and the individual programs set by the 
regional managers. Each watershed or region differs significantly in the quality and quantity of 
habitat, the status of its salmonid stocks, the goals set for each stock by the managers, and the 
purposes of the region’s hatchery programs.  


3. Hatchery Programs in the Species/Population 
Context 
Hatchery populations of salmonids are subject to many of the same biological processes as their 
naturally-spawning counterparts. This chapter outlines how these biological processes shape the 
biological significance and viability of both hatchery and naturally-spawning populations. 
Assessment of the biological significance and viability of salmonid populations provides an 
important benchmark for developing both long- and short-term goals and management strategies 
for a particular population or stock. In the case of integrated hatchery programs, where the 
management strategy is to maintain hatchery broodstocks as similar as possible genetically to 
naturally-spawning populations, the combined population (hatchery + wild) shares similar 
characteristics for biological significance and viability. In the case of segregated hatchery 
programs, the biological significance is based solely on the composition of the hatchery 
population, and the viability is linked to the performance of a “hatchery stock” in both the 
hatchery and natural environments.  


4. Effects of Hatchery Operations on Harvest and 
Conservation of the Propagated Stock 
Hatchery operations including broodstock choice and collection, spawning, incubation and rearing 
protocols as well as the hatchery environment in which fish are reared can affect the short and 
long-term survival and behavior of the stock that is the target of hatchery propagation. These 
operations can affect the achievement of harvest goals as well as the goals for biological 
significance and viability of the target stock. This is true whether the target stock represents only 
the hatchery stock as in segregated programs or represents a component of the natural stock, as in 
integrated programs. This chapter describes how hatchery operations can have both long-term 
genetic effects and short-term, non-genetic effects on the target population. 


5. Effects of Hatchery Fish on Harvest and 
Conservation of Other Stocks and Species 
Depending on the number, size, location and other release factors, hatchery fish may directly or 
indirectly affect other stocks and species through genetic or ecological interactions. The presence 
of hatchery fish may also alter fishing patterns and thereby affect harvest rates on naturally 
produced stocks. This chapter describes these potential effects and identifies management actions 
that can help alleviate adverse impacts. 
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6. Monitoring and Evaluation: Managing Hatchery 
Programs for Accountability and Success 
Today’s salmon and steelhead hatcheries are called upon to help meet conservation, harvest, 
and/or other goals (e.g., education, research, cultural and ceremonial needs, and indicator stocks), 
while minimizing adverse impacts on natural-origin salmonids within the watersheds or regions in 
which they operate. To be successful at meeting these goals, accountability for decisions and 
actions is required at all levels within the agencies responsible for management and operation of 
hatcheries. Success will also require an accurate and timely management information system that 
can measure benefits, evaluate actions, and provide information for hatchery management and 
operations. This chapter outlines a monitoring and evaluation approach to help ensure 
accountability and success of hatchery programs. 
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EMERGING ISSUES IN HATCHERY REFORM 
The HSRG—recognizing that the scientific framework needs to be a “living document” that is 
regularly updated to include new information and issues not identified in its original drafting—decided 
that significant revisions to the scientific framework should be derived – not just from new published 
scientific literature – but also from “emerging issue” papers authored by the HSRG or its individuals 
members. These papers can be as simple as a few paragraphs or as detailed as an essay for a peer-
reviewed journal. They are presented collectively in Appendix B under the title Emerging Issues in 
Hatchery Reform. The HSRG welcomes feedback on these “emerging issues.” They are incorporated 
into the framework once they have been reviewed and refined. Several that have been incorporated to 
date remain in this chapter as well, to highlight their importance.  


These emerging issues papers also relate to two other key elements of the Hatchery Reform Project. 
They are tied to the hatchery reform research program8 because they discuss topics that reflect recently 
available scientific information or an emerging principle derived from the collation of old and new 
information. In addition, they are tied to the three principles of hatchery reform9 because developing 
scientific knowledge in these areas will support hatchery operation and management in the context of 
well-defined goals, scientifically defensible programs, and informed decision making. 


In keeping with their status as “emerging issues,” it is important to keep in mind that all of these 
papers are “works in progress,” to be revised as new information comes to light on the issues at hand. 
They are not to be considered definitive, exhaustive and/or final statements on their respective topics, 
although some of them may form the basis for publications in the scientific literature if they so 
warrant.  


The current list of emerging issues papers includes: 


MANAGEMENT GOALS FOR HATCHERY BROODSTOCKS: GENETIC INTEGRATION VERSUS 
SEGREGATION ........................................................................................................................................B-3 
USING HATCHERY SALMON CARCASSES FOR NUTRIFICATION OF FRESHWATER ECOSYSTEMS WHILE 
REDUCING ASSOCIATED FISH HEALTH RISKS. ...................................................................................B-28 
HATCHERY SMOLT QUALITY AND ACHIEVING THE WILD SALMON TEMPLATE ..............................B-30 
BENEFITS OF HATCHERY FISH AS A SOURCE OF FOOD.......................................................................B-39 
MARINE CARRYING CAPACITY ...........................................................................................................B-41 
OUTPLANTING AND NET PEN RELEASE OF HATCHERY-ORIGIN FISH................................................B-44 
ASSESSING THE POTENTIAL FOR PREDATION ON WILD SALMONID FRY BY HATCHERY-REARED 
SALMONIDS IN WASHINGTON..............................................................................................................B-51 
USING ACCLIMATION PONDS IN THE REARING OF SALMON..............................................................B-68 
 


 
8


 See Research Program in Applied Hatchery Reform chapter. 
9


 See Principles and System-Wide Recommendations in Applied Hatchery Reform chapter. 
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RESEARCH GRANTS PROGRAM 
The ability to fully achieve hatchery reform goals is compromised by lack of scientific certainty on 
many subjects. To reduce this uncertainty, the HSRG developed a competitive grant program to fund 
scientific research projects that could provide new scientific information in support of the goals of 
hatchery reform in Puget Sound and coastal Washington. This chapter provides a description of the 
research grant program. A summary of each research project funded by the HSRG can be found in 
Appendix H.  


The HSRG established the following procedures for administering this grant program: 


1. The Washington State Interagency Commission for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) shall be the 
administrative agency for the grant program. 


2. The steps involved in the grant program each fiscal year could include: 


a. The HSRG will issue a Request for Pre-Proposals. 
b. Pre-Proposals received will be reviewed and evaluated by the HSRG. Applicants with pre-


proposals selected for further consideration will be asked to prepare full proposals. 
c. Full proposals will be reviewed and evaluated by the HSRG. External ad hoc reviewers 


with scientific expertise complementary to the HSRG may be solicited to assist the HSRG 
with their reviews of specific proposals. 


d. The HSRG will inform applicants whether their proposal was accepted. 
e. Funds will be disbursed by IAC to accepted research proposals. 
f. Progress reports and final reports will be provided to the HSRG by funded researchers. 


3. The HSRG will use its Scientific Framework for Artificial Propagation of Salmon and 
Steelhead (Scientific Framework) to identify research needs. Innovative research in other 
areas of Hatchery Reform will also be considered. 


4. Proposals will be judged—using a standardized evaluation system— based on scientific merit, 
the qualifications of the investigators, ability to provide quantifiable results and the potential 
to achieve results applicable to hatchery reform goals. Preference will also be given to projects 
that show collaboration among researchers and agencies.  


5. To avoid conflicts of interest, agency members of the HSRG will participate in discussion of 
proposals sponsored by their respective agencies but will excuse themselves from final voting 
to avoid potential conflicts of interest.  


6. Written progress and annual/final reports are required of all funded projects. In addition, an 
oral presentation describing the project and its progress is required each year. The 
presentations are given each year (January/February) and open to the public. 
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7. Multiple-year projects are encouraged, but funds will only be awarded on a year-to-year basis. 
Successful grants from the previous year must submit pre-proposals to be considered for a 
second year of funding. 


8. Although the HSRG respects and understands the need for protecting the intellectual property 
contained in research proposals, Washington state law requires that materials submitted in 
response to this grant announcement shall become the property of the IAC and shall be 
deemed public records. 


9. Applications approved for funding will be required to sign a Project Agreement that 
incorporates the full proposal, negotiated parameters and any required federal terms and 
conditions as appropriate. 


The HSRG has awarded over two million dollars in research funds to help answer questions such as 
how to reduce harvest on natural-origin fish, how to avoid adverse genetic effects of hatchery fish on 
natural-origin stocks, how to avoid adverse ecological interactions, how to improve hatchery practices, 
and how to monitor and measure success. Grantees have reported back to the HSRG at annual research 
review meetings and they are making good progress. But there are many questions left to answer and a 
number of projects that will take several years to provide useful findings. 


During HSRG meetings in the early part of each year, research proposals have been evaluated by the 
group, with projects receiving funding being divided into four general categories for prioritized 
research: A) Sustainable Fisheries; B) Recovery and Conservation of Naturally Spawning Populations; 
C) Improvement in Quality and Cost-effectiveness of Hatchery Programs; and D) Protection of 
Genetic Resources. A list of funded projects is included as Table 1 with details provided in Appendix 
H. 


 
TABLE 1: Summary of Research Grants 


Year 
Funded Project Description10 Principal Investigators11


Category A: Sustainable Fisheries 


2000, 
2001 


1. Development of Field Methods to 
Determine the Effects of Hatchery 


Release Methods on Residualism and 
Interactions Between Hatchery and Wild 
Juvenile Salmonids in Relation to Stream 


Carrying Capacity 


Howard Fuss, WDFW; Stephen Riley, 
NOAA Fisheries 


                                                 
10


 Multiple year projects list the most recent title.  
11


 Multiple year projects list the most recent Principle Investigator(s). 
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2000, 
2001 


2. Test Commercial Selective Harvest 
Gears Geraldine VanderHaegen, WDFW 


2000 
3. Impacts of Size Selective Gillnet 


Fisheries on Puget Sound Coho Salmon 
Populations 


Curtis Knudsen, 
Craig Busack, WDFW 


2001, 
2002, 
2003 


4. Salmon Marine Trophic Demand-
Distribution David Beauchamp, UW 


Category B: Recover and Conserve Natural Spawning Populations 


2000 1. Genetic Characterization of Lake 
Ozette Sockeye Salmon 


Ken Currens, NWIFC; Jim Shaklee, WDFW; 
Michael Crewson, Makah Tribe 


2000 2. White River Acclimation Pond 
Evaluation 


Chuck Baranski,WDFW; Blake Smith, 
Puyallup Tribe; Richard Johnson, 


Muckleshoot Tribe 


2000, 
2001, 
2002, 
2003 


3. Differences in Natural Production 
between Hatchery and Wild Coho 


Salmon 
Howard Fuss, WDFW; Michael Ford, NMFS


2000, 
2001, 
2002, 
2003 


4. Snow Creek Coho Recovery Program Steve Schroder, WDFW 


2000, 
2001, 
2002, 
2003 


5. Hamma Hamma River Steelhead 
Supplementation Evaluation Barry Berejikian, NOAA Fisheries 


Category C: Improve Quality and Cost-Effectiveness of Hatchery Programs 


2000, 
2001, 
2002, 
2003 


1. Development of Engineered Streams 
for Salmon Production Ernest Brannon, UI 


2000, 
2001, 
2002, 
2003 


2. Increase Post-Release Survival by 
Rearing Coho with NATURES Semi-


Natural Raceway Habitat 
Desmond Maynard, NOAA Fisheries 


2000 
3. Using Semi-Natural Rearing Habitat to 
Improve Smolt-Adult Survival of Chinook 


Salmon 


Geraldine VanderHaegen, WDFW; Bill St. 
Jean, Nisqually Tribe 
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2001 4. Development of BKD Vaccine Jed Varney, WDFW 


2001 5. Nature vs. Nurture: Do Hatchery 
Practices Impair Brain Development? Penny Swanson, NOAA Fisheries 


Category D: Protect Genetic Resources 


2000, 
2001 


1. Interactions between Wild and 
Hatchery Steelhead: Evaluating Key 


Assumptions 
Thomas Quinn, UW 


2001 2. Residualism in Wild Broodstock 
Steelhead Cameron Sharpe, WDFW  


2001 3. Olfactory Imprinting in Hatchery 
Salmon  Andrew Dittman, NOAA Fisheries 


 


Hatchery Research Agenda 
After three years of administering this program and working to develop program-specific 
recommendations for 10 regions and over 200 hatchery programs throughout Puget Sound and the 
Washington coast, the HSRG has concluded that a research agenda must be established to guide 
funding for applied hatchery research in the Pacific Northwest. Hatchery research answering specific 
unknowns and that can be directly applied to better, more informed decision making will be essential 
to the long-term success of hatchery reform. 


Hatchery programs must be operated to adapt to changes in the status of naturally spawning stocks, 
carrying capacity of the receiving waters, ocean productivity and harvest demands. Hatchery research 
is needed to reduce uncertainty and better evaluate the risks and benefits from hatchery practices. 
Additionally, new information is required to further understand the impacts of hatchery programs on 
natural-origin salmonids and on the environment within the watersheds or regions in which they 
operate.  


The development of this agenda will require collaboration among states, institutions and disciplines. 
The HSRG is developing a proposal for an Applied Hatchery Research Agenda that builds on the 
outcomes of the HSRG Research Grant Program, uncertainties identified in the development of the 
HSRG’s scientific framework and operational guidelines, and the findings from the three-year regional 
review process. 
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Applied Hatchery Reform 


The Puget Sound and Coastal Washington Hatchery Reform Project has provided an unprecedented 
opportunity to review current hatchery practices at over 100 hatcheries. At the close of 2003, the nine 
members of the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) had spent four years together participating 
in monthly, three-day work sessions and devoting at least as much time—often more—to the project 
between meetings. They have discussed and debated the latest scientific thinking on hatcheries; 
digested 500-plus page briefing books in each of ten regions that detail stock status, habitat conditions, 
and harvest goals; spoken face-to-face with the people in charge of the day-to-day management of 
hatchery programs in these regions; weighed the benefits and risks of over 200 stock-specific 
programs; and come to consensus on 3 principles, 18 system-wide recommendations, and over 1,000 
program-specific recommendations for reform. This chapter provides an overview of the HSRG’s 
regional review process and tools; and the resulting principles and recommendations.  


REGIONAL REVIEW PROCESS 
Early in the project, the HSRG and the Hatchery Reform Coordinating Committee agreed that it is 
important to evaluate hatchery programs in the context of the watersheds in which they operate and the 
goals set for them by the managers. For this reason, they divided Puget Sound and coastal Washington 
into ten regions (see Figure 1 on next page for locations). These ten regions include: 


• Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca 


• South Puget Sound 


• Stillaguamish/Snohomish Rivers 


• Skagit River Basin 


• Nooksack/Samish Rivers 


• Central Puget Sound 


• Hood Canal 


• Willapa Bay 


• North Coast 


• Grays Harbor 


 


 







 
 


26 Applied Hatchery Reform – Regional Review Process 


FIGURE 1: Hatchery Reform Region Map 
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The HSRG used the scientific framework to develop a series of tools for use in the regional review 
process and for use by the managers. These included operational guidelines, a benefit/risk tool, and 
monitoring and evaluation criteria. The complete tools and example forms are included in the 
appendices noted. 


• Operational Guidelines: The HSRG developed a set of operational procedures consistent with 
the scientific framework, to address ecological effects, genetic integrity and fish health 
concerns, and to provide new guidelines for fish rearing and accountability for success. These 
guidelines inform the questions contained within the part of the benefit/risk tool that examines 
hatchery operations (see Appendix C).  


• Monitoring and Evaluation Criteria: These criteria were developed from the scientific 
framework, operational guidelines and benefit/risk tool to help the managers determine the 
success of a hatchery program. These criteria suggest which information to collect and 
evaluate relating to the health of out-migrating smolts, stray rates of returning adults, 
whether or not hatchery rearing has affected fish size and run timing, and other factors 
(see Appendix D). 


• Benefit/Risk Tool: The HSRG developed the benefit/risk tool for evaluating the benefits and 
risks specifically derived from each hatchery program. This tool was adapted and simplified 
from a tool developed by the co-managers.12 It allowed the HSRG to evaluate the relative 
benefits and risks associated with specific actions and choices in hatchery management—in a 
scientifically sound, methodical manner. This tool was central to the regional review effort in 
that it allowed for a systematic evaluation of all aspects of hatchery and program operations in 
the context of the harvest, conservation or other goal for the resource set by the managers (see 
Appendix G). 


The HSRG applied the hatchery review tools to all hatchery programs in ten regions over three full 
years between 2001 and 2003. This approach provided an opportunity to make region-by-region 
recommendations based on:  


A. regional management goals for conservation, harvest and other purposes;  


B. stock status (biological significance and population viability);  


C. habitat status (current and future); and  


D. the operational details of each hatchery program.13 


 


For each hatchery program the HSRG addressed three questions: 


1. Are the current hatchery practices consistent with the short- and long-term goals for the 
target stock? 


                                                 
12


 Draft Benefit-Risk Assessment Procedure (BRAP) for Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Artificial Propagation 
Programs, November 17, 2000.
13


 See the Benefit/Risk Tool section of the Appendices for detail on how these categories of information are defined. 
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2. Is the program likely to attain those goals? 


3. Are the current hatchery practices consistent with the goals for other salmonid stocks in 
the region? 


The regional reviews normally took place over two three-day meetings, held in the region over 
consecutive months. Following an introductory meeting between the HSRG and the regional 
participants held three months prior to the review meetings, the facilitation team worked with the 
regional managers and state and tribal agency science teams to assemble a briefing book containing 
the four key categories of background information for the region, arranged by sub-region and stock 
(for example, Dungeness Chinook was a sub-regional stock examined in the Eastern Straits region). 
This briefing book was provided to the HSRG one month prior to the first meeting. 


Regional participants from the state, tribal and federal management agencies were provided a detailed 
regional information instruction form to guide them in assembling information for the briefing book. 
Other regional participants were provided a regional information key questions form. 14


For the reviews, the HSRG developed a standardized approach for expressing harvest and 
conservation goals for the stocks and the environment potentially affected by a hatchery program. 
Within each region, the current stock status, and short term and long term goals for stock conservation 
were provided by the co-managers in terms of: a) the biological significance of the stock (i.e., its 
importance to the Evolutionarily Significant Unit, or ESU, to which it belongs), b) the viability (or 
genetic fitness) of the stock. Conservation goals in these categories were rated qualitatively as high, 
medium or low. The current status and short term and long term goals for the suitability of the habitat 
available to each stock was also provided, also in qualitative terms. Similarly, harvest goals were 
expressed in terms of the frequency of harvest opportunity (annually, most years, some years, or 
never). 


Day 1: The first day of a regional review meeting (and often the evening before) consisted of field 
tours arranged by the facilitation team and regional managers, to complement the briefing book 
information and provide the HSRG with a better understanding of the region and its hatchery 
facilities. 


Day 2: On the second day, the HSRG worked with the regional participants to apply the 
Benefit/Risk Tool’s Part One worksheet Summary of Goals for Affected Stocks and Habitat; 
Objectives for Current Hatchery Programs.15 This process ensured that the scientists understood 
the management goals under which the co-managers are operating their hatchery programs, and 
the purpose and type of each program being conducted to meet those goals. 


Day 3: On the third day (the final day of the first meeting), the HSRG completed its Benefit/Risk 
Tool Part Two worksheet How Current Operations Compare to HSRG Guidelines. Categories 
include: 1) accountability and education; 2) genetics and conservation; 3) physiology, morphology 
and ecology; and 4) culture methods. Regional hatchery managers joined the HSRG during this 


 
14


 See Appendices E and F, Regional Information Instruction Forms. 
15 


See Appendix G, Benefit/Risk Tool for a description of these worksheets. 
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process to fill in any operations information not provided in the briefing book, tour or previous 
discussions. 


Day 4: On the fourth day (the first day of the second meeting), the HSRG reviewed the 
information provided by the managers between meetings, to fill in any remaining information 
gaps. The HSRG then began using in the Benefit/Risk Tool Part Three worksheet Benefit/Risk 
Analysis; Recommendations and Alternatives. This involved identifying the risks and benefits 
from each hatchery program to all hatchery and naturally spawning stocks in the region, then 
making preliminary recommendations for improving the region’s hatchery programs. 


Day 5: On the fifth day, the HSRG completed the Part Three worksheet. The group then decided 
how best to present the results to the regional managers at an informal review session. 


Day 6: On the sixth and final day, the HSRG provided the regional participants with an informal 
review of the region. The session involved only oral presentations. No written report was provided 
at that time. The regional managers had the opportunity to take notes, ask questions and engage in 
discussion. 


In all the regions reviewed, the regional participants chose to hold a follow-up meeting amongst 
themselves, where they discussed what they heard at the informal review session and prepared 
feedback to provide to the HSRG for their report writing process. HSRG and facilitation team 
members did not attend this meeting, in order to promote a free exchange of reactions and opinions. 


At the end of the calendar year, the HSRG drafted a written report on the regions reviewed during that 
year.16 This report took into consideration any actions taken and information provided by the 
managers after the informal review session. The HSRG provided the draft report to the managers to 
check for factual errors or omissions, and to allow the managers to draft concise responses that 
indicate where they agree or disagree with the recommendations, and describe implementation plans. 


Project Management/Facilitation 
In general, the role of the Hatchery Reform Project facilitation team has been to manage the 
project; facilitate interactions between the scientists and the managers; provide internal and 
external project communications; ensure that all parties involved in the project know their 
responsibilities, roles, tasks and deadlines; and ensure that these deadlines are met, with a quality 
product resulting. During the review process, the facilitation team coordinated the agenda, and 
produced meeting materials for each meeting (including detailed briefing books before each 
regional review session), and communicated with regional participants (inviting them to 
introductory and regional review meetings, informing them of assignments and deadlines).  


During the meeting, the facilitation team helped keep the group on time and on agenda, helped to 
resolve problems and impasses, and suggested solutions and alternatives. After each meeting, the 
facilitation team provided the group with a list of decisions/action items/assignments and 


                                                 
16


 See Appendix I, Program-Specific Recommendations by Region. 
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developed a meeting summary for public distribution. The team also maintains the project’s files 
and archives. 


Communications activities by the facilitation team include drafting, sending and tracking project 
correspondence; fielding inquiries from stakeholders and the public; keeping the project’s written 
materials, web site and PowerPoint presentations updated; providing articles, interviews, editorials 
and news conferences for local, regional and national media outlets; making briefings and 
presentations to a wide range of organizations and conferences; and editing and publishing project 
publications and reports. The HSRG and LLTK are also responsible for annual reporting to 
Congress on progress made in implementing hatchery reforms. 
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PRINCIPLES AND SYSTEM-WIDE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Over the period of this project, the HSRG has developed a thorough understanding about applying 
existing science to hatchery management. After three years of regional reviews, the HSRG concluded 
that while any individual program may be successful in broodstock collection, rearing or other 
operational considerations, it may still be operating in a manner that does not, for example, adequately 
take into account risks to other stocks or to the environment, maximize benefits to the target stock, or 
consider whether adequate habitat will be available over time for the fish it produces. 


In each region, the HSRG found:  


• If the goals for each stock (conservation, harvest, research, education, etc) were clearly 
understood by the hatchery operator, the ability to evaluate the benefits and risks of a hatchery 
program was greatly improved; 


• A clearly articulated, scientific rationale for a hatchery program can provide the managers 
with a science-based foundation for decision making and a range of scientific tools and 
strategies for achieving goals; and 


• Hatchery managers who were able to measure the contribution of a hatchery program toward a 
particular resource goal had a greater chance of achieving that goal. 


Based on these observations, the HSRG developed three principles, based on principles of good 
natural resource management, to guide the use of hatcheries. These principles include: 1) Well-
Defined Goals, 2) Scientific Defensibility, and 3) Informed Decision Making. The HSRG also 
assembled system-wide recommendations (applicable to programs across the Puget Sound and coastal 
Washington hatchery system) that serve as hatchery based strategies for achieving these principles. 
Just as the program-specific recommendations were developed for each hatchery program, system-
wide recommendations were developed for hatcheries collectively.  


These principles and recommendations are presented here to help guide the managers as they 
implement hatchery reform, and to help answer how hatcheries can serve as tools for recovering 
naturally-spawning salmonid populations and providing sustainable fisheries. 


Principle 1: Well-Defined Goals  
Goals for all affected stocks must be well-defined. These goals should be quantified, where possible 
and expressed in terms of values to the community (harvest, conservation, education, research, 
employment, recreation, etc.). Hatcheries can then be managed as tools to help meet those goals. The 
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HSRG’s scientific framework17 outlines the issues involved with, and conditions required for, 
hatcheries to be an appropriate contributor to meeting harvest, conservation or other goals.  


Harvest and conservation were the most common stock goals encountered by the HSRG. They can be 
defined as follows: 


• Harvest goals promote commercial, subsistence, ceremonial, and recreational fishing  


• Conservation goals promote the conservation of indigenous salmonid resources. They 
include endangered species protection and recovery, gene banking, maintaining native 
stocks for which natural spawning habitat is lost, and restoring stocks to streams where 
they have been extirpated.  


The HSRG observed that goals for the fish resource were not always explicitly communicated and/or 
fully understood by the managers and operators of hatchery programs. To be successful, hatcheries 
should be used as part of an integrated strategy where habitat, hatchery management and harvest are 
coordinated to best meet resource management goals defined for each stock in the watershed. 
Hatcheries are by their very nature a compromise, a balancing of benefits and risks to the target stock, 
other stocks and the environment affected by the hatchery program. The use of a hatchery program is 
appropriate when benefits significantly outweigh the risks, and when the use of a hatchery program is 
more favorable than the benefits and risks associated with non-hatchery strategies for meeting the 
same goals. 


The HSRG has developed the following system-wide recommendations to help ensure a 
comprehensive goal setting process.  


Set Goals for all Stocks and Manage Hatchery Programs on a 
Regional Scale 
Early in the project, the HSRG and the managers agreed that hatchery programs must be evaluated 
in the context of the regions and watersheds in which they operate and the goals set by the 
managers. In designing the review process, the HSRG determined that a review of Puget Sound 
and coastal hatcheries and their programs as a whole would have led to broad generalities not 
suited to regional differences in stock and habitat status. Similarly, a hatchery-by-hatchery review 
would not have allowed for evaluation in the context of each region’s current and future habitat, 
harvest goals, the status of all regional, anadromous salmonid stocks, and the cumulative effects of 
all regional hatchery programs. The HSRG recommends that the managers continue this regional 
approach to reviewing and setting goals, managing hatchery programs, and implementing the 
principles and recommendations. The HSRG further recommends that implementation of hatchery 
reform recommendations be coordinated by regional technical groups, to ensure that goals for the 
resource and the role of each hatchery program in achieving those goals are tracked. These 
regional bodies may currently be in existence or may be patterned after the regional participant 
lists generated for the HSRG’s regional review process.  


 
17


 See Appendix A, Scientific Framework. 
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Measure Success in Terms of Contribution to Harvest, 
Conservation and Other Goals 
The HSRG recommends that the managers measure hatchery contributions to harvest opportunity, 
the conservation of genetic resources, and other goals for salmon and steelhead populations. It is 
not uncommon for the direct hatchery output (i.e., numbers or pounds of juveniles released) to be 
cited as the goal by which a program’s success is measured. More appropriate measures of success 
include: 


• The scale and availability of harvest provided.  


• The number of returning adults and their ability to reproduce and sustain the stock. 


• The relative risks and benefits of each hatchery program. 


• Alternative strategies for meeting similar goals. 


• Whether the program is part of a comprehensive strategy to meet a stated resource goal. 


Have Clear Goals for Educational Programs 
The HSRG strongly supports the many educational programs conducted at, or supported by, 
hatchery facilities across Puget Sound and coastal Washington. These programs are valuable for 
educating the public on the biology of salmon, the importance of maintaining healthy salmon 
habitat, and sustainable fisheries.  


A clear understanding of a program’s specific educational goals needs to be articulated, along with 
methods for determining if those goals are being met and for reporting educational benefits. It is 
incumbent upon the fisheries managers, as the professional partners of these often volunteer-
driven programs, to ensure that such goal statements are developed for these programs and 
understood by participants. It is also essential that these programs be operated consistent with the 
conservation principles they are intended to promote. 


Principle 2: Scientifically Defensible Programs 
Once the goals for the resource have been established (see above), the scientific rationale for a 
hatchery program – in terms of benefits and risks - must be spelled out to explain how the hatchery 
program expects to achieve its goals. The purpose, operation, and management of each hatchery 
program must be scientifically defensible. The strategy chosen must be consistent with current 
scientific knowledge. Where there is uncertainty, hypotheses and assumptions should be articulated. In 
general, scientific defensibility will occur at three stages: (1) during the deliberation stage to determine 
whether a hatchery should be built and/or a specific hatchery program initiated; (2) during the 
planning and design stage for a hatchery or hatchery program; and (3) during the operations stage.  


This approach ensures a scientific foundation for hatchery programs, a means for addressing 
uncertainty, and a method for demonstrating accountability. Documentation for each program should 
include citations from the scientific literature and models that take into account the various factors 
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(e.g., predation assumptions, cumulative effects, etc.). The scientific framework, the Benefit/Risk Tool 
and the operational guidelines developed by the HSRG to guide the regional review process all 
provide resources for ensuring scientific defensibility for hatchery programs (see appendices).  


The HSRG has developed the following system-wide recommendations to help ensure a 
scientifically defensible hatchery program.  


Operate Hatchery Programs within the Context of Their 
Ecosystems  
The benefits and risks of hatchery programs can only be properly evaluated in the context of their 
ecosystems. Hatchery management requires understanding interactions between species and in 
particular, managing the risk of negative interactions. This requires knowing the status of the 
hatchery stocks and of other stocks, understanding the interactions between the stocks, and how 
well the habitat can support these stocks now and in the future.  


The release of hatchery fish into the environment will affect the ecosystem. While these effects are 
not fully predictable, information about, for example, competitive and predatory relationships 
among species is available to help avoid unwanted outcomes.  


Each ecosystem is unique, based on its history, natural events, (human) land use, and the strategies 
and goals developed by resource managers. The status and expectation for naturally-spawning 
stocks and the environment prescribe the potential for success and the limitations on any hatchery 
program. Therefore, in making decisions about current and future hatchery programs, decision 
makers should have current and future habitat assessments available to them in order to make 
informed decisions about goals for other stocks.  


Operate Hatchery Programs as either Genetically Integrated or 
Segregated Relative to Naturally-Spawning Populations18


Hatchery broodstocks should be managed as either genetically integrated or genetically 
segregated. Hatchery programs are classified as integrated if a principal goal is to manage the 
broodstock as an artificially propagated component of a naturally spawning population. In 
contrast, hatchery programs are classified as segregated if the management goal is to propagate 
the hatchery broodstock as a discrete or genetically segregated population, relative to naturally 
spawning populations.  


In this context, “intermediate” programs cannot exist without potentially posing significant risks to 
natural populations. The concepts of genetic integration and segregation, as they relate explicitly 
to hatchery programs, lead to well-defined operational guidelines and objectives for achieving the 
respective broodstock management goals while minimizing risks to naturally spawning 
populations. Each concept provides a template for broodstock management and operations. The 
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 See Appendix A, Scientific Framework, Applied Hatchery Reform-Regional Review Process, and, Emerging Issues paper on integrated 
and segregated programs. 
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greater the deviation from one of these templates, the greater are the risks to naturally spawning 
populations with increased likelihood that the benefits of a hatchery program will not outweigh the 
risks. Consequently, from the outset, each hatchery program must identify one of the two 
broodstock strategies and follow that strategy as closely as possible to acheive the desired purpose 
of the program.  


 


Integrated Program – A hatchery program is of an integrated type if the intent is for 
the natural environment to drive the adaptation of a composite population of fish that spawns 
both in a hatchery and in the wild. A fundamental goal of an integrated program is for the 
hatchery broodstock to be as similar genetically as possible to naturally spawning populations, 
in areas where fish are released and/or collected for broodstock. The long-term goal is to 
maintain genetic characteristics of a local, natural population among hatchery-origin fish, by 
minimizing genetic changes resulting from artificial propagation and potential domestication. 
In an idealized integrated program, natural-origin and hatchery-origin fish are genetically 
equal components of a common gene pool.  


A hatchery supporting an integrated program can be viewed conceptually as an artificial 
extension of the natural environment where the population as a whole (hatchery + wild) is 
sustained at a much higher level of abundance than would occur without the hatchery. A 
properly managed integrated broodstock can potentially serve as a genetic repository in the 
event of a major decline in the abundance of natural-origin fish. 


An integrated program does not imply that natural spawning of hatchery-origin fish is desired 
or even occurs. Natural spawning (a.k.a., supplementation) relates to the purpose, desired 
benefits and potential risks of a hatchery program and not to the genetic management goals for 
a hatchery broodstock, although the two sets of goals are usually correlated. Hatchery-origin 
fish spawning naturally does not make a hatchery broodstock genetically integrated—only if 
natural-origin fish are included in the broodstock in a systematic, prescribed manner can the 
broodstock be considered genetically “integrated.” In this context, the management goal of an 
integrated program is to maintain the genetic characteristics of naturally-spawning fish among 
hatchery-origin fish, not vice-versa. 


Specific recommendations for integrated programs include:  


• Develop a detailed, genetic management plan for the hatchery broodstock and the 
naturally spawning population in the watershed where adults are trapped for broodstock. 


• Ensure that an average of 10–20% of the hatchery broodstock is composed of natural-
origin adults each year.  


• Collect and spawn adults randomly with respect to time of return, time of spawning, age, 
size and other characteristics related to fitness. 


• Impose hatchery management practices that minimize the potential domestication effects 
of the hatchery environment.  
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• Use marks, tags or other methods to distinguish natural- and hatchery-origin fish among 
natural spawners, in hatchery broodstocks, and in harvests.  


• Monitor and control natural spawning by hatchery-origin adults so that the percentage of 
natural spawners composed of hatchery-origin fish is significantly less than the percentage 
of the hatchery broodstock derived from natural-origin fish. This general rule may be 
violated in restoration supplementation programs where natural spawning by hatchery-
origin adults is an intended purpose of the hatchery program. 


• Adjust the size of integrated hatchery programs relative to the size of the naturally 
spawning population so that the number of natural-origin adults spawning naturally in a 
watershed is greater than the total number of adults required for broodstock.  


• In order to avoid broodstock mining, the natural component of the hatchery broodstock 
should not cause the number of natural spawners to fall below the escapement goal for 
natural spawners. 


 


Segregated Program - The fundamental goal of a segregated program is to propagate 
the hatchery broodstock as a discrete population or gene pool that is reproductively segregated 
from naturally spawning populations. Once established, segregated broodstocks are composed 
entirely of returning, hatchery-origin adults. As a consequence, genetically segregated 
hatchery populations can, and will, change genetically, relative to naturally spawning 
populations. Such changes may be intentional to maximize the desired benefits of the 
program, while minimizing risks to naturally spawning populations. However, in contrast to 
integrated programs, any natural spawning by hatchery-origin fish from a segregated program 
will impose potentially unacceptable risks to natural populations. 


Specific recommendations for segregated programs include: 


• Release and release fish in areas where opportunities to capture non-harvested adults are 
maximized, thus minimizing genetic risks to natural populations. 


• Rear fish in a manner and/or at a location that minimizes potential straying and 
opportunities for natural spawning.  


• Ensure harvest opportunities are commensurate with potential adult production from 
segregated programs and take into consideration the potential selective impacts of harvest 
on the long term viability of segregated programs. 


• Ensure hatchery-origin adults constitute no more than one to five percent of natural 
spawners. 


• Use marks, tags, or other methods to distinguish natural- and hatchery-origin fish among 
natural spawners, in hatchery broodstocks, and in harvests. 
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• Avoid trapping natural-origin adults, and exclude them from the broodstock. 


Size Hatchery Programs Consistent with Stock Goals 
Fisheries managers should determine the proper size (number of fish released) of a hatchery 
program based on clearly defined goals established for the stock. The size of hatchery program 
must consider two parameters: (1) the number of released fish to meet the purpose of the program 
and (2) the number of adult spawners necessary to meet both the purpose of the program and the 
genetic management goals for the broodstock. In general, the number of fish released should be 
the smallest number necessary to meet the management goal of the program. In addition, the 
number and composition (hatchery- or natural-origin) of adults used for broodstock must meet 
genetic guidelines and constraints consistent with maintaining a viable population.  


Hatchery programs that are sized incorrectly present ecological and economic risks. For example, 
large hatchery releases may interact through competition and predation with natural stocks and 
other ecological processes in a detrimental way. These “extra” fish may also impact the survival of 
other populations once they enter the ocean. Resources spent producing these fish may be wasted 
if returning adults cannot be harvested and/or overwhelm hatchery workers.  


Consider both Freshwater and Marine Carrying Capacity in 
Sizing Hatchery Programs 
Freshwater and marine trophic conditions and carrying capacity may limit the ability of a program 
to contribute to a resource goal.19


For example, stocks of coho and Chinook have shown a decrease in survival over the past decade 
in certain regions of Puget Sound and the coast, such as southern Puget Sound. The decrease may 
be related to the general decline in productivity of inland, marine waters. There has been a great 
deal of speculation as to additional cause(s) for the decline in these regions, (e.g., increased bird 
and marine mammal predation; a general lowering of water quality from urbanization in a body of 
water with low turnover; continuing loss of freshwater habitat, a shift in the forage base, etc). 
Whatever the cause, the trophic capacity of southern Puget Sound to support salmonid fishes 
appears to have diminished in recent years.  


Lowered survival may also be related to the total biomass of salmonids presently being released 
from hatcheries, despite recent reductions in the actual numbers of fish released. Closure of certain 
unproductive hatcheries and reduced production at other hatcheries may in fact benefit the quality 
and survival of both naturally spawning and hatchery fish.  


Factors that should be considered in sizing a hatchery program may include (but not be limited to) 
the following:  


1. the potential for ecological interactions with natural populations; 
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 See HSRG Scientific Framework and Hatchery Review Program, Emerging Issues chapter, section on marine carrying capacity. 
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2. the physical capacity of the individual hatchery;  


3. the carrying capacity of receiving waters in terms of both juveniles and adults (see 
recommendations above);  


4. changes in ocean productivity; and  


5. the ability to control the contribution of hatchery-origin fish to the natural spawning 
escapement, (e.g., through selective harvest).  


Overall, the managers should maintain a repertoire of release strategies that can be adjusted in 
response to changing environmental or trophic conditions. There must be a defensible rationale for 
any given level of hatchery production, leading to sustainability and cost effectiveness. 


Ensure Productive Habitat for Hatchery Programs 
The HSRG has concluded that productive habitat, in which a salmon population conducts the 
various phases of its life cycle, is necessary to the success of any hatchery program. The fitness of 
the naturally-spawning population, its productivity, and the number of adult salmon (artificially or 
naturally produced) returning to the watershed ultimately depend on the natural habitat, not on the 
output of the hatchery. Silt free incubation gravels and cool, stable incubating water are necessary 
for the survival of salmon embryos. Flowing streams with complex structure, riparian vegetation, 
seasonal flow stability, and productive estuaries are necessary to the survival of juvenile salmon. 
Flowing streams are also necessary for the successful passage and spawning of returning adults.  


In particular, habitat is essential to the success of integrated hatchery programs because the 
hatchery broodstock is directly supported genetically and demographically by the naturally 
spawning component.20 Integrated hatchery programs will be limited in scope by the productivity 
of the natural habitat. Natural populations are expected to increase in fitness and productivity as 
habitats improve. In addition to the habitat described for all programs, silt free incubation gravels 
and cool reliably stable irrigating water are necessary for the survival of salmon embryos.  


Emphasize Quality, Not Quantity, in Fish Releases 
Release the lowest number of fish (consistent with goals for the resource) with the highest quality 
to maximize potential benefits while minimizing risks to naturally spawning populations. The 
HSRG’s working model is that the best a hatchery program can expect to do is to match a wild 
salmon template in terms of the physiological, morphological and behavioral traits that affect 
smolt-to-adult performance. Measures of quality can include affects on physiological, 
morphological and behavioral fitness, including competency of juvenile fish to migrate, establish 
territory, and displace other individuals, prey and forage. 21 These fitness characteristics clearly 
have both genetic and environmental components (nature vs. nurture). 
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 See HSRG System-wide Recommendation on Integrated and Segregated broodstock management 
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See Emerging Issues paper “Hatchery Smolt Quality and Achieving the Wild Salmon Template”in Appendix B. 
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It is important that some measure of the quality, rather than simply the quantity, of fish released 
from hatcheries be measured and evaluated. In the past, performance has been measured by 
numbers of juvenile released. As discussed in the recommendation to “Size Hatchery Programs 
Consistent with Stock Goals,” releasing too many fish may have ecological risks and economic 
costs. In the future, performance should be measured by the level of post-release survival and the 
rate of adult returns, both of which depend on the quality of the fish released. 


Use In-Basin Rearing and Locally-Adapted Broodstocks 
Some hatchery programs, for lack of adequate facilities and/or proper escapement management, 
transfer eggs and/or juveniles between facilities and among watersheds/regions. The HSRG 
recommends that “backfilling” of broodstock shortages should be terminated. Managers should 
use in-basin rearing and locally adapted broodstocks to increase the productivity of hatchery 
programs and minimize risks. Failure to do so results in a loss of local genetic adaptability, 
increased potential for disease transfer, and lowered productivity of hatchery stocks. This practice 
of importation and movement of eggs and juveniles into and out of the region should thus be 
ended.  


Spawn Adults randomly throughout the Natural Period of Adult 
Return 
The HSRG recommends that the managers adopt and implement policies that conserve or recover 
natural life history traits of the various hatchery stocks to assure long-term sustainability. There 
can be loss of certain life history traits in hatchery stocks through the process of domestication. An 
example is the shift in spawn timing resulting from selective breeding for early adult return.  


Use Genetically-Benign Spawning Protocols that Maximize 
Effective Population Size 
The HSRG recommends that the mating of hatchery fish should be designed to achieve two 
principal objectives: 1) maximizing the genetic effective number of breeders; and 2) ensuring that 
every selected adult has an equal opportunity to produce progeny (i.e. avoid selective breeding and 
artificial selection in the hatchery environment). This is particularly critical in conservation 
programs, where populations are small or have experienced significant declines.  


To achieve these objectives, male and female hatchery fish can be mated following pairwise (one 
male to one female), nested (e.g., one male to three females), or factorial (e.g., three-by-three 
spawning matrix) designs. Mixed milt spawning where eggs are fertilized by the simultaneous or 
sequential addition of sperm should be avoided because of unequal genetic contributions among 
male spawners and consequential reductions in effective population size.  
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During its review of hatchery programs, the HSRG has seen a variety of spawning protocols, 
including modified factorial mating,22 single family pairing, as well as protocols that pool gametes 
prior to fertilization. The approaches of single family mating and modified factorial mating have 
proven to be feasible and effective (up to 94% fertilization), even in some of the largest programs 
reviewed (up to five million eggs taken per year). Because these methods achieve the two 
principle objectives and can be implemented relatively easily, the HSRG recommends that all 
programs, up to the size noted, adopt one of these protocols. 


Hatchery spawning protocols prescribed by the managers typically incorporate gametes from all 
age classes, including jacks (early returning males), to maintain genetic continuity or gene flow 
among brood years within populations. A common approach by the co-managers is to use jacks 
for 2% of the adult male spawning population. This rate is probably lower than what occurs 
among natural spawning populations. The HSRG therefore recommends that jacks be spawned 
according to their occurrence among returning adults up to a maximum of 10%, with the exception 
of coho salmon where a minimum of 10% jacks among male spawners should be used. The 
inclusion of jacks to maintain genetic continuity among brood years of coho is especially 
important, because they mostly mature at three years of age. 23


Reduce Risks Associated with Outplanting and Net Pen Releases  
Releasing smolts in streams geographically removed from a hatchery or adult collection facility is 
commonly called outplanting. This practice may pose significant genetic risks by promoting stray 
rates, often exceeding natural levels, to freshwater areas where interbreeding with naturally 
spawning populations is undesirable.  


Steelhead programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington have often used outplanting to 
support sport fisheries in a large number of small streams. Similarly, saltwater net pens are used to 
acclimate and release salmon smolts in marine areas where a targeted marine fishery on returning 
adults is desired. A common feature of these programs is that they release fish where no facilities 
exist to trap returning adults that escape target fisheries. Outplanting and net-pen releases from 
segregated hatchery programs24 are especially problematic, because of the potentially high level of 
genetic divergence between the hatchery stock and natural populations where straying and natural 
spawning may occur. 


The HSRG recommends reducing risks associated with outplanting and net-pen releases by 
reducing the number and/or size of such programs. Risks can also be reduced by:  


1) intense, selective harvest and/or the use of adult traps;  


2) implementing the HSRG’s system-wide recommendations for steelhead, to substantially 
reduce the geographic range of outplanting;  


 
22


 Currens, K.P., J.M. Bertolini, C.A. Busack, and J. Barr. 1998. An Easier Way to Meet Genetic Spawning Guidelines. Pages 41-44 in 
Proceedings of the 49th Pacific Northwest Fish Culture Conference, Boise, ID 
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 Van Doornik, D.M., M.J. Ford, and D.J. Teel. 2002. Patterns of temporal genetic variation in coho salmon: estimates of the effective 
proportion of two year-olds in natural and hatchery populations. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society. 131: 1007-1019 
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 See recommendation above on operating integrated and segregated hatchery programs. 
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3) restricting release to areas where adult collection facilities are available or can be easily 
developed;  


4) using locally-adapted and integrated stocks25 in net pens, so that strays have less of a 
deleterious effect on natural populations;  


5) evaluating the benefits and risks of each program every two or three years, and reducing 
or terminating programs that impose significant risks relative to benefits;  


6) monitoring and evaluating high risk programs to ensure that adverse effects to naturally-
spawning populations are minimal, straying risks are appropriately managed, and off-
station releases are appropriately located; and  


7) developing system-wide, risk management guidelines and protocols for outplanting and 
net-pen programs.26 


Develop a System of Wild Steelhead Management Zones (a 
special case) 


Segregated hatchery steelhead programs are used extensively throughout Puget Sound and coastal 
Washington to provide a harvest opportunity. These segregated steelhead programs often outplant 
non-native stock with no provision for the recapture of returning adults. This is unlike segregated 
Chinook and coho hatchery programs, which release fish directly from the hatchery where the 
returning adults can be recaptured. The HSRG understands it is the intention of the managers to 
continue segregated steelhead programs into the future. In general, the HSRG believes that the 
widespread stocking and outplanting of steelhead smolts poses unacceptable ecological and 
genetic risks to naturally spawning populations, particularly in small streams that receive such 
outplants or to which hatchery-origin fish stray. The biggest concern is the genetic risk posed by 
the spawning overlap between the hatchery (Chambers Creek origin), early-timed winter run stock 
and the native, late-timed winter run stock.  


The HSRG recommends that the managers develop a system of “wild steelhead management 
zones” where entire sub-regions or portions of watersheds for large rivers (e.g. Skagit River) are 
not planted with hatchery-origin fish but are managed for “wild” steelhead only. This approach 
will increase protection of native stocks in while still permitting harvest opportunities in areas 
where the genetic and ecological risks of hatchery releases are substantially less (e.g. where adult 
recapture facilities exist). 


The HSRG recommends that wild steelhead management zones be developed for each of the ten 
regions within Puget Sound and coastal Washington. Harvest for steelhead may be compatible 
with this approach, but no hatchery-propagated steelhead would be introduced into the wild 
steelhead management zones. Such areas would reduce the risk of naturally spawning fish 
interbreeding with non-native hatchery fish, and provide native stocks for future fisheries 
programs. The streams selected should represent a balance of large and small streams, habitat 
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types, stock status, etc. Hatchery production may need to be increased in streams selected for 
hatchery harvest.  


The HSRG acknowledges the need to promote segregated hatchery steelhead programs that are 
self-sustaining. Existing programs are based largely on steelhead of Chambers Creek origin winter 
and Skamania origin summer steelhead. These stocks have been transplanted to many locations 
throughout Puget Sound and coastal Washington. Once these segregated stocks have been 
transplanted they should be maintained as separate broodstocks now maintained with returning 
adults at those locations so they can adapt to the local environment.  


When implementing a segregated steelhead program, it is important to minimize interaction with 
naturally spawning steelhead, through such tools as differential timing and a decision on benefits 
versus risks on outplanting in freshwater habitat. Adult collection procedures need to be 
incorporated to capture adults that are not harvested from the returning segregated population. 


The HSRG recognizes the role integrated hatchery programs can serve for conservation or harvest, 
using native broodstocks. It is important to recognize the differences between integrated stock 
management, incorporating native origin broodstock, and segregated stock management, using 
non-native origin broodstock.27 


Monitoring and evaluation should be a basic component for streams managed for native stocks and 
those managed for hatchery harvest. 


Use Hatchery Salmon Carcasses for Nutrification of Freshwater 
Ecosystems, while Reducing Associated Fish Health Risks28


Returning adult salmon are a unique vector for the delivery of marine nutrients into the freshwater 
ecosystem. The importance of these nutrients to consumers such as raccoons, bear, eagles and 
even man has been recognized for some time. Recent research also suggests that a significant 
portion of nitrogen in plants and animals in streams where adult salmon are abundant is derived 
from those returning adults. Marine-derived nutrients from returning adult salmon have been 
found to make a significant contribution to riparian vegetation and even old-growth forests. In 
streams in interior British Columbia up to 60% of the nitrogen in benthic insects was derived from 
the carcasses in streams where salmon were abundant. They also found that juvenile salmon show 
higher growth rates in streams where adult salmon spawn than in streams without spawning adults. 
Use of hatchery salmon carcasses as a source of these marine-derived nutrients was found to 
increase the density of age 0+ coho and age 0+ and 1+ steelhead in small, southwestern 
Washington streams. 


The deliberate distribution of hatchery salmon carcasses into watersheds for purposes of 
nutrification can have a positive ecological benefit to natural salmonid stocks. This practice may, 
however, also pose a fish health risk to these stocks if those carcasses carry live pathogens and are 
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not properly treated or managed prior to distribution. It is well recognized that disease organisms 
present in salmon carcasses can be transmitted to other salmonids following the release of these 
organisms into water or through their direct consumption unless appropriate disease risk-aversive 
measures such as pathogen-free certification are followed. 


Principle 3: Informed Decision Making 
Assuming that goals for the resource have been established (see Principle 1), and the scientific 
rationale and defensibility for a particular hatchery program have been developed into a 
comprehensive management and operational plan, the HSRG further recommends that the managers’ 
decisions be informed and modified by continuous evaluations of existing programs and by new 
scientific information. Such an approach will require a substantial increase in scientific oversight of 
hatchery operations, particularly in the areas of genetic and ecological monitoring. 


With clear decision making processes in place that respond to new information, the HSRG believes 
that hatcheries can be managed in a more flexible and dynamic manner in response to changing 
environmental conditions, new scientific information, economic value of the resource, and other 
models where actions are evaluated and modified to determine the best use of limited resources. 


This model applied to hatcheries requires that performance standards and indicators be identified so 
that monitoring activities will focus on key uncertainties and effective evaluation of results can occur. 
Results of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) must then be brought forward to a decision making 
process in a clear and concise way so needed changes can be implemented. This responsive process 
should be structured to allow for innovation and experimentation so hatchery programs may be 
responsive to new goals and concepts in culture practice. 


The HSRG has developed the following system-wide recommendations to help ensure the principle 
of informed decision making for hatchery programs is achieved. 


Adaptively Manage Hatchery Programs 
The HSRG recommends that adaptive management is particularly important in the context of 
hatchery reform. Adaptive management, as related to ecosystems, is defined as an “adaptive 
policy that is designed from the outset to test clearly formulated hypotheses about the behavior of 
the ecosystem being changed by human use.”29 There is a significant amount of scientific 
uncertainty about the effects and proper uses of hatcheries, and a great need for flexibility and 
adaptation to changing goals, new scientific knowledge, and new information about the condition 
of stocks and habitat. A structured adaptive management program will be a key component of a 
strategy for success in these circumstances. 


A critical implication is the notion of responsive change—rather than the status quo—as the 
normal operating procedure. Put simply, adaptive management is learning by doing, assuming 
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your program and operations will change regularly to reflect new information and better meet 
goals, and taking action in the face of scientific uncertainty. However, the actions taken through 
adaptive management are not selected at random. Rather, action is prescribed through the 
thoughtful and disciplined application of the scientific method.  


The scientific method and adaptive management require a scientific framework for organizing and 
understanding information and identifying uncertainties. The HSRG has developed such a 
framework for the context of anadromous salmonid hatcheries30 and encourages the managers to 
use this framework and keep it up to date. Equally important is a structured process that assures 
the right information is collected, analyzed, reported and brought forward in the decision making 
processes at all levels of hatchery operation. The HSRG encourages the managers to adopt an 
adaptive management approach to implementing hatchery reform, and offers both the tools it has 
developed for the regional review process, and the experience it has acquired during the review 
process, to aid the managers in their creation of this approach. 


Incorporate Flexibility into Hatchery Design and Operation 
The HSRG recommends that facilities be designed and operated in such a way that they are able to 
respond relatively easily to changes in harvest and conservation goals and priorities, ocean 
carrying capacity, stock status, freshwater habitat conditions, and the myriad other factors that will 
alter current policies and programs. The goal of a hatchery or regional manager should not be to 
“fill the hatchery facility to its biological capacity,” but rather, to manage the facility to achieve 
programmatic goals. 


Programs must also be able to respond to uncertainty and risk. For example, an empty raceway 
today may be necessary to provide this type of flexibility in the future. The keys to flexibility are 
having sufficient supplies of land, water quality and quantity, and physical facilities; along with a 
planning mindset that takes the concepts of flexibility, managing change, and future needs into 
account. 


Evaluate Hatchery Programs Regularly to Ensure Accountability 
for Success 
Achieving successful hatchery programs (where benefits and risks are managed effectively) will 
require ongoing monitoring and evaluation (M&E), with some level of commonality and 
standardization across Puget Sound and coastal Washington. Each region of Puget Sound and the 
coast will need to develop its own M&E program consistent with the goals and programs of that 
region.  


Monitoring should include not only expanded efforts to distinguish hatchery- and natural-origin 
fish, but also determining the fate of migrants in fresh and saltwater environments following 
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 See Appendix A, Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and Steelhead. 







 
 


Applied Hatchery Reform – Principles and System-Wide Recommendations 45 


                                                


release. An integrated, region-wide hatchery M&E system needs to be developed that includes the 
systematic and annual evaluation of the co-mingling of hatchery and naturally-spawning fish.31  


Furthermore, a modern, centralized M&E database where information can be evaluated annually 
for adherence to regional and system-wide goals needs to be institutionalized, in order to 
adaptively manage the system. Individual hatcheries need to be equipped with computers and 
Internet access that allow them to use and share data from a record collection system developed by 
the co-managers, such as the HatPro system.  


 
31


 See Appendix A, Scientific Framework, Monitoring and Evaluation for Accountability and Success. 
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PROGRAM-SPECIFIC REGIONAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
In each of the regions reviewed, the HSRG found significant differences in the quality of the habitat, 
stock status, the goals the managers have prescribed for each region’s salmon and steelhead stocks, 
and the purposes of each region’s hatchery programs. The HSRG’s regional review process produced 
roughly 1,000 program-specific recommendations addressing these specific circumstances. 
Recommendations ranged from changes in broodstock management, to addressing water quality 
concerns, to removal of fish passage impediments, and many others.  Some program-specific 
recommendations referenced system-wide recommendations; others were unique to the program. 


This synopsis includes the HSRG’s findings for each region reviewed and a list of regional 
participants. The full analysis and recommendations for hatchery programs in each region can be 
found in the three separate volumes that constitute this document’s Appendix I or electronically at 
www.hatcheryreform.org.  


Hatchery Reform Recommendations February 2002: 
Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca, South Puget Sound, and 
Stillaguamish and Snohomish Rivers 


Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca 
This region includes the eastern portion of the Strait of Juan de Fuca, from Point Wilson to the 
Hoko River. Twelve hatchery programs were reviewed in this region, with 60 specific reforms 
recommended. Two major restoration efforts are planned in this region: dam removal/watershed 
restoration on the Elwha River and habitat restoration at the mouth of the Dungeness River. 
Historically, the Elwha River supported a genetically distinct run of Chinook salmon. These fish 
regularly attained sizes greater than 50 pounds. A hatchery supported population remains in the 
lower river with some natural spawning in the river itself, but these do not attain their historic 
sizes. What happens to an endangered run of Chinook salmon when a dam is removed and a 
hundred years’ of sediment flows downstream? The hatcheries on this river system will play a 
central role in protecting and restoring this run until the habitat is ready to support them again. 
Federal, state and tribal managers in this region must determine how best to do this, in keeping 
with the principle of operating hatchery programs in a scientifically defensible way. The regional 
review process has helped them answer questions about how long the fish should be reared in 
captivity and when and where their progeny should be released to reestablish a naturally spawning 
population. The co-managers are currently developing a detailed, Elwha River Restoration Plan 
that will prescribe the role of existing hatchery facilities, artificial propagation, and potential 
outplanting of hatchery-origin fish in the restoration process. The restoration effort will also 
include coho salmon, sockeye salmon, and steelhead. 
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Regional Participants - Pat Crain, Mike McHenry and Larry Ward, Elwha Klallam Tribe; 
Scott Chitwood, Byron Rot and Ann Seiter, Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe; Marianna 
Alexandersdottir, Kyle Brakensiek and Willy Eldridge, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission 
(NWIFC); Brian Winter, Olympic National Park; Chris Weller, Point no Point Treaty Council 
(PNPTC); Donald Haring, Washington State Conservation Commission; Ann Blakely, Chris 
Byrnes, Martin Chen, Bill Freymond, Randy Johnson, Thom Johnson, Mark Kimbel, Anne 
Marshall, Darrell Mills, Don Rapelje, Dick Rogers and Paul Seidel, Washington State Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). 


South Puget Sound 
This region includes the portion of Puget Sound south of the Tacoma Narrows. The HSRG 
reviewed 16 hatchery programs in this region, and provided 64 specific recommendations. The 
region is highly urbanized. Habitat in the region is affected by population growth and 
development, although instream flows are expected to be relatively stable. Storm water, 
sedimentation from development, and beach and stream bank channelization are expected to still 
be significant in the future. Habitat restoration projects are underway in the region, most noteably 
in the Nisqually River and Delta. Other stream restorations projects such as removal of the 
Goldsborough dam are also underway, although most are only selected reach-scale restoration 
efforts. 


The managers designated this region a hatchery management zone for many stocks as part of their 
post-Boldt Decision efforts to provide opportunities for pre-terminal Puget Sound fisheries and 
adequate fishing opportunities for the Puyallup, Nisqually and Squaxin Island tribes, all of which 
have “usual and accustomed” fishing areas here. It includes several old trout facilities (formerly 
under the management of the Washington Department of Game prior to merger) not particularly 
suited for rearing salmon as well as many facilities without the capability to fully incubate or 
provided full-term rearing for their programs. These facilities therefore, have been used as 
intermediate rearing stations for fish from other facilities, requiring a series of interbasin stock 
transfers to meet program goals. This region previously released up to ten million coho smolts per 
year, around ten percent of the total releases in Puget Sound and coastal Washington, at its height 
of productivity. Despite increased smolt releases, adult returns of coho have declined. The 
scientists strongly recommend an analysis of the carrying capacity of the Sound with a decrease or 
cap in smolt releases in this region until more scientific understanding is established, in keeping 
with the principle of managing hatchery programs based on informed decision making. 


Regional Participants - Jeanette Dorner, Joan Miniken, Bill St. Jean, David Troutt and 
George Walter, Nisqually Tribe; Marianna Alexandersdottir, Jim Bertolini, Kyle Brakensiek, 
Willy Eldridge, NWIFC; Frankie John Jr., Russ Ladley, Chris Phinney and Blake Smith, Puyallup 
Tribe; Jeff Dickison, Will Henderson, Jim Peters and Andy Whitener, Squaxin Island Tribe; 
Donald Haring and John Kerwin, Washington State Conservation Commission; Charmane 
Ashbrook, Chuck Baranski, Debbie Carnevali, Martin Chen, Jeff Davis, Rich Eltrich, Jim Fraser, 
Darrell Mills, Don Nauer, Denis Popochock, Brian Quinton, Margie Schirato, Paul Seidel, Jack 
Tipping, Marc Wicke and Dan Wrye, WDFW. 
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Stillaguamish/Snohomish Rivers 
This region includes the watersheds contained by the Stillaguamish and Snohomish rivers and 
Tulalip Bay. The HSRG reviewed 16 hatchery programs in this region and provided 94 specific 
recommendations. Habitat in the Stillaguamish River system has been heavily altered and 
compromised by land use activities such as logging, diking, housing development and dairy 
farming. This region is becoming increasingly urbanized, particularly in the lower reaches of the 
respective river valleys. The Skykomish River features relatively undisturbed habitat. While the 
Snoqualmie is wild-like above North Bend, in rural, eastern King County it has been affected by 
agriculture and development. When the Skykomish and Snoqualmie join and form the Snohomish, 
the effects of development are even clearer. In addition to programs operating within the larger 
river systems, the Tulalip Tribes operate a facility with numerous hatchery programs meant to 
contribute to terminal harvest in Tulalip Bay. The HSRG emphasized the need to determine 
whether adult fish from these and other programs are straying to other regional streams and 
presenting risks to naturally spawning salmon. Another distinguishing characteristic of this region 
is its popular steelhead sport fishery. This region is one where the HSRG’s “wild steelhead 
management zones” concept32 was a particular focus of the recommendations. 


Regional Participants - Marianna Alexandersdottir, Kyle Brakensiek, Willy Eldridge and 
Bruce Stewart, NWIFC; John Drotts, Kip Killebrew, Pat Stevenson and Shawn Yanity, 
Stillaguamish Tribe; Cliff Bengston, Marla Maxwell, Kurt Nelson, Kit Rawson and Francis 
Sheldon, The Tulalip Tribes; Kevin Amos, Charmane Ashbrook, Dave Brock, Mike Chamblin, 
Doug Hatfield, John Kerwin, Larry Klube, Curt Kraemer, Chuck Lavier, Darrell Mills, Steve 
Moore, Tony Opperman, Eric Pentico, Chuck Phillips, Jed Varney, Ron Warren and Dan Wrye, 
WDFW. 


Hatchery Reform Recommendations March 2003: 
Skagit River Basin, Nooksack and Samish Rivers, and 
Central Puget Sound 


Skagit River Basin 
This region includes the watersheds contained by the Skagit River Basin (including the mainstem 
Skagit, Baker, Sauk, Cascade and Suiattle rivers) and Whidbey Island. Eleven hatchery programs 
were reviewed in this region with 48 specific recommendations provided. The Skagit River Basin 
is the largest watershed in Puget Sound and supports all six species of anadromous salmonids 
native to Washington state. A significant amount of natural habitat is still available in this region, 
though it has been affected by hydropower and other land uses. The Skagit Basin is an important 
region for the recovery of Puget Sound salmon stocks. Strong spring, summer and fall Chinook 
runs existed in the past and there is still a fair amount of this diversity left. However, there are 
conservation concerns for several stocks, including Chinook, coho and steelhead. The region has a 
number of hatchery programs serving as indicator stocks for the US/Canada Treaty and other 
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 A full description of this concept is included in the Applied Hatchery Reform chapter, Principles and System-Wide Recommendations. 
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processes. These are important to fisheries management, but not central to recovery or direct 
harvest. Natural production goals are key for all species in this region. Therefore, in keeping with 
the principle of operating hatchery programs based on clear goals for the resource, the HSRG 
recommended the managers size these indicator programs to meet indicator stock needs, but not 
above that level. The group also noted Baker Lake sockeye as an example of a hatchery program 
that is meeting its conservation purpose by maintaining a stock that would otherwise go extinct.  


Regional Participants - Steve Fransen, NOAA Fisheries; Marianna Alexandersdottir, Kyle 
Brakensiek, Ken Currens, Willy Eldridge, Grant Kirby, Bruce Stewart, NWIFC; Doug Bruland, 
Puget Sound Energy; Dave Pflug, Seattle City Light; Eric Beamer, Bob Hayman, Scott Schuyler, 
Larry Wasserman, Skagit System Cooperative; Charmane Ashbrook, Brett Barkdull, Kurt 
Buchanan, Pete Castle, Deborah Cornet, Chuck Johnson, John Kerwin, Kevin Kurras, Chuck 
Lavier, Darrell Mills, Steve Moore, Chuck Phillips, Gary Sprague, Steve Stout, Jack Tipping, Jed 
Varney, WDFW. 


Nooksack/Samish Rivers 
This region includes the watersheds contained by the Nooksack and Samish rivers and the San 
Juan Islands. Nineteen hatchery programs were reviewed in this region, with 89 specific 
recommendations provided. Some similarities exist between the Nooksack/Samish region and the 
Stillaguamish/Snohomish region where habitat has been altered by land use activities. Because of 
this, natural production has been severely impaired. Spring Chinook stocks, in particular, are 
dependent on hatchery programs for recovery. Management goals for the region’s stocks have 
emphasized hatchery production for harvest, especially on Chinook and coho. This region was in 
the past the center of Puget Sound Chinook harvest, but both hatchery production and harvest have 
been reduced over the last decade or so. The HSRG recommended the managers ensure their 
hatchery programs are consistent with conservation goals, in particular those for spring Chinook. 
The group pointed out the importance of making sure recovery programs do not produce numbers 
of fish that exceed the capacity of the limited habitat into which they are released and to which 
they return. If this occurs, a program might be rebuilding one stock, while at the same time 
producing strays that compete with natural stocks in other streams, thereby not meeting the 
principle of scientific defensibility. 


Regional Participants - Earl Steele, Bellingham Technical College; Michael O’Connell, 
Long Live The Kings (LLTK); Alan Chapman, Randy Kinley, Lummi Nation; Ned Currence, 
Nooksack Tribe; Marianna Alexandersdottir, Kyle Brakensiek, Deborah Cornett, Willy Eldridge, 
Grant Kirby, NWIFC; Scott Schuyler, Skagit System Cooperative; Charmane Ashbrook, Pete 
Castle, Chuck Johnson, John Kerwin, Darrell Mills, Chuck Phillips, Steve Seymour. Ted 
Thygesen, Jack Tipping, Jed Varney, WDFW. 


Central Puget Sound 
This region includes the central portion of Puget Sound, including the Puyallup River, Green 
River, Lake Washington and watersheds along the eastern shore of the Kitsap Peninsula. Thirty-
one hatchery programs were reviewed in this region, with 149 specific recommendations 
provided. Central Puget Sound is where the largest concentration of the human population lives in 







 
 


50 Applied Hatchery Reform – Program-Specific Regional Recommendations 


                                                


Puget Sound and coastal Washington, putting particular focus on issues surrounding how salmon 
and people coexist. The HSRG reviewed four sub-regions within Central Puget Sound and found 
that each had its own distinct character.  


The Puyallup River sub-region has been affected by land use and hydropower and is home to 
White River Chinook, the last remaining spring Chinook stock in South and Central Puget Sound. 
White River Chinook owes its recent rebound to a successful hatchery intervention. The HSRG 
said this program has been successful enough that it is time to begin locally-adapting the stock, 
moving away from out-of-basin rearing and increasing the program’s scientific defensibility. 


The East Kitsap sub-region features smaller, shorter streams and is only now beginning to 
confront the rapid population growth and corresponding pressure on habitat that much of Central 
Puget Sound has already experienced. Consistent with its short streams, hatchery programs in this 
sub-region have emphasized chum production. Though the harvest benefits derived from these 
programs are not always large, the HSRG saw them as good examples of how hatcheries can be 
used for environmental education, in that they make extensive use of volunteers from the general 
public, many drawn from the new arrivals who need to learn about protecting salmon stocks and 
their habitat.  


Purposes other than conservation and harvest (i.e., education and research) are featured at hatchery 
facilities in the Lake Washington sub-region, such as Issaquah Hatchery and the University of 
Washington. Another major effort in this sub-region is the conservation and harvest hatchery 
program directed on Lake Washington sockeye. The HSRG provided a number of 
recommendations for allowing fish from this program to more closely emulate the natural life 
history pattern of sockeye in the Cedar River and Lake Washington, increasing its scientific 
defensibility. 


The Green River sub-region has more than a century’s history of hatchery and natural production 
existing side-by-side on a Chinook stock that has remained relatively healthy. The region also 
features several net pen programs, which acclimate and release smolts in marine areas where a 
targeted fishery of returning adults is desired. Accordingly, this region is one where the HSRG’s 
recommendations about reducing straying risks from outplanting and net pen programs33 were a 
particular focus. 


Regional Participants - Paul Hage, Richard Johnson, Mike Mahovlich, Dennis Moore, 
Isabel Tinoco, Muckleshoot Tribe ; Marianna Alexandersdottir, Kyle Brakensiek, Ken Currens, 
Willy Eldridge, Bruce Stewart, NWIFC; Frankie John Jr., Russ Ladley, Chris Phinney, Blake 
Smith, Puyallup Tribe; Rich Brooks, Mike Huff, Rob Purser, Jay Zischke, Suquamish Tribe; 
Brodie Antipa, Charmane, Ashbrook, Chuck Baranski, Deborah Cornett, Tom Cropp, Jeff Davis, 
Bob Everitt, Steve Foley, Doug Hatfield, Chad Jackson, Chuck Johnson, John Kerwin, Kirk 
Lakey, John Long, Darrell Mills, Travis Nelson, Don Nauer , Chuck Phillips, Denis Popochock, 
Brian Quinton, Doris Small, Chad Stussy, Joan Thomas, Jack Tipping, WDFW.  


 
33


 See Emerging Issues paper on Outplanting and Net Pen Releases; and recommendations on this subject in Principles and System-Wide 
Recommendations. 
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Hatchery Reform Recommendations March 2004: Hood 
Canal, Willapa Bay, North Coast, and Grays Harbor 


Hood Canal 
This region includes the watersheds draining into Hood Canal. Twenty-two hatchery programs 
were reviewed in this region, with 99 specific recommendations provided. The region featured 
primarily, but not entirely, hatchery harvest programs. Chum stocks are biologically significant 
here; and Hood Canal summer chum are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. 
The HSRG found that the Summer Chum Salmon Conservation Initiative being conducted by a 
partnership of state, tribal, federal and non-governmental organizations represents a very well 
designed and operated approach to restoring Hood Canal summer chum, and recommended 
continuing this program. In one stream (the Big Quilcene River), the HSRG determined that the 
managers had met their rebuilding goal and recommended discontinuing this program a year 
earlier then planned. Summer-fall Chinook in Hood Canal are also listed as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act as part of the Puget Sound ESU. The HSRG recommended developing a 
locally adapted, integrated stock of Chinook in the Skokomish River Basin that could biologically 
serve as a “core populations” for Hood Canal. This population will need to be sustained by 
hatcheries until the time that improved habitat can support a natural, self-sustaining population. 
Under the HSRG’s principle of managing hatchery programs based on clear goals, the group 
recommended that a number of hatchery programs within this region be adjusted to meet current 
harvest needs, either by reducing the number of fish released or by increasing harvest. And the 
HSRG determined that the managers need to take into account facility water and space availability 
in determining the optimum species mix at the region’s hatcheries. 


Regional Participants - Lee Boad, Dan Hannifous, Eileen Palmer, and Neil Werner, Hood 
Canal Salmon Enhancement Group; Rick Endicott and Joy Lee, LLTK; Kyle Brakensiek, Willy 
Eldridge and Marcia House, NWIFC; Chris Weller, PNPTC; Tim Seachord, Port Gamble 
S’Klallam Tribe; David Herrera, Skokomish Tribe; Dan Adkins, Martin Chen, Kent Dimmitt, Kirt 
Hughes, Thom Johnson, Ed Jouper, Steve Kalinowski, Bob Leland, Darrell Mills, Denis 
Popochock, Brad Sele, Doris Small, Jack Tipping and Ron Warren, WDFW; and Judy Gordon, 
Tom Kane, Sonia Mumford, Larry Telles, Ron Wong, Bob Wunderlich and Dave Zajac, USFWS. 


Willapa Bay 
This region includes the watersheds draining into Willapa Bay. Twenty hatchery programs were 
reviewed in this region, with 120 specific recommendations provided. This and the other two 
coastal regions (North Coast and Grays Harbor) differ from the Puget Sound regions in that they 
feature numerous, smaller, independent systems that drain into the bay or directly into the Pacific 
Ocean and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. This means the HSRG had many more stocks and programs 
to consider per region, as compared to Puget Sound where the smaller drainages tended to flow 
into larger rivers. Another difference is that the managers reported a higher number of relatively 
healthy natural stocks in this region, most likely due in large part to less urbanization. 
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Unlike the other regions, all hatcheries in Willapa Bay are owned and operated solely by WDFW. 
However, the regional fisheries enhancement group has views that differ from WDFW as to which 
stocks should be a priority within the region. In light of this, the HSRG recommended that 
WDFW, along with local stake-holders, develop a region-wide strategic plan for managing all 
stocks. This will require developing a better understanding of stock structure and identifying core 
populations for each species, and designing hatchery programs and strategies around this structure. 
For Chinook, the HSRG determined that—given the limited potential for Chinook habitat in the 
Nemah River, the uncertainty of the stock structure, and the history of hatchery releases in this 
watershed—developing viable stocks in the Naselle and Willapa rivers may better meet the stock 
goals for the region than attempting to create a properly integrated Nemah River Chinook 
program. In this region, the HSRG re-emphasized the importance of using in-basin rearing and 
locally-adapted broodstocks. Importing and moving eggs and juveniles into and out of a watershed 
inhibits natural biological processes related to homing fidelity, viability, and local adaptation. 
Ensuring that naturally-spawning stocks drive the adaptation will require increasing the number of 
natural-origin fish brought into the hatchery broodstocks each year. Distinguishing hatchery and 
natural origin during spawning will also be necessary. The HSRG also found that there is less 
monitoring and evaluation occurring in this region than in any other. This lack of information 
prevents the managers from knowing what benefits the programs provide or risks they create. 


Regional Participants - Kyle Brakensiek and Willy Eldridge, NWIFC; Charlie Stenvall, 
USFWS; and Randy Aho, Robert Allan, Jim Bauer, William Campbell, Larry Durham, Rich 
Ereth, Manuel Fariñas, Kirt Hughes, Ken Jansma, Dave Kloempke, Darrell Mills, Ike Queral, 
Chad Stussy, Jack Tipping, and Ron Warren WDFW; Don Amend and Ron Craig, Willapa Bay 
Fisheries Enhancement Group; and Jim Mitby, Willapa Bay Gillnetters Association. 


North Coast 
This region includes the coastal drainages west of—and including—the Hoko River and north of 
Grays Harbor. Twenty-eight hatchery programs were reviewed in this region, with 188 specific 
recommendations provided. The North Coast provided several examples of hatchery programs—
Chinook in particular—that meet the HSRG’s guidelines for properly integrated programs, 
meaning that a sufficient number of natural-origin fish are included in the hatchery broodstock and 
the number of hatchery-origin fish on the spawning grounds is kept low enough to allow natural-
origin spawners to drive the adaptation of the stock. Meeting these guidelines also requires that the 
programs be sized to suit the available receiving habitat, so as not to compete with natural 
production. Hatchery programs also need to be sized to take into account facility limitations and 
conditions (such as water quality, quantity and temperature, and rearing space). The HSRG saw 
several such challenges in this region, especially at Makah National Fish Hatchery.  


In addition, the group expressed concern about the use of introduced stocks in Quillayute system. 
The HSRG agreed that improved rearing and incubation facilities were needed at several regional 
facilities in order to implement the group’s recommendations. Some of the tribes, in particular, are 
undertaking significant conservation programs without the necessary infrastructure to ensure the 
success of these programs, and are relying on creativity and patch-work solutions. The HSRG 
concluded that the tribal conservation program for Lake Ozette sockeye was well designed and 
efficiently operated and should continue as planned. Steelhead survival rates on the coast are 
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currently significantly higher than in Puget Sound. Consequently, this region features the most 
successful steelhead harvest programs of any region the HSRG has reviewed in terms of making a 
significant contribution to harvest. However, the HSRG found that additional investment in adult 
capture facilities for steelhead may be necessary to reduced risks to naturally spawning 
populations. 


Regional Participants - Jim Jorgenson, Hoh Tribe; Joe Hinton, Al Jensen and Caroline 
Peterschmidt, Makah Tribe; John Meyer, National Park Service, Marianna Alexandersdottir, Kyle 
Brakensiek, Willy Eldridge and Sandy Zeiir, NWIFC; Mark Galloway and Kris Northcutt, 
Quileute Tribe; Guy McMinds, Mark Mobbs and Steve Meadows, Quinault Indian Nation; Ray 
Brunson, Joy Evered, Paul Hayduk, Tom Kane, Dan Sorensen and Dave Zajac, USFWS; and 
Martin Chen, Manuel Farinas, Mike Gross, Darrell Mills, Scott Moore, Don Rapelje, Jack 
Tipping, Ron Warren and Scott Williams, WDFW. 


Grays Harbor 
This region includes all the rivers and streams draining into Grays Harbor, including the Chehalis 
River Basin. Thirty-one hatchery programs were reviewed in this region, with 230 specific 
recommendations provided. The HSRG recommended that the managers identify fall, spring and 
summer Chinook stocks in this region; determine the status of these stock components; and 
minimize impacts on natural spawners during adult collections targeting a specific stock or race. 
In addition, the group called for marking and tagging all hatchery Chinook and coho, to determine 
their contribution to harvest and the proportion of hatchery-origin versus natural-origin fish on the 
spawning grounds. The HSRG also recommended the managers take steps to maintain and 
encourage regional coho diversity in this large, geographically diverse region. DNA analysis has 
shown that coho are more genetically diverse than was previously assumed. This will require 
further analysis of regional stock structure and the use of locally-adapted broodstocks. It was 
unclear to the HSRG that there was a need for the chum conservation programs in this region. The 
HSRG suggested an alternative to its Wild Steelhead Management Zones approach for this region 
because many of the Grays Harbor steelhead programs are using locally-derived integrated stocks, 
as opposed to the introduced, segregated stocks that typify steelhead programs in other regions. As 
part of this approach, the HSRG recommended that the managers dedicate WRIA 23 to integrated, 
native stocks only, and dedicate the Wishkah River to only natural production. Grays Harbor 
featured the largest amount of educational and cooperative programs the HSRG has seen. While 
strongly supportive of education programs, the HSRG said these need to exemplify proper 
program design and operations, with clear educational objectives, consistent with conservation 
needs.  


Regional Participants - Lonnie Crumley, Jim Dunn, Joe Durham, Doug Fricke and Dave 
Hamilton, Chehalis Basin Fisheries Task Force; Terry Baltzell, LLTK; Marianna Alexandersdottir 
and Kyle Brakensiek, NWIFC; Steve Meadows, Quinault Indian Nation; and Randy Aho, Rob 
Allan, Gary Bell, Bill Campbell, Rich Ereth, Manuel Farinas, Curt Holt, Kirt Hughes, Ken 
Isaksson, Joel Jaquez, Dave Kloempken, Joe Rothrock, Jack Tipping, Ron Warren and Kevin 
Young, WDFW. 
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Conclusions 


THE FUTURE OF HATCHERIES 
Because of its Congressional mandate, the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) has had a 
unique opportunity over the last four years to intensively study all aspects of salmon and steelhead 
hatchery management in Puget Sound and coastal Washington.34 As a result, the HSRG has 
formulated a number of conclusions about hatcheries and how they should be operated:  


• Hatcheries do have a role in the future, as part of an integrated strategy (alongside 
harvest management and habitat protection/restoration) to meet conservation and harvest 
goals on a sustainable basis.  


• Hatcheries of the future must be different from those of the past. There is both need and 
opportunity to make them better by ensuring that they are more consistent with ecological 
and genetic/evolutionary principles.  


• Sustainability of salmon stocks and harvest opportunities in the Pacific Northwest must be 
based on protection and restoration of natural populations and their habitats. Hatcheries 
cannot be simply regarded as surrogates for lost habitat.  


• Hatchery programs must be planned and operated with consideration of the potential for 
genetic and ecological interactions with natural stocks. 


• Hatcheries are by their nature a compromise, a balancing of benefits and risks to the target 
stock, other stocks, and the environment affected by the hatchery program. A hatchery 
program is the right solution only if it is better, in a benefit/risk sense, than alternative 
means for achieving the same or similar goals. 


• A detailed set of operational guidelines for all hatchery programs should be adopted and 
implemented by the co-managers. These guidelines should address all life stages of 
propagated fish, be derived from an explicit scientific framework, and be tailored to the 
specific purpose (conservation and/or harvest) and type (integrated or segregated) of each 
hatchery program.  


• While all hatchery programs are classified by intent as either integrated or segregated, 
most programs do not achieve the guidelines for proper integration or proper segregation. 
Plans should be developed and implemented for each program to meet those guidelines. 


                                                 
34


 The HSRG met monthly for four years, typically for three days, and systematically reviewed over 200 hatchery programs. 
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• The performance of each hatchery program should be routinely evaluated and reported. 
This evaluation should address consistency with resource goals and coordination with 
other strategies to meet those goals. A system for effective and timely collection, analysis 
and dissemination of data and information must be implemented.  


• A research agenda must be established to guide funding for applied hatchery research in 
the Pacific Northwest. This agenda must be directed towards an increased understanding 
of the benefits and risks from hatchery programs. Knowledge and information gained 
from this research should be incorporated into an explicit and comprehensive scientific 
framework that informs decision-making.  


• Hatchery programs and resource management plans should be consistent with the 
principles of: 1) establishing well-defined goals, 2) being scientifically defensible, and 3) 
using informed decision making. Implications of this include:   


o Hatchery programs must have well-defined goals to direct their operations and 
permit meaningful program evaluation. Once the goals for the resource have been 
established, a scientific rationale for designing, building and/or operating each 
hatchery and hatchery program must be developed to guide the hatchery program 
in achieving its desired outcomes. The use of hatcheries as part of the strategy to 
meet these resource goals must be scientifically defensible.   


o Integrated hatchery programs are linked very closely to a naturally spawning 
stock. For these programs, some broodstock must be derived from the natural 
stock, and broodstock collection and hatchery operations must be consistent with 
allowing the natural environment to drive the adaptation of the combined natural-
/hatchery-origin population.  


o Local adaptation is important for the sustainability of all populations. Thus, stock 
transfers between watersheds are likely to interfere with local adaptation and 
should be avoided. Hatchery broodstock should be managed to foster local 
adaptation.  


o The sizing of hatchery programs (number of fish released) should take into 
account current and expected future conditions of the available habitat (including 
habitat limitations), potential genetic and ecological interactions with natural 
stocks, as well as economic and cultural goals. Hatchery program should always 
be sized to take into account the potential for negative effects on naturally 
spawning stocks and the environment.  


o Hatcheries can impair existing habitat and naturally spawning fish, by virtue of 
their associated structures. In designing hatcheries, particular care should be taken 
so that water intakes, effluent treatment facilities, juvenile release locations and 
adult collection structures do not impair habitat or naturally spawning fish. 
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o Because of inevitable uncertainty, hatcheries should be designed for flexibility 
and their operations adapted to changing environmental conditions, stock status 
and new scientific information. 


o To be successful, hatcheries must develop and maintain an up-to-date and unified 
database that allows resource managers to regularly evaluate and adjust hatchery 
programs, taking into account changes in the status of natural stocks, the carrying 
capacity of receiving waters, ocean productivity and harvest needs. 


o All watersheds are different. Thus, hatchery programs must be designed and 
operated consistent with current and expected future condition of habitats and the 
natural stocks that depend on those habitats. 


o Hatcheries must take into account the programs of other hatcheries occurring in 
the same watershed or region, so that they are complimentary to each other and 
are collectively consistent with resource goals in the watershed or region.  


o The value of hatcheries can no longer be judged solely by the number of fish 
released and returning. Rather, hatchery programs should also be evaluated based 
on: 1) the degree to which they have taken into account the ecosystems they might 
effect, 2) their willingness to adapt to changing conditions in those ecosystems, 
both freshwater and marine, 3) whether they are indeed the “best” strategy for 
meeting resource goals, and 4) whether they are compatible with (i.e., 
complementary to, and integrated with) other strategies. 


EXAMPLES OF SUCCESSFUL HATCHERY 
PROGRAMS 
During 2001–03, the HSRG reviewed over 200 hatchery programs, in ten identified regions of Puget 
Sound and coastal Washington. This systematic, science-based review found a number of programs 
that stand out as examples of hatchery programs that are being conducted in the context of clearly 
articulated goals for the resource, and are the right tool for helping to successfully achieve those goals, 
given the particular circumstances. A few of these programs are presented below as examples of 
hatchery programs that are: 1) helping to recover and conserve naturally spawning populations; 2) 
supporting sustainable fisheries; or 3) providing other benefits, such as education. This is not to say 
that these programs are all without flaw or could not be improved. But they are, overall, in keeping 
with the HSRG’s key principles of operating hatcheries in the context of clear goals, scientifically 
defensible programs, and informed decision making. The HSRG notes that for all integrated hatchery 
programs, success will ultimately depend on good habitat being available to both the hatchery- and 
natural-origin components of the population. 
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Conservation 


White River Chinook 
In 1977, fewer than 50 naturally-spawning spring Chinook returned to spawn in the White River. 
Responding to this crisis, a multi-agency recovery effort by the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), US Forest Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration/National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), Nisqually Tribe and 
Squaxin Island Tribe developed the White River Chinook Recovery Plan. This plan has used 
captive breeding and multiple juvenile rearing and release strategies to increase the number of 
adults returning to spawn. As a direct result of this program, nearly 1,000 adults returned to spawn 
naturally in each of the last two years. Without intervention, this unique stock of Chinook would 
be extinct today. 


Elwha Chinook 
This cooperative effort between WDFW, the Lower Elwha Tribe and the National Park Service is 
a good example of a long-term gene banking program. It is successfully maintaining a naturally 
spawning population of Elwha Chinook until recolonization of the upper watershed can occur, 
after the scheduled removal of two dams on the Elwha River that have blocked this unique 
Chinook stock’s access to pristine habitat for nearly 100 years. 


Snow Creek Coho 
This conservation program, operated by WDFW, is a well-conceived and science-based plan for 
recovering a threatened, native coho population. Prior to intervention, spawning escapement was 
below 100 fish (and often as low as 20), per year over a 20 year period. Every adult was captured, 
artificially spawned and its eggs were incubated in a hatchery. After that, groups of fry were 
exposed to a variety of rearing and release strategies, to increase the possibility that one or more 
would prove successful. A five-fold increase in adult survival has been realized from these efforts, 
thus avoiding imminent risk of extinction for this stock. 


Lake Ozette Sockeye 
The purpose of this well-designed and efficient program, operated by the Makah Tribe, is to 
achieve the recovery of this Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed stock by augmenting the river-
spawning component of the population and establishing self-sustaining runs in underused habitat 
in Lake Ozette tributaries. This stock is all the more valuable because genetics studies indicate it is 
a native stock, with little or no history of fish transfers into the basin, and no evidence of 
interbreeding. Reintroductions into the tributaries have been increasingly successful in 
reestablishing spawning aggregations. Domestication selection risk is reduced by the small size 
and early life history stage at which the fish are released from the hatchery.  
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Hood Canal Summer Chum Conservation Initiative 
Hood Canal and Strait of Juan de Fuca summer chum experienced a severe drop in abundance in 
the 1980s, and returns decreased to all-time lows of less than 1,000 spawners. The Summer Chum 
Salmon Conservation Initiative (SCSCI) is a well-designed, well-conducted program that appears 
to be achieving its goals of recovering these ESA-listed fish. Adult returns have increased 
substantially in chum streams across the program area. SCSCI is an example of a successful 
conservation program and partnership among state, tribal, private, and federal entities. Partners 
include WDFW, the Point No Point Treaty Council (PNPTC), Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement 
Group, Long Live the Kings (LLTK), NOAA Fisheries and USFWS. The program, which may 
serve as a prototype for similar efforts in the future, has met the HSRG’s first key principle of 
beginning with a solid goal setting process. The plan also calls for collecting and analyzing the 
data necessary to evaluate the program’s success. Ensuring complete monitoring and evaluation of 
this program will be crucial to meeting the HSRG’s second and third principles—scientific 
defensibility and informed decision making. 


Hamma Hamma Steelhead 
Hood Canal winter steelhead numbers began to show a serious decline two decades ago. The 
number of naturally spawning adults has remained precipitously low since then. A partnership 
between LLTK, HCSEG, NOAA Fisheries, PNPTC, USFWS, and WDFW, this well-designed and 
scientifically-sound recovery program for Hamma Hamma winter steelhead features the only 
captive brood and two year-old smolt programs in Washington state. Fish for this program are 
thought to be indigenous, with little or no history of stock transfers, introductions, or artificial 
propagation. The rearing program includes exercise for the captive brood fish, and smolts are fed 
on a schedule that mimics nature. Initial results indicate that the program has a good chance of 
achieving the goals for the stock, though low ocean survival trends for steelhead from this region 
may make this more difficult. If this program is successful in the long-term, it could serve as a 
model for steelhead conservation programs. 


Harvest 


Green River Hatchery Fall Chinook 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Green River Hatchery has propagated 
Chinook and provided harvest on these fish for over 100 years. Harvest goals are consistently 
achieved within Washington waters. Significant numbers of natural-origin adults are used each 
year for broodstock, integrating this hatchery stock with the natural stock. As a result, the hatchery 
stock also contributes to meeting natural production goals for fall Chinook in a compromised 
habitat. 
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Tulalip Bay Hatchery Chum 
This hatchery program, operated by the Tulalip Tribes and directed at a stock that is kept 
genetically segregated from natural stocks in the region, meets its goal of high harvest rates, 
without apparent adverse effects on other regional stocks. The hatchery fish are marked and 
monitored, to ensure that straying into adjacent watersheds does not have an adverse affect on 
naturally spawning stocks. 


Wynoochee Winter Steelhead 
This program, operated by WDFW is a mitigation program for the Wynoochee River Dam. Fish 
for this WDFW program originated from—and are kept genetically integrated with—native 
Wynoochee River fish, unlike the non-local, segregated stocks that typify steelhead programs in 
other regions. The program is being operated consistent with short- and long-term stock goals, and 
is providing harvest benefits. The likelihood of attaining these goals is high, due to relatively good 
survival of coastal steelhead stocks in recent years. The HSRG recommended that the managers 
monitor the natural spawning population and take steps to reduce hatchery-origin fish spawning 
naturally by following HSRG spawning and integrated population management guidelines. 


Education 


Issaquah Hatchery 
This Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife hatchery has become a cherished asset to the 
urban community in which it is located—Issaquah, Washington. A dedicated group of volunteers 
called Friends of Issaquah Salmon Hatchery (FISH) provides both casual visitors and organized 
classes with detailed information about salmon life history, species identification, migration 
patterns, the importance of functional habitat, and other environmental education topics. Signs, 
interactive displays, and viewing areas for observing daily operations are used heavily by the 
public. The hatchery is an integral part of Issaquah’s annual Salmon Days festival, when over 
300,000 visitors tour the facility during a single weekend. 


Pipers Creek Chum, Carkeek Park 
Located in a highly urbanized part of Seattle, this is another example of a grass-roots program 
whose efforts have expanded into a productive, environmental-based cooperative between local 
community supporters and public agencies. The program began as an effort to reintroduce salmon 
to a creek where they had been extirpated for several decades. The program has grown into a fully-
functional, environmental education center. 


Cooperative Programs 
The managers are fortunate to have the dedication, energy and resourcefulness of many non-
governmental, educational and citizens groups to assist them in meeting conservation, harvest and 
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other goals for Puget Sound and coastal Washington salmonids. Fourteen Regional Fisheries 
Enhancement Groups, dozens of Salmon in the Classroom programs, a number of not-for-profit 
organizations, and hundreds of private citizens and volunteers augment and expand what the state, 
tribal and federal operators of the hatchery system are able to do on behalf of the area’s salmonids. 
In this way, their efforts go beyond meeting educational goals, to in fact playing an essential role 
in meeting conservation and harvest goals for the resource. 
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OVERVIEW 
Early in the project’s first year (2000), the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) agreed that 
hatchery programs should no longer be seen as surrogates for lost habitat. Instead, hatchery programs 
must be viewed as tools that can be managed as part of an integrated strategy to meet watershed or 
regional resource goals, in concert with actions affecting habitat, harvest rates, water allocation and 
other factors. Using current scientific knowledge, and consideration of the benefits and risks to all 
affected stocks, a hatchery program should be conducted only if it is deemed the best available tool for 
achieving those goals.  


Under this model, healthy, available habitat is essential to an effective hatchery program. In addition, 
resource managers have to consider whether a hatchery program is the best means to achieve the goal, 
once the risks and benefits from the program are considered. To scientifically evaluate the hatcheries 
in Puget Sound and coastal Washington in this new context, the scientists recognized the need for a 
scientific foundation for their work. 


The HSRG’s scientific framework is the foundation for evaluating the benefits and risks of hatchery 
programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington. Its purpose is to provide a detailed review and 
evaluation of the scientific literature as justification for the recommendations developed through the 
Regional Review Process that occurred in 2001-2003. The results of this review effort are detailed in 
three separate volumes (Appendix I) and are available at www.hatcheryreform.org. 


The framework informs all the HSRG’s tools, processes and recommendations and provides the 
scientific approach for achieving Principle 2: Scientific Defensibility.35 The framework organizes the 
current state of knowledge, about how actions associated with hatcheries affect the environment and 
fishery resources, around six key topics:  


1) Hatchery Programs: Definitions of Purpose and Type 


2) Hatcheries in the Ecosystem Context: The Regional Approach  


3) Hatcheries in the Populations/Species Context  


4) Effects of Hatchery Operations on Harvest and Conservation of the Target Stock 


5) Effects of Hatchery Fish on Harvest and Conservation of Other Stocks and Species 


6) Monitoring and Evaluation: Managing Hatchery Programs for Accountability and Success 


The framework begins by classifying hatcheries in terms of their purpose and type. This classification 
reflects a new way of thinking about and defining hatcheries, and provides a foundation for describing 
and reviewing them in a systematic and scientific manner. The next two topics deal with the effects of 
hatcheries on the ecosystem and on other fish populations. Topics four and five address the effects of 
                                                 
35


 See Applied Hatchery Reform chapter, Principles and System-wide Recommendations 



http://www.hatcheryreform.org/
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hatcheries on resource goals for the target stock and other stocks. The final topic deals with 
accountability through monitoring and evaluation.  


The framework was first released to the public in December 2000, after extensive peer and stakeholder 
review and prior to development of the review tools and inception of the regional review process. It 
has subsequently been updated to incorporate recent scientific and technical information that became 
available or was developed in 2001-2003 through the review process. 
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSES AND TYPES OF HATCHERY 
PROGRAMS 
Hatcheries have propagated Pacific salmon and steelhead in the Pacific Northwest for nearly 130 years 
(reviewed by Lichatowich 1999). The first hatchery in the Puget Sound area was established on the 
Baker River in 1896. Most hatcheries in Puget Sound and coastal Washington have been in operation 
for decades and were built to produce fish for harvest, compensating for declines in naturally 
spawning populations. Hatchery-origin fish are important to the North Pacific recreational and 
commercial fishing economy and to meeting tribal treaty harvest needs.  


The abundance and productivity of salmon and steelhead stocks has varied throughout the period that 
records have been maintained. For example, in 1977 returns of adult salmon and steelhead began to 
decline precipitously. These declines occurred despite increasing numbers of hatchery fish released 
during the preceding 20 years. This decline is presumed to be related to a major decadal shift in ocean 
conditions, associated with increased marine temperatures in the northeast Pacific Ocean (Cooper and 
Johnson 1992, Beamish and Bouillon 1993, Lichatowich 1993, Olsen and Richards 1994, Cramer 
2000). Increased urbanization and poor land-use practices also contributed to declines in the 
abundance of Pacific salmon and steelhead. These declines ultimately led to the 1999 threatened 
listing of Puget Sound fall Chinook and Hood Canal summer chum salmon under the federal 
Endangered Species Act (or ESA, Fed. Reg. 1999).  


Fishery scientists have identified hatcheries as one of the factors contributing to declines in abundance 
of naturally-spawning salmon populations (e.g., Waples 1991; Hilborn 1992; Reisenbichler and Rubin 
1999; Levin et al. 2001). For example, some facilities have negatively affected natural populations by 
inhibiting freshwater migrations of adult and juvenile fish and removing sexually mature adults for 
broodstock. In addition, ecological and genetic interactions between hatchery- and natural-origin fish 
have been postulated as factors affecting the viability of natural populations. The once-common 
practice of transferring and releasing hatchery fish between watersheds or rivers is now recognized as 
a potential risk to natural populations. 


As a consequence of the ESA listings, federal, state and tribal fishery managers must demonstrate that 
their hatcheries do not present unacceptable risks to naturally spawning populations. Harvest 
restrictions to protect natural populations, including compliance with ESA, limit the ability of 
commercial, tribal and recreational fishers to harvest relatively abundant fish from successful hatchery 
programs. Minimizing these risks, while at the same time maintaining sustainable fisheries, presents a 
major challenge to fishery managers.  


The HSRG has concluded that in order to review benefits and risks of hatchery programs in a 
systematic and scientific manner, each program must explicitly be defined in terms of its purpose and 
type. The purpose of the program spells out what the hatchery program is expected to accomplish in 
relation to goals set for the resource (e.g., harvest and/or conservation). The type of program defines 
its genetic management goal. This goal defines the relationship between the propagated stock and the 
natural stock (i.e., integrated or segregated). The purpose and type of each hatchery program must be 
defined before program components can be developed or evaluated. 
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1.1 Purposes of Hatchery Programs 
The HSRG recognizes two primary purposes of hatchery programs: 1) help conserve naturally 
spawning populations and their inherent genetic resources, and 2) provide fish for harvest. Many 
hatchery programs are designed to provide both harvest and conservation benefits. Other purposes of 
hatchery programs include scientific research, education, and providing cultural benefits, particularly 
for American Indian tribes. Each of these identified purposes is briefly described below. 


1.1.1 Conservation  
Hatchery programs with conservation goals vary substantially in size and scope. The ultimate goal 
of such programs is to conserve natural populations and their genetic resources. Captive breeding 
of endangered populations is one extreme example (Schiewe et al. 1997). On the other hand, a 
hatchery program propagating a native population for harvest may also have conservation 
objectives, if a long-term goal is to conserve the genetic resources of that population. 
Conservation goals impose additional operational requirements on hatcheries, as compared to 
simply producing fish for harvest. However, such conservation-motivated objectives may also 
help support sustainable fisheries in the long-term. Consequently, the HSRG recognizes 
conservation as a very important purpose of hatcheries, both from the standpoint of conserving 
genetic resources and supporting sustainable fisheries. 


1.1.2 Harvest 
Most hatchery programs in Washington state were developed for the single purpose of producing 
fish for harvest. That harvest can take place in recreational, commercial, ceremonial, and 
subsistence fisheries. Hatchery programs also provide fish for indicator/index stock programs that 
inform and direct harvest management. Harvest continues to be the primary purpose for the 
majority of hatchery programs. However, simply producing fish for harvest may not be sufficient 
to meet long-term resource goals; rather, hatcheries must be managed in a manner that helps 
support and maintain sustainable fisheries, while minimizing negative impacts to naturally 
spawning populations.  


1.1.3 Education and Research 
Hatcheries are in a unique position to provide educational and research opportunities because they 
represent “living laboratories” where the biology of the fish can be studied and populations 
monitored. As a place where citizens can see and work with salmonids from their egg to adult 
stages, each hatchery has the potential to serve as a venue for community involvement and 
education, and a source of data and information about salmonid biology, fisheries and ecology.  


1.2 Types of Hatchery Programs 
Hatchery programs for Pacific salmon and steelhead can be classified as either integrated or 
segregated based on the genetic management goals and protocols for propagating a hatchery 
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broodstock. Hatchery programs are classified as genetically integrated if a principal goal is to manage 
the hatchery broodstock as a genetic component of a naturally-spawning population such that the 
natural environment drives the adaptation of the composite population made up hatchery and natural 
fish. Hatchery programs are classified as genetically segregated if the broodstock is propagated as a 
reproductively discrete population primarily, if not exclusively, with adult returns back to the 
hatchery. In segregated programs, little or no gene flow should occur from a naturally spawning 
population to the hatchery broodstock. In the context of managing salmon and steelhead hatcheries, all 
programs should be either genetically integrated or segregated relative to naturally spawning 
populations. This defines the intent of the program, therefore, no program can be classified as both or 
intermediate. 


1.2.1 Genetically Integrated Programs 
Hatchery programs can be classified as integrated if: a) a principal management goal is to 
minimize genetic divergence between the hatchery broodstock and a naturally spawning 
population; and b) natural-origin fish are regularly included in the hatchery broodstock at a level 
sufficient to prevent such genetic divergence. In an idealized integrated program, natural- and 
hatchery-origin fish simply represent two genetically-equal components of a common gene pool 
within the watershed where adults are trapped for broodstock and progeny fish released. A 
fundamental goal of an integrated program is to minimize genetic changes resulting from artificial 
propagation; thereby reducing genetic risks of hatchery-origin fish to a naturally spawning 
population.36 Another goal is for hatchery fish to represent a potential genetic repository for the 
natural population, in case of a major decline in abundance (e.g., as a result of stochastic 
environmental events, over-fishing, etc.). Under this idealized integrated concept, the hatchery 
represents an artificial extension of the natural environment, thereby increasing the total 
reproductive capacity of the target population. This increased reproductive capacity can 
conceptually yield both harvest benefits to fishers and demographic benefits to the target 
population. However, integrated programs will invariably represent trade-offs between ease of 
culture and achievement of genetic management goals. 


An integrated hatchery program does not imply that gene flow from the hatchery component into 
the naturally spawning component necessarily occurs or is desired; on the contrary, the goal of an 
integrated program is not for hatchery-origin fish to necessarily spawn naturally but, rather, to 
maintain the genetic characteristics of a natural population in the hatchery broodstock. This goal 
necessitates a minimum amount of gene flow from the natural population to the hatchery 
broodstock each generation, while controlling or restricting gene flow from the hatchery 
component to the natural component.37 Deliberate gene flow from the hatchery broodstock to a 
natural population relates strictly to the purposes and intended benefits of hatchery-propagated 
fish after release (e.g. restoration or recovery of natural populations) and not directly to the genetic 
management goals for the hatchery broodstock. Indeed, if the natural population component is 
self-sustaining and can supply natural-origin fish to the hatchery broodstock each year—albeit, 


 
36


 See this Scientific Framework’s section on domestication. 
37


 See Appendix B, Emerging Issues paper on Integrated and Segregated hatchery programs. 
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without reducing natural productivity below a level necessary for the natural population to sustain 
itself—then no demographic need would exist for hatchery fish to spawn naturally.  


1.2.2 Genetically Segregated Programs 
Hatchery programs are classified as segregated if the hatchery population is propagated as a 
genetically discrete or segregated population relative to naturally spawning populations. The 
principal goal of a segregated broodstock program is to create a new, hatchery-adapted population 
to meet co-manager needs for harvest or other purposes. Hatchery broodstocks (and programs) are 
considered genetically segregated if the broodstock is maintained primarily or exclusively from 
adults returning back to the hatchery. As a consequence, little or no gene flow from a natural 
population to the hatchery broodstock is intended to occur in a segregated program. 


Segregated hatchery broodstocks are expected to diverge genetically from the source founding 
population or local natural populations, due to genetic drift and potential domestication effects. 
Moreover, segregated hatchery broodstocks are often selectively bred for particular traits (e.g., 
early run-timing) to facilitate ease of culture and/or to help achieve harvest benefits. Segregated 
programs are usually managed in a way that maximizes productivity or efficiency of hatchery 
operations. Natural spawning of returning adults from a segregated hatchery program is usually 
considered highly undesirable; because of the genetic risks those fish pose to natural populations. 
In addition, hatchery-origin fish from segregated programs may pose significant ecological risks if 
those fish directly compete with, or prey upon, natural-origin fish. Indeed, properly managed 
segregated programs must ensure that hatchery-origin fish do not stray or spawn naturally, or do 
so at very low rates to minimize biological risks to natural populations. In this context, not only is 
the broodstock segregated genetically from a natural population, but released fish from that 
broodstock must be ecologically and genetically segregated from natural-origin fish as much as 
possible in the natural environment. Consequently, segregated programs usually represent major 
trade-offs between maximizing operational efficiency of the hatchery program and minimizing 
biological risks to naturally spawning populations. 
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CHAPTER 2. HATCHERY PROGRAMS IN THE ECOSYSTEM 
CONTEXT: THE REGIONAL APPROACH 
Hatcheries can no longer be regarded as surrogates for lost habitat. In operating hatcheries, 
consideration must be given not only to the receiving habitat in which they operate but also to the 
hatchery propagated and naturally-spawning fish that depend on the existing habitat. In addition, 
hatcheries must take into account the programs of other hatcheries occurring in the same watershed or 
region. Only in this way will adverse interactions between salmonid stocks in the watershed or region 
be recognized. Hatcheries also have the potential to impair existing habitat and naturally-spawning 
fish populations by virtue of their associated structures and by the inappropriate sizing of their 
programs. In designing hatcheries and their programs, these factors have, therefore, to be borne in 
mind.  


No longer can the value of hatcheries and their programs be judged solely by the size of their releases 
and returns. Rather, hatcheries and their programs will also have to be evaluated on the degree to 
which they have taken into account the ecosystem on which they might have an impact and on their 
willingness to adapt to changing conditions in the ecosystem, both freshwater and the marine. The 
fitness of naturally spawning populations, their productivity, and the numbers of adult salmon 
returning to individual watersheds, ultimately depend on the natural habitat and on climatic conditions 
affecting its productivity.  


Therefore, it is appropriate to review hatchery programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington using 
a regional approach, taking into account the nature of the watersheds in which the programs occur and 
the goals set for the programs by the managers. Each watershed or region differs significantly in the 
quality and quantity of habitat, the status of salmonid stocks within those regions, and the regional 
goals.  


A review of the Puget Sound/coastal Washington hatchery system as a whole would result in general 
recommendations not suited to regional differences in habitat and management goals. Decision 
making program-by-program or hatchery facility would fail to consider how best to use the hatchery 
system as a whole and would fail to take into account cumulative, regional effects.  


2.1 Receiving Habitat 
Healthy habitat that can support the life cycle of a salmon population is necessary to the success of any 
hatchery program. The environmental conditions experienced by hatchery fish following their release 
vary depending upon when and where they are released. The health and viability of hatchery 
populations are dependent upon quality, complexity and connectivity, and quantity of the receiving 
habitat; and temporal climatic changes affecting habitat. 
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2.1.1 Quality of the Receiving Environment 
The quality of the receiving environment refers to the condition of the habitat available to 
hatchery-origin fish following their release from the hatchery (Bjornn and Reiser 1991; Reeves et 
al. 1991; Doppelt et al. 1993; Beechie et al. 1994; Bilby et al. 1996; Mobrand et al.1997). 
Significant departures from optimal habitat quality conditions may result in failure to meet natural 
productivity requirements. Factors affecting the quality of the receiving environment vary by 
habitat type (freshwater, estuarine, marine near-shore, and marine off-shore). Among the factors to 
consider are channel stability, riparian condition, habitat diversity, water flow, sediment load, 
nutrient load, obstructions, oxygen, chemicals, pathogens, temperature, competition, predation, 
food, and salinity (Lichatowich et al. 1995). 


2.1.2 Complexity and Connectivity of Receiving Environment 
The complexity and connectivity of the receiving environment affect survival and life history 
diversity of hatchery populations. Life history diversity, which is the species’ solution to a 
dynamic environment, is determined both by genetic and phenotypic traits and by the ability of the 
habitat to support multiple life history pathways (Mobrand et al. 1997). The latter is determined by 
the patterns of connected, high quality habitat segments (see also 2.3 and 3.1.3). 


2.1.3 Quantity of Receiving Habitat 
The abundance potential of a hatchery population is in part a function of the quantity of food and 
space available in the receiving natural habitat (Hall and Field-Dodgeson 1981; Nickelson et al. 
1986; Hunter 1991; Reeves et al. 1991; Nickelson et al. 1993). The availability of food and space 
affects the survival of hatchery fish through density-dependent mechanisms such as competition 
and predation. Generally, survival decreases with increasing population density. Density is 
determined by the quantity of key habitat, the abundance of hatchery fish and their rate of 
dispersal (Lestelle et al. 1996). 


The present hatchery system for Pacific salmon was developed to meet fishery demands and 
compensate for losses in salmonid habitat. The hatchery goal has traditionally been to produce 
increasingly higher numbers of fish that would grow to harvest size in an oceanic ecosystem, 
believed to be constant and near limitless in its capacity to provide food and space for hatchery 
salmon. The modern view of the ocean ecosystem is, however, one characterized by ecological 
uncertainty (Mahnken et al. 1998). 


2.1.4 Temporal Climatic Changes Affecting Habitat 
Decadal and inter-annual changes in productivity of salmon populations are an increasingly well 
recognized phenomenon, and it apparently reflects the stochastic and deterministic effects of 
environmentally driven changes in salmonid habitat. Studies on abundance of salmonid stocks in 
widely separate geographic areas over time have indicated oceanic conditions are primarily 
responsible for changes in annual returns of adult salmon (Cooper and Johnson 1992, Beamish and 
Bouillon 1993, Lichatowich 1993, Olsen and Richards 1994, Cramer 2000). The way in which 
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physical, chemical, and biological processes in the ocean impact fish populations and production 
trends is reasonably well known. 


2.2 Habitat – Current Status and Short and Long-term 
Goals  
One of the factors to be taken into account in reviewing hatchery programs is the status of the 
freshwater habitat into which the hatchery fish are to be released. Both the current and the future status 
of the habitat should be considered. Silt free incubation gravels and cool, stable incubating water are 
necessary for the survival of salmon embryos. Flowing streams with complex structure, riparian 
vegetation, seasonal flow stability, and productive estuaries are necessary to the survival of juvenile 
salmon. Flowing streams are also necessary for the successful passage and spawning of returning 
mature adults. In reviewing hatchery programs, several categories of freshwater habitat are recognized. 
These freshwater habitat categories are defined in some detail in the HSRG’s Benefit-Risk Tool.38  


In addition, there is increasing evidence that the size of hatchery releases should take into account 
changing marine conditions. Based on an analysis of climatic trends and the productivity of salmon 
fisheries in the North Pacific, Beamish and Bouillon (1993) noted that the strategy of releasing large 
numbers of artificially reared smolts during a period of decreasing marine survival is not scientifically 
defensible. Although harvest rates are generally scaled back when the abundance or productivity of 
naturally-spawning stocks is low and regime shifts become evident, hatchery production is not scaled 
back. Given that the carrying capacity of the ocean has a primary impact on salmon returns, it is 
eminently sensible that hatchery releases should be reduced during periods of poor ocean survival to 
protect naturally-spawning fish. Furthermore, regime shifts, or major changes in ocean productivity, 
are becoming increasingly predictable and therefore should be a consideration in managing hatchery 
programs. 


2.3 Effects of Hatchery Operations on Habitat and 
Ecological Function 
The productivity of an ecosystem (e.g., a receiving habitat) can be gauged on the basis of the 
heterogeneity of life and habitat within it and by the biomass it supports. The productivity of the 
system is a function of the collection of biological, chemical, and physical factors/processes that 
govern the flow of energy and material through it. The ecological function of a particular event in an 
ecosystem is the effect that the event has on the system. As described below, hatchery structures and 
operations can affect ecological function.  


The functioning of an ecosystem is important because it affects the productivity of the system (Golley 
1993; Norton 1994; Haskell et al. 1992; Karr 1992). In this regard, the riparian environment is of 
primary importance to the proper functioning of riverine, aquatic ecosystems, and to resident or 
migratory salmonids. The structural complexity and species diversity of this habitat determine both the 


                                                 
38


 See Appendix G. 
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carrying capacity and quality of smolts produced in (or introduced into) these habitats. Vegetation 
provides shade, moderates stream water temperatures, and provides cover in the form of large woody 
debris and stream bank overhangs created by roots. Riparian vegetation stabilizes stream banks, binds 
soil particles, holds water in the flood plain, and provides a source of carbon and nitrogen for the 
organisms upon which juvenile salmon feed. Rocks and gravel substrate provide structure and features 
around which salmon establish territory. These complex, dynamic ecosystems are essential for 
maintaining adaptive behavioral patterns and moderating stress in juvenile salmon.  


Nutrients released from hatcheries may affect the productivity of systems into which they drain, the 
resulting benefit or harm being based on the nutrient loading that occurs. Also, salmon released from 
hatcheries may serve as prey for a large number of native and non-native fishes. In addition, salmon 
produced in hatcheries may increase the productivity of a particular drainage by virtue of the nutrients 
brought back from the sea and released to the water and riparian environment from their carcasses 
following spawning (Bilby et al. 1996). Returning adult salmon are a unique vector for the delivery of 
marine nutrients into the freshwater ecosystem. The importance of these nutrients to consumers such 
as raccoons, bear, eagles, and even man, has been recognized for some time. Recent research also 
suggests that a significant portion of nitrogen in plants and animals in streams where adult salmon are 
abundant is derived from those returning adults (Mathison 1988, Kline et al. 1993).  


Marine-derived nutrients from returning adult salmon have been found to provide a significant 
contribution to riparian vegetation and even old growth forests (Reimchen 1994, Bilby et al. 1996). In 
streams in interior British Columbia, Johnston et al. (1997) found that where salmon carcasses were 
abundant, up to 60% of the nitrogen in benthic insects was derived from the carcasses. They also 
found that juvenile salmon show higher growth rates in streams after adult salmon spawn than in 
streams without spawning adults. Use of hatchery salmon carcasses as a source of these marine 
derived nutrients was found to increase the density of age 0+ coho salmon and age 0+ and l+ steelhead 
in small southwestern Washington streams (Bilby et al. 1998). Any structures (such as hatchery weirs; 
see below) or practices that reduce the nutrient influx from salmon carcasses may reduce the 
productivity of the system.  


The value of nutrient input has been demonstrated in British Columbia where artificial fertilization has 
been (and is being) used to enhance salmonid production in nutrient-deficient systems. In British 
Columbia, lake fertilization has been used in place of hatcheries for enhancing sockeye production 
(Hyatt and Stockner 1985), an approach that is currently also been used for kokanee. In addition, 
following on the earlier stream fertilization studies of Stockner and Shortreed (1978) and Mundie et al 
(1983, 1991), stream fertilization is being tested, with promising results, as an interim measure for 
recovering certain natural salmonid stocks that have been in decline for reasons not related to hatchery 
practices (McCubbing and Ward 2000, Larkin and Slaney 1996).  


Hatchery operations may impact the community structure of an ecosystem. When hatcheries release 
large numbers of fish, the capacity of the ecosystem to handle the released juveniles or returning 
adults may be exceeded. Alternately, when hatchery fish are released outside their historic range they 
may cause new competition and predation impacts to established communities. The end result may be 
increased competition between naturally-spawning and hatchery propagated fish for rearing or 
spawning areas and the displacement of naturally-spawning fish (RASP, 1992; see also Chapter 5). 
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2.4 Effects of Hatchery Structures on Fish 
The physical structures of hatcheries are located in riparian areas. Sufficient infrastructure, space, and 
water are required for incubation of eggs, juvenile rearing, and adult collection, maturation and 
spawning. Some hatchery structures have severe adverse effects on naturally-spawning fish 
populations by creating (for example) obstacles to migration, changes in in-stream flows, and loss of 
water quality. Most effects of hatchery structures are quantifiable. Water quality of hatchery effluent 
and changes in in-stream flows are relatively easy to measure. Impassible barriers to migration are 
identifiable and delays in migration can be estimated. Hatchery structures may affect naturally-
spawning fish and the environment in various ways. 


2.4.1 Downstream Fish Passage 
Hatcheries require sufficient water for juvenile rearing and adult attraction. Water is usually drawn 
from an adjacent stream via pumps or gravity. Improperly designed and maintained water intakes 
can impinge migrant or resident juveniles (Pearce and Lee 1991, Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 2000). Improperly sized screens can allow natural-origin juveniles to enter and be 
trapped in hatchery rearing vessels. Many hatchery water intakes were designed over 40 years ago. 
These often do not meet current design standards for screen mesh size and approach velocity. 
Adequate maintenance of properly designed intakes is also important.  


2.4.2 Upstream Fish Passage 
Adult salmonids have a high fidelity for returning to their natal rearing areas to spawn and will 
return to their respective hatcheries or native spawning grounds if unimpeded (Brannon et al. 
1984, Van der Haegen and Doty 1995). Fish collected for broodstock require sufficient and unique 
flows for attraction and separation into the hatchery, but fish intended to spawn naturally need to 
be able to pass through hatchery structures, such as intake dams or adult weirs, in a timely manner 
(Clay 1961, Fleming and Reynolds 1991). Identification and passage of natural-origin and 
hatchery salmon is important to maximize use of natural habitat and minimize “broodstock 
mining”. Allowing separation of hatchery- and natural-origin adults to their respective natal 
rearing areas is also important to minimize negative ecological and genetic interactions (see 
sections 1.2.1, 1.2.2, 2.3, 4.1, 5.1 and 5.2). 


2.4.3 Volitional Entry to Hatchery 
Hatcheries can attract returning adults to an artificial stream created by water passing through 
hatchery rearing containers. The unique scent of attraction of the hatchery effluent can selectively 
influence the return of hatchery adults (Brannon 1982, Dittman et al. 1996). If attraction is 
sufficient to selectively influence the return of only hatchery fish, negative genetic and ecological 
interactions between natural-origin and hatchery-origin adults can be reduced (see sections 4.1,5.1 
and 5.2.) 
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2.4.4 Instream Flow 
Hatcheries usually divert water from adjacent streams for fish cultural purposes. Diverted water is 
often returned at significant distances downstream. Water diversion through hatcheries from 
relatively small streams can significantly reduce the amount of water for juvenile rearing and 
upstream adult migration between the area of intake and discharge. In small streams, flows in the 
section of stream between the intake and discharge should not be reduced so that upstream 
migration by adult salmonids is not prevented or delayed during the usually dry fall season (Bell 
1986, Stalnaker et al. 1995, Washington Department of Ecology 2002).  


2.4.5 Discharge Quality 
Discharge quality is the physical and chemical qualities of water leaving the hatchery and entering 
the adjacent stream. These qualities include temperature, settleable solids, suspended solids, nitrite 
levels, nitrate levels, and phosphorous levels (Kendra 1991). Unregulated discharge and poor 
water quality can alter the native flora and fauna below the point of discharge (Willoughby et al. 
1972, Kanaga and Evans 1982). The United States Environmental Protection Agency and 
Washington State Department of Ecology require adherence to state and federal water quality 
standards at all hatcheries in the state (Boersen and Westers 1986, Cho and Bureau 1997). 


2.4.6 Modification of Riparian Areas 
The physical structures of hatcheries are often located adjacent to riparian areas where natural 
habitat has been replaced with hatchery buildings and juvenile rearing vessels. Negative effects of 
these physical structures, such as increased surface run-off, decreased near-shore cover, loss of 
shade and reduced water quality in the immediate vicinity, should be minimized (Shepherd 1991, 
Beechie and Sibley 1997, Keith et al. 1998). 


2.4.7 Harassment from Humans 
Adult salmonid collection facilities at hatcheries concentrate returning adults prior to spawning. 
These concentrations are often highly visible and predictable, attracting fishers and non-
consumptive users. Illegal activities such as poaching and harassment can also occur. These 
activities can have a negative effect by reducing spawning success. 
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CHAPTER 3. HATCHERY PROGRAMS IN THE 
SPECIES/POPULATION CONTEXT 
Hatchery populations of salmonids are subject to many of the same biological processes as their 
naturally-spawning counterparts. These biological processes shape the biological significance and 
viability of both hatchery and naturally-spawning populations. Assessment of the biological 
significance and viability of salmonid populations provides an important benchmark for developing 
both long- and short-term goals and management strategies for a particular population or stock. In the 
case of integrated hatchery programs, where the management strategy is to minimize genetic 
divergence between the hatchery broodstock and naturally-spawning population, the combined 
population shares similar characteristics for biological significance and viability. In the case of 
segregated hatchery programs, the biological significance is based solely on the biological origin and 
attributes of the hatchery population with the viability linked to the performance of the stock in both 
the hatchery and natural environments. 


3.1 Biological Significance  
The biological significance of a stock is a function of the origin of the stock and its inherent genetic 
diversity, its biological attributes, uniqueness, local adaptation, and the genetic structure of this 
population relative to other con-specific populations. A population can be considered highly 
significant if it exhibits unique genetic and biological attributes that are not shared with other adjacent 
stocks. These attributes may include unique life history, physiological, morphological, behavior, and 
disease resistance characters with a genetic basis.  


3.1.1 Genetic Diversity 
Genetic diversity refers to the magnitude and distribution of genetic variation among individuals. 
Genetic variation is important because it provides the foundation for responses to selection 
(natural or artificial) and local adaptations (Falconer and MacKay 1996). Phenotypic variation 
refers to the variation in measurable traits (e.g., size at reproduction) among individuals. It is 
determined by the combined effects of genetic and environmental variation among those 
individuals. 


Genetic diversity can be measured by molecular and quantitative genetic methods. Molecular 
methods examine genetic variation at the level of individual genes or DNA sequences. Most of the 
variation detectable at the molecular genetic level of biological organization is assumed to be 
“selectively neutral,” thus reflecting the ancestral history of a population. Quantitative genetic 
methods statistically partition the phenotypic variation (or variance) of measurable traits into 
genetic and environmental components. These latter methods attempt to understand the biological 
significance of phenotypic variation, in terms of fitness and potential responses to selection, under 
specific or varying environmental conditions. Estimating the genetic and environmental 
components of phenotypic variance requires knowledge of the familial relationships among a 
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portion, or sample, of individuals within a population. These kinds of data are extremely difficult 
to obtain for salmon because parental identities of individual fish are usually unknown. 


3.1.2 Local adaptation 
Local adaptation is the response of a local population, observed as changes of phenotypes and 
mediated by genetic change, to natural selection in a particular environment over time. The 
process of local adaptation occurs when the population’s phenotypes (traits related to survival and 
reproduction such as size, fecundity, and disease susceptibility) become ‘best suited’, or adapted, 
genetically to the population’s local environment. Local adaptation of many salmon population 
traits has been inferred from observations of trait differences between populations (Ricker 1972; 
Taylor 1991).  


Rigorous demonstration of local adaptation is difficult because it requires detection of a genetic 
basis for variations of fitness traits and demonstration that a local population has a higher mean 
fitness (viability, reproductive success, etc.) under its local conditions than do non-local 
populations (Chilcote et al. 1986; Leider et al. 1990; Fleming and colleagues 1992, 1993, 1994; 
McGinnity et al. 1997; Taylor 1991; see also series of experiments described by Gharrett and 
Smoker 1993a,b; Smoker et al. 1994; Smoker et al. 1998; Geiger et al. 1998; McGregor et al. 
1998; Hebert et al. 1998). Nevertheless, compelling examples apparently demonstrating local 
adaptation come from comparative studies of fitness traits among conspecific populations of 
sockeye and pink salmon. Several studies have demonstrated different rheotaxis in fry from inlet- 
and outlet-spawning sockeye salmon and indeterminate rheotaxis in intercrosses; Offspring of 
inlet spawners are appropriately negatively rheotactic and would, in nature, swim downstream to 
their native lake; Offspring of outlet spawners are positively rheotactic (Raleigh 1971; Brannon 
1967). With respect to reproductive fitness, pink salmon spawn earlier in cool, mainland streams 
and high altitude streams than in comparatively warmer, island and low altitude streams (Sheridan 
1962; Brannon 1987). The inference is that natural selection favors earlier spawners in cooler 
streams because developing eggs laid by later spawners would not have sufficient time to 
complete embryonic development before the onset of the spring growing season. In addition, mean 
embryonic development is more rapid in eggs from cool water populations than warm water 
populations, when incubated together at the same temperature. In addition, significant genetic 
variation for incubation rate exists within populations (Hebert et al. 1998). Genetic variation exists 
also for arrival date of pink salmon to their spawning streams (Smoker et al. 1998) and 
ovulation/spawn date of rainbow trout (Siitonen and Gall 1995). Collectively, these studies 
illustrate a wide of range of phenotypic responses—probably reflecting local adaptations—that 
have been shown experimentally to have significant genetic components. 


Some natural level of straying occurs continually among salmonid populations but observed local 
adaptation presumably results from the scarcity of strays or lower reproductive success relative to 
locally adapted salmon. This observation is consistent with the generally poor survival of 
transplanted salmon relative to naturally-spawning populations (Quinn 1997). 


Life history diversity within populations buffers the populations during periods of change or 
environmental instability (Hilborn et al. 2003). Salmonids inhabit variable environments 
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characterized by annual, decadal, and other cyclical climatic events. Catastrophic habitat changes 
from natural occurrence such as floods, earthquakes, and droughts, as well as human-induced 
changes such as logging and stream diversion also characterize salmonid habitats. Genetic 
diversity of life history traits among individuals within populations contributes to successful 
reproduction and population persistence under variable habitat and climatic conditions  


3.1.3 Genetic Structure 
Genetic population structure refers to the spatial and temporal partitioning of genetic variation into 
populations, subpopulations, year classes, and other discernible groups (Gilpin 1993; Harrison and 
Taylor 1997). Structure reflects a deviation from random interbreeding among all individuals 
constituting a species or population. Population structure enhances the ability of species to persist 
over time in a variable environment and buffers populations during catastrophic events. 


Spatial Variability among Populations 
Spatial genetic structure refers to genetic heterogeneity among geographically separate 
spawning aggregations among which gene flow is restricted. Populations may be separated by 
spawning location, spawning substrate, or other geographic features (e.g. lake or river system, 
inlet or outlet, beach or stream). Spatial genetic structure is usually measured in terms of the 
phenotypic or genetic variance within and between populations or by Wright’s F-statistics (or 
gene diversity statistics), which reflect deviations from panmixia at various hierarchical levels 
of structure. Each spatially partitioned subclass may be characterized by an effective 
population size (see Section 3.2.1).Spatial structure buffers a species against localized, 
detrimental effects and provides a mechanism for fine-tuning natural selection and local 
adaptation.  


Temporal Variability 
Temporal genetic structure refers to the partitioning of a species’ gene pool into separate 
temporal classes. Temporal structure occurs both within years (e.g. early versus late run time) 
and among year classes. Many salmonid populations exhibit temporal genetic structuring 
within years through divergent run times. This structuring is often associated with specific 
life-history characteristics that have evolved in response to varying environmental conditions. 
Phelps et al. (1984) observed significant genetic differences between summer-run and fall-run 
chum salmon originating from Hood Canal. Fall-run chum salmon from Hood Canal are 
genetically more similar to other geographically-distant fall-run populations than to summer-
run populations from Hood Canal. Summer-run chum salmon typically spawn in the mainstem 
of rivers in periods of high water temperature, suggesting a specialized life history adaptation. 
Similar temporal genetic divergence occurs between “even” and “odd” year classes of pink 
salmon, a species with a strict two-year life history, thus leading to two temporally-discrete 
populations that often spawn in the same stream, every other year. 
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Connectivity of wild salmonid populations  
Homing to natal streams is an important biological characteristic of salmonid fishes, allowing 
evolution of local adaptations in life history and other fitness traits (Quinn 1993; Altukhov and 
Salmenkova 1994; Quinn et al. 2001). Stock-specific, genetically-based adaptations include 
size and age at sexual maturity, adult return and spawn-timing, pre-hatch developmental rate, 
length of freshwater residence prior to outmigration, and marine migration patterns (Smoker et 
al. 1998; Sato et al. 2000). Despite the biological importance of homing, natural straying also 
plays an important function related to colonization of new habitats and maintaining 
connectivity between geographically adjacent populations (Quinn 1993). Many studies have 
shown that salmon and steelhead seek alternative spawning habitats if no appropriate habitat is 
immediately available (Pascual and Quinn 1994). Such behavior is most apparent when natal 
streams are blocked by catastrophic, environmental events. For example, siltation resulting 
from the 1980 eruption of Mount St. Helens resulted in significant numbers of Chinook 
salmon and steelhead straying from the Cowlitz River to the Kalama and Lewis rivers (Leider 
1989; Quinn et al. 1991). Although, some natural level of straying occurs continually among 
salmonid populations, observed local adaptation presumably results from the scarcity of strays 
or their lower reproductive success relative to locally adapted salmon. This observation is 
consistent with the generally poor survival of transplanted salmon relative to naturally-
spawning populations (Quinn 1997). 


Historically, many salmonid populations could be characterized by a metapopulation structure 
and a level of connectivity between populations. Under these concepts, populations were 
spatially structured into assemblages of local breeding populations and migration among the 
local populations influenced local dynamics and provided the possibility of population 
reestablishment following extinction. However the cumulative effect of habitat degradation, 
dams, channelization, logging, and other effects of urbanization have resulted in a loss of 
connectivity among some populations of Puget Sound and coastal Washington. Some former 
metapopulations have been reduced to single isolated populations. While formerly a 
population within a larger metapopulation would not have been deemed highly significant 
because it shared biological attributes with other populations, an isolated remnant would now 
be considered highly biologically significant. 


3.2 Viability 


3.2.1 Effective population size  
One of the most important parameters affecting genetic diversity is effective population size (Ne). 
Effective population size places an upper limit on the amount of genetic diversity that can be 
maintained in a population in relation to its pedigree history and potential losses due to genetic 
drift. Some general guidelines for maintaining minimum Ne in distinct, or semi-isolated, 
populations have been proposed:  


• Ne > 50 to prevent inbreeding depression and a detectable decrease in viability or 
reproductive fitness of a population (Franklin 1980).  
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• Ne > 500 to maintain constant genetic variance in a population resulting from a balance 
between loss of variance due to genetic drift and the increase in variance due spontaneous 
mutations (Franklin 1980; Soule 1980; Lande 1988) 


• Ne > 5,000 to maintain a constant variance for quasi-neutral, genetic variation that can 
serve as a reservoir for future adaptations in response to natural selection and changing 
environmental conditions (Lande 1995). The rationale here is that Ne needs to be large 
enough to minimize genetic drift and the potential loss of “neutral” alleles that may 
confer fitness advantages under changing environmental conditions and new selection 
regimes. The Ne > 5,000 rule applies primarily to an entire ESU or species over 
evolutionary time spans, whereas Ne > 50 applies primarily to closed, local populations.  


A more detailed analysis of Ne in fluctuating populations similar to what might occur in a hatchery 
involves a distinction between the inbreeding effective number (NeI ) and the variance effective 
number (NeV) (Crow 1954; Simberloff 1988). The inbreeding effective size quantifies the increase 
in inbreeding while the variance effective size specifies the amount of genetic drift and the rate of 
loss of heterozygosity (Ryman et al. 1995). When population numbers are stable, NeI and NeV are 
identical and constant over time. In a rapidly growing population NeV may be much larger than NeI 
while the opposite is true for declining populations, and, in these situations, a distinction should be 
made between the two measures (Hedrick and Hedgecock 1994).  


3.2.2 Age class structure 
Age class structure leads to temporal structuring of populations across years and varies 
substantially among species. It must be taken into account in estimation of effective population 
size. Age class structuring is absolute in pink salmon, with a strict, two-year life cycle. It is 
slightly more diverse in coho salmon, where a three-year life cycle predominates but is augmented 
largely by jacks (two-year old spawners) and a small number of four-year old spawners Age class 
structures for sockeye salmon, Chinook salmon, and chum salmon are more complex with 
multiple year classes contributing to a single generation. Age class structures are even more 
complex in steelhead, cutthroat trout and other species that undergo repeat spawning at variable 
ages. A complex age structure also tends to diminish the likelihood of a small population going 
extinct in a particular year in which an environmental disaster occurs. 


Temporal structuring decreases as the variance in age at maturity increases. Populations showing 
temporal stability in abundance have comparatively low variances in the effective number of 
breeders per year. The effective population size of an entire population (and generation) is 
approximately the harmonic mean of the effective number of breeders per year, multiplied by the 
generation time in years (Waples 1990). Generation time is defined as the average age of parents 
at the time of reproduction. 


3.2.3 Trends and variance in abundance over time  
Viable salmon populations, whether natural or hatchery subsidized, exhibit high intrinsic 
population growth. When abundance is reduced (e.g. due to catastrophic events or harvest) the 
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population will subsequently respond with a rapid increase in abundance, provided habitat of 
sufficient quantity and quality is available. When populations remain depressed over extended 
periods of time, it is evidence either of poor habitat (including the hatchery environment) or poor 
genetic viability. Thus trends and variance abundance over time can be indicators of population 
viability. More specifically trends in productivity (adult progeny per parent - recruits/spawner), 
under stable environmental conditions and when corrected for density dependent factors are good 
measures of population viability. 
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CHAPTER 4: EFFECTS OF HATCHERY OPERATIONS ON 
HARVEST AND CONSERVATION OF THE PROPAGATED 
STOCK 
Hatchery operations - including broodstock choice and collection, spawning, incubation, and rearing 
protocols - and the hatchery environment itself can affect the short and long-term survival and 
behavior of the propagated stock. Hatcheries can affect the achievement of harvest goals as well as the 
goals for biological significance and viability for the target stock. This is true whether the target stock 
represents a genetically segregated hatchery population or a component of the natural stock as a 
genetically integrated broodstock. Hatchery operations can affect both the long-term genetic 
constitution of a population and the short-term and the short-term phenotypic performance of the 
target population. 


4.1 Hatchery Operations as they affect the genetic 
characteristics of the Propagated Stock  
Hatcheries represent unique environments that are not part of the natural evolutionary history of 
anadromous salmonid fishes. However, hatcheries now represent a major component of the range of 
environmental conditions that salmon and steelhead experience during their lifetimes. Indeed, a 
significant proportion of all returning adults in Puget Sound, the Washington coast, and the Columbia 
River are the progeny of hatchery-spawned adults. Consequently, from a regional perspective, 
hatcheries represent a significant component of the overall, environmental landscape experienced by 
salmon and steelhead in Washington state (Williams et al. 2003). 


Hatcheries also represent unique environments that can cause populations to change genetically over 
time relative to naturally spawning populations. From a conceptual viewpoint, populations are 
characterized genetically by the suite of genotypes and genes represented by all individuals in a 
population. By definition, “genetic change” refers to changes in gene frequencies between generations, 
or between a parental population and a progeny population (offspring) when measured at the same life 
history stage.  


Populations can change genetically as a result of four fundamental processes: random genetic change, 
natural or artificial selection, migration (gene flow) from other populations, and mutation. Mutation is 
generally considered an important factor only over evolutionary time scales and will not be discussed 
here, although recent theoretical work suggests that it could be a factor in highly domesticated 
populations (Lynch and O’Hely 2001).  


In this section, we describe the mechanisms by which hatchery propagated populations can change 
genetically over time. These genetic changes can affect both the biological significance of a 
population and its viability. 
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4.1.1 Changes in Biological Significance 
Biological significance, in the context of anadromous salmonid fishes, refers to the biological 
uniqueness of a population relative to other populations within an ESU (Section 3.1). For example, 
the spring Chinook population in the White River is considered biologically unique within the 
Puget Sound ESU and is thus classified as “high” biological significance. In contrast, a large 
number of coho salmon populations throughout Puget Sound express very similar life histories 
with respect to age class composition and run timing, and many of those coho populations are thus 
considered to have low biological significance. The concept of biological significance is 
associated with the concept of “local adaptation” and biological attributes.  


The biological significance of a hatchery-propagated population can change over time (i.e. 
generations) as a result of genetic changes to the population itself or changes in the abundance and 
significance of other populations within the ESU. The focus here is on genetic changes to hatchery 
propagated populations that directly affect their biological significance. These changes can occur 
via two principal processes: (1) domestication and (2) stock transfers into the hatchery. 


Domestication 
Domestication is the process of a population becoming genetically adapted over multiple 
generations to an artificial or human-controlled environment. Three principal factors can lead 
to domestication: (1) relaxation of natural selection that would otherwise occur in the wild 
(e.g. spawning behavior); (2) artificial or inadvertent selection imposed by the hatchery 
environment; and (3) direct selective breeding of adult spawners by hatchery personnel. In 
general, domestication results in increased fitness under hatchery conditions but decreased 
fitness under natural conditions (Price 1984; Kohane and Parsons 1988; Hemmer 1990). 
Domestication thus represents some level of local adaptation to hatchery conditions and 
reduced productivity under natural conditions (Reisenbichler and Rubin 1999). Domestication 
resulting from genetic change can be detected from morphological, physiological, and 
behavioral differences between fish from hatchery and natural populations when those fish are 
hatched and reared under identical, experimental conditions. 


Understanding the potential domestication effects of hatcheries and artificial propagation is 
currently an active research area. Many studies have demonstrated that fish from long standing 
hatchery populations exhibit greater swimming activity, greater surface orientation, and 
increased agonistic feeding behavior relative to fish from natural populations (Ruzzante 1994; 
Campton 1995; Berejikian et al. 1996; Reinhardt 2001). These domestication effects appear to 
reflect genetic responses to artificial selection for competitive ability under high density 
rearing and pulsed, surface feeding in hatchery environments. The progeny of hatchery-origin 
adults may also exhibit increased genetic vulnerability to predators under natural conditions 
(Berejikian 1995). Juvenile fish from domesticated hatchery populations may also displace 
locally adapted fish from their native habitats due to behavioral dominance and aggression 
(Nickelson et al. 1986; Berejikian et al. 1996).  


Differences in adult spawning behavior between fish from hatchery and natural populations 
have also been observed: adults from hatchery populations are generally less aggressive and 
behaviorally submissive to adults from natural populations (Fleming and Gross 1994; Fleming 
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and Petersson 2001). These latter domestication effects may also affect reproductive success 
of hatchery-origin adults under natural conditions.39  


Domestication due to artificial selection within the hatchery environment is often difficult to 
detect or observe directly. For example, recent studies have confirmed earlier hypotheses that 
the benign conditions of a hatchery environment may directly select for increased fecundity of 
females with a correlated reduction in mean egg size (Heath et al. 2003). In general, egg size 
and egg number are negatively correlated within and among populations, both phenotypically 
and genetically (Fleming and Gross 1990; Beacham and Murray 1993; Kinnison et al. 1998; 
Einum and Fleming 2000a). As a consequence, artificial selection for increased egg number is 
expected to cause a decrease in mean egg size over multiple generations (but see Quinn et al. 
2004). Under natural conditions, egg size is believed to be under strong natural selection 
because a positive correlation exists among egg size, post-emergent fry size, and survival 
(Beacham and Murray 1990; Kinnison et al. 1998; Einem and Fleming 1999, 2000b). 
However, under the benign conditions of a hatchery environment, natural selection associated 
with large egg size and increased survival is relaxed. Consequently, females with higher 
fecundities for a given age are expected to produce more offspring and adult progeny relative 
to females of the same age with lower fecundities if survival probabilities of progeny are 
independent of fecundity. Sperm competition resulting from mixed-milt fertilizations in single 
containers (e.g. 5 males X 5 females) can also result in domestic changes in life history traits 
if those traits are correlated phenotypically with sperm potency and fertilization success in 
vitro (Campton 2004). 


Genetic change contributing to domestication can also result from direct selective breeding by 
hatchery personnel. Hatchery populations have often been selected for early within-season run 
timing and early spawn-timing by selecting the earliest returning fish and excluding late-
returning fish from the broodstock. As a consequence, several hatchery stocks of steelhead 
coho salmon in Washington and Oregon now exhibit a range of return times and spawn times 
that are significantly earlier than natural populations (Ayerst 1977; Rosentreter 1977; Flagg et 
al. 1995; Mackey et al. 2001; Quinn et al. 2002). The biological significance of those hatchery 
stocks relative to natural populations is substantially reduced because those hatchery stocks no 
longer represent the genetic resources of the ESUs from which they were derived (i.e. due to 
domestication). Some of those hatchery stocks have been transplanted throughout western 
Washington resulting in several, independently propagated populations of the same, 
domesticated hatchery stock (e.g. Chambers Creek winter-run steelhead).  


Selective breeding for reduced age/size class variation has also been extensive, primarily by 
selectively breeding for larger, older fish and excluding “jacks” (two-year old coho, fall 
Chinook, and steelhead males) from broodstocks. For hatchery stocks of coho salmon, such 
selective breeding disrupts the natural genetic continuity among brood years (Van Doornik et 
al. 2002), thus resulting in three discrete populations of hatchery of coho salmon, each 
composed almost exclusively of three-year old fish, instead of a single genetic population 
composed of two or more age classes. Two year old “jack” males should, thus, be used for 
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broodstock at a rate comparable to their relative abundance among returning adults. Increasing 
the proportion of jacks in coho broodstocks appears to have little effect on the proportion of 
jacks among returning adults relative to the much greater effects of accelerated growth rate 
and increased size at release of smolts (Appleby et al. 2003). Moreover, including jacks in 
coho broodstocks has little effect on post-release survival or mean size of age 3 adults 
(Appleby et al. 2003). On the contrary, excluding jacks from hatchery broodstocks represents 
a form of selective breeding that contributes to domestication. 


Potential solutions for retarding the deleterious effects of domestication include systematic 
gene flow from naturally-spawning populations to the hatchery population (Olson et al. 1995; 
Ford 2002), modified hatchery environments that more closely resemble natural conditions 
(Maynard et al. 1995; Berejikian et al. 2000, 2001; Fuss and Byrne 2002), protocols for 
selecting and mating spawners designed to minimize genetic change between adults and their 
progeny (Campton 2004), matching hatchery life cycles to local natural life cycles (e.g. 
subyearling fall Chinook rather than yearling smolts; but see Bugert et al. 1997 for 
compromised habitats), and limits on the duration of supplementation programs where the 
goal is to rebuild natural populations (Bugert 1998). 


Stock transfers and genetic introgression 
Backfilling egg or spawner shortages at one hatchery from surpluses at another hatchery has 
been a common practice among salmon hatcheries in Washington and other states in the 
Pacific Northwest. The net result of such transfers is a general decrease in between-population 
genetic variation (e.g. Simon et al. 1986; Utter et al. 1989). The transfer of eyed eggs among 
hatchery populations of coho salmon in Oregon may have especially contributed to genetic 
and phenotypic similarities among hatchery stocks and dissimilarities to wild stocks (Hjort 
and Schreck 1982). Such transfers can potentially compromise stock specific, or geographic 
specific, local adaptations related to run timing, spawn timing, embryonic developmental rate, 
disease resistance, and other traits known to be heritable and responsive genetically to local 
environmental conditions. In many instances, fish or gamete transfers have often taken place 
over hundreds of miles and between ecological provinces or regions (e.g. Puget Sound, 
Washington coast, and the Columbia River). Reductions in mean fitness of the receiving 
hatchery stock is the expected outcome of such transfers (Emlen 1991; Gharrett et al. 1999). 
Consequently, a shortage of adults returning to a particular hatchery should not be viewed as a 
deficiency, per se, but rather the result of natural selection acting on the hatchery population.  


The HSRG strongly discourages "fish transfers" or the "backfilling" of egg shortages at one 
facility with surpluses from another facility, particularly when the two facilities are in 
geographically-distinct watersheds or regions. The HSRG has concluded that egg or fish 
transfers inhibit the development of viable, self-sustaining populations in local watersheds, 
regardless of whether those populations are propagated by natural spawning or hatcheries. 
Homing fidelity in anadromous salmonid fishes has a heritable component; consequently, 
transferred fish and fish resulting from eyed egg transfers stray at a higher rate as returning 
adults than “native” fish that are released on site from where their parents returned and 
spawned (Quinn 1993, 1997). Not only does the transfer of fish between watersheds impose 
potential genetic risks to local populations, but increased straying from the release site (or 
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facility) can result in undesirable natural spawning of transferred fish (or their progeny) in 
non-target watersheds.40  


The HSRG believes that hatchery programs incapable of sustaining their own broodstocks 
may be over-harvested and/or are not properly managed. The recommended solution to 
broodstock shortages is to address the hatchery or harvest management problem, not backfill 
shortages with transfers from another facility or watershed to meet a release "quota". As noted 
above, broodstock shortages may represent the results of "natural selection" at work. As a 
general working model, the basic biological principles used to manage natural populations of 
salmon and steelhead should be applied equally to hatchery-propagated populations. This 
working model precludes the transfer of fish or eyed eggs among regions, facilities, or 
watersheds to meet an escapement goal.  


4.1.2 Changes in Viability 
Viability refers to the ability of a population to sustain itself demographically over multiple 
generations. Population viability is a function of two independent factors: (1) the intrinsic genetic 
characteristics or fitness of the population and (2) the habitat or environmental conditions 
encountered by individuals of a population throughout their life cycle. Populations with high 
viability exhibit positive intrinsic rates of increase over time, whereas populations with low 
viability exhibit negative intrinsic rates of increase. Populations may exhibit low viability because 
of low genetic fitness, poor environmental conditions, or a mismatch between the genetic 
characteristics of the population and the particular environmental conditions encountered within a 
single generation. The principal emphasis here is on the genetic fitness of a population and how 
hatchery propagation can result in genetic changes in that fitness.  


Founder effects, genetic drift, and loss of genetic variation 
Hatchery-propagated populations can lose genetic variation by founder effects relative to their 
source, natural population. The founding broodstock of a hatchery population is simply all the 
adult fish that were used to initiate the hatchery program. These adults typically represent a 
finite sample from the source population. Genetic variation of the hatchery population cannot 
exceed that of the founding broodstock or source population. Founder effects occur when 
genetic variation of the founding broodstock is substantially less than that of the source 
population because a relatively small number of adults was used to initiate the broodstock. 
The genetic composition of the founding broodstock provides the genetic foundation for the 
phenotypic fitness and productivity of the hatchery population in future generations. Founder 
effects may be more problematic in segregated programs than integrated programs because the 
former are typically propagated exclusively with returnees back to the hatchery. Recent 
reviews of hatchery programs in the Puget Sound area by the HSRG have revealed a potential 
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founder effect associated with the hatchery program for spring Chinook salmon on the Skagit 
River.41


Genetic drift can also lead to loss of genetic variation in artificially propagated populations. 
Genetic drift refers to random changes in allele or gene frequencies between brood years (e.g. 
spawners and recruits) and between generations due to small effective number of breeders and 
population sizes, respectively, resulting from the random sampling of genes from the parental 
gene pool to yield the offspring gene pool. As a result, alleles initially occurring at low 
frequencies (e.g p < 0.05) can easily be loss in genetically small populations due to genetic 
drift. Indeed, computer simulations indicate that low frequency alleles are subject to rapid 
extinction in populations of Pacific salmon with an Nb < 100 spawners per year (Waples 
1990). As noted in Section 3.2.1, effective population sizes should be greater than Ne = 500 to 
minimize genetic drift and the potential loss of alleles. 


Understanding the genetic composition of a hatchery population may require detailed records 
of the founding broodstock (e.g. population sources, number of male and female parents, 
mating protocols, etc.), the number of male and females spawners each year, and the manner 
in which male and female gametes are combined (i.e. breeding protocols). However, 
identification of founding broodstocks and their genetic contributions to existing hatchery 
populations may not be straightforward if multiple population sources were used to initiate a 
population. In addition, the manner in which males and females are mated is rarely 
documented in most hatchery programs. On the other hand, molecular genetic methods can be 
used to compare the genetic composition of existing hatchery populations to the source 
population (or populations) from which the hatchery population was derived. For example, 
several studies have documented significant losses of genetic variation or changes in allele 
frequencies for hatchery populations of non-anadromous salmonid fishes (Allendorf and 
Phelps 1980; Ryman and Stahl 1980; Cross and King 1983; Stahl 1983; Vuorinen 1984). 


Only a few published studies have actually documented loss of genetic variation, or significant 
allele frequency changes, in hatchery populations of Pacific salmon and steelhead relative to 
their source populations. For example, Steward and Bjornn (1990) noted that they “found few 
cases of reduced levels of genetic variability among hatchery stocks of Pacific salmon and 
steelhead.” On the other hand, considerable evidence now exists that hatchery populations of 
coastal coho salmon in Oregon have suffered significant genetic drift effects resulting from 
relatively small effective population sizes (Simon et al. 1986; Waples and Smouse 1990; 
Waples and Teel 1990; reviewed in Campton 1995).  


Sperm competition and reduced effective number of breeders 
Salmon hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest historically spawned adults by combining eggs fro 
several females with milt from several males in a single container. This mixed-milt approach 
leads to significant sperm competition and highly unequal genetic contributions from male 
spawners (Gharrett and Shirley 1985; Withler 1988; Withler and Beacham 1994; Gile and 
Ferguson 1995). Sperm competition substantially reduces the genetic effective number of 
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breeders (Nb) relative to the actual number of spawners (Ns) such that Nb << Ns. Sperm 
competition in vitro can also result in undesirable artificial selection for life history traits (e.g. 
age/size at maturity) if those traits are correlated phenotypically with sperm potency and 
fertilization success (Campton 2004). For example, precocious male parr and other males 
exhibiting “sneaker” spawning behavior (e.g. “jacks”) produce milt with greater sperm 
concentrations and volumes relative to their body size than older larger males (Gage et al. 
1995; Taborsky 1998; Vladic and Järvi 2001; Koseki and Maekawa 2002; Liljedal and Folstad 
2003). Relationships between age/size at maturity and sperm characteristics have been 
demonstrated most conclusively with Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) where sexually mature 
parr have greater proportions of motile spermatozoa and greater sperm ATP content than 
anadromous males, including greater fertilization success relative to anadromous males in 
experimental crosses (Vladic and Järvi 2001). Similarly, sperm concentration in the milt of 1-
year old rainbow trout males is greater than the concentration for three-year old males (Liley 
et al. 2002), and such variation can significantly influence in vitro fertilization success in 
mixed-milt spawnings (Gile and Ferguson 1995). 


A large number of salmon hatcheries in coastal Washington and Puget Sound continue to use 
mixed-milt fertilization (5 males X 5 females) despite documented genetic effects and 
potential risks. As a general rule, salmon hatcheries should discontinue mixed-milt 
fertilization and institutionalize alternative spawning protocols that preclude or minimize 
sperm competition in vitro. Three alternative protocols are recommended: pairwise spawning, 
nested spawning, and factorial or matrix spawning (Campton 2004). The underlying premise 
of these latter protocols is that every adult selected for broodstock should have an equal 
opportunity, and probability, of producing an equal number of progeny. One goal of most 
hatchery programs should be to minimize genetic change between the pool of returning adults 
available for broodstock each year and the progeny of parents selected for broodstock from 
that pool. To achieve this latter goal, spawning protocols should maximize the genetic 
effective number of breeders and minimize artificial selection associated with hatchery 
propagation. These goals and objectives may require increased genetic oversight of hatchery 
operations comparable to the level of fish health oversight (pathogen monitoring and disease 
prevention) currently practiced in salmon hatcheries throughout the Pacific Northwest.  


4.2 Hatchery Operations as they affect the non-genetic 
characteristics of the Propagated Stock  
In addition to their genetic makeup, the survival and reproductive success of juvenile hatchery fish 
depends upon their non-genetic characteristics at the time of release as well. These non-genetic 
characteristics include the physiological, morphological, behavioral, and health status of the fish being 
reared. Hatchery operations and the hatchery environment can affect each of these characteristics and 
influence the achievement of harvest or conservation goals for the propagated stock. 
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4.2.1 Changes in Physiology  
Physiological fitness is the ability of fish to grow, smoltify and resist disease in the hatchery and 
natural environments. Following release, good physiological fitness allows hatchery fish to rapidly 
migrate downstream, adapt to seawater, survive in the ocean environment, and return to 
successfully reproduce. Physiological fitness is controlled by environmental factors such as 
weather, water quality, temperature, feed availability, and day length (photoperiod). These factors 
affect growth, development and metabolism, which ultimately influence genetically programmed 
variations in life history patterns that vary within and between populations. Various salmon stocks 
have evolved successful adaptive strategies and tactics based on emergence timing, freshwater 
residence, seasonal patterns of growth, age and timing of smoltification, periods of imprinting and 
homing, and age and timing of reproductive migration and maturation.  


Anadromous salmonids undergo a major metamorphic-like change, the parr-smolt transformation, 
as they prepare for migration to the sea. Fully smolted (transformed) juveniles exhibit rapid 
downstream migration, increased hypo-osmoregulatory capability, sustained growth in the ocean 
and high survival to adulthood. The link between smoltification, growth rate, seawater tolerance 
and migration rate has been observed and reported frequently in the literature (Wagner et al. 1969; 
Clarke et al. 1988; Varnavsky et al. 1992; Beckman et al. 1998, 1999). These processes are under 
hormonal control and are mediated primarily by photoperiod. The same hormones that control 
growth (growth hormone, insulin-like growth factor-I) also stimulate the development of seawater 
tolerance in salmonids (Sakamoto and Hirano 1993; Dickhoff et al. 1997). The sharp increase in 
growth of some species of wild fish concomitant with smoltification (Beckman et al. 2000) is 
similar to the rapid growth of high quality smolts in hatcheries (Beckman et al. 1999). Enhanced 
seawater tolerance is also characteristic of successful smoltification (Hoar 1988). 


Producing high quality hatchery smolts with greater smolt-to-adult survival will allow equivalent 
hatchery contribution to adult harvest with fewer smolts released. Releasing actively migrating, 
healthy smolts from hatcheries will reduce opportunities for hatchery-wild fish interactions and 
minimize negative impacts of hatchery fish on wild fish. Rapidly migrating smolts will be less 
likely to residualize and imprint on inappropriate stream sites. Therefore, they will be less likely to 
stray during their homing migration, thus reducing the likelihood of introgression of hatchery fish 
on non-target populations. The method of release is particularly important because it affects the 
rate of migration, predation, level of residualism, inter- and intra-species interactions, and 
imprinting or level of straying (Hillman et al. 1989; Vander Haegen and Doty 1995; McMichael et 
al. 1999). Additionally, the time of year and size at which smolts are released into the natural 
habitat can be used to minimize inter and intra-species competition, straying and residualism 
(Tipping and Blankenship 1993; Tipping 1997). Survival can be greatly increased if releases occur 
when food is abundant in the receiving habitat. The size and quality of a juvenile salmonid affects 
its ability to compete, escape predators, adapt to seawater, migrate rapidly, mature at the 
appropriate age, and most importantly recruit into the fishery or spawning population (see 4.2.2, 
and 4.2.3). 


Physiological fitness can be measured during the parr-smolt transformation and in reproductive 
adults. The timing, magnitude, and duration of the parr-smolt transformation are surrogates for 
physiological fitness. Some specific physiological measures of smoltification status include gil 
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Na-K ATPase enzyme activity, blood concentrations of thyroid hormones, growth hormone, 
insulin-like growth factor, and body lipid levels, among others. Physiological fitness can also be 
estimated during the parr-smolt transformation by examining the pattern of juvenile growth 
(Beckman et al. 1999). In reproductive adults, physiological fitness can be measured in terms of 
their morphology (e.g. size and age at maturity); see section 4.2.2, development of secondary 
sexual characteristics, egg size and fecundity, and endocrine cycles.  


Hatcheries can affect the physiology of juvenile and adult salmon by creating an environment that 
either simulates or departs from the natural patterns in which the stock has evolved. For example, 
typically higher than natural water temperatures may result in earlier emergence by accelerating 
embryonic development. Higher growth rates due to high dietary ration in the hatchery may 
advance the timing of smoltification, e.g., autumn rather than spring smoltification in spring 
Chinook salmon. The lack of seasonal patterns of growth and development in hatchery fish 
contrast substantially to that seen in wild fish (Beckman et al. 2000). A more natural seasonal 
cycle of physiological development and high spring growth may enhance smoltification and 
survival to the adult stage (Beckman et al. 1999). High growth rates of fish in the hatchery may 
also alter the age of maturation, producing exceptionally high numbers of precocious males 
(Larsen et al. 2004). The use of high energy diets produce hatchery fish with greater body fat 
content compared to wild fish, which can also advance male maturation age (Silverstein et al. 
1998). Thus, it is important to regulate growth at appropriate times to enhance smoltification and 
migration, but not contribute to high rates of precocious male maturation.  


Water and feed quality including harmful contaminants will also affect physiology. Heavy metals 
such as copper, lead, zinc, cadmium, and mercury can be toxic to fish and can result in 
dysfunctional growth, poor reproduction, incomplete smoltification, and death. Likewise, organic 
chemicals like pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), herbicides, and endocrine disruptors 
interfere with a variety of metabolic processes essential to growth, smoltification, reproduction 
and homing imprinting (Pennell and Barton 1996).  


4.2.2 Changes in Morphology  
Morphological fitness embodies a suite of visible traits including size, coloration, body form, fin 
shape and development, secondary sexual characteristics, body musculature, and fecundity. 
Morphological fitness is important to foraging, migration, reproduction, and juvenile camouflage. 
These morphological traits can be controlled or modified through hatchery rearing protocols prior 
to the release of juveniles and can affect the expression of morphological traits in returning adults.  


Juvenile Size—The size of a juvenile salmonid affects its ability to compete for food and space, 
escape predators, adapt to seawater, migrate rapidly, mature at the appropriate time, and most 
importantly survive and recruit into the fishery or spawning population. Natural populations 
generally contain fish within a size range governed by emergence time, available food resources, 
and climatic conditions. In intra-specific contests over food and space, all else being equal, the 
largest fish usually win and are able to establish prime territory (Hoar 1951; Chapman 1962; 
Mason and Chapman 1965; Jenkins 1969; Noakes 1980; Abbot et al. 1985; Maynard 1987). 
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No other factor affects the development and growth of fish as much as water temperature. 
Metabolic rates of fish increase rapidly as water temperature increases. Biological processes such 
as spawning and egg hatching are governed by annual temperature changes in the natural 
environment. Successful hatchery operations depend on a detailed knowledge of such temperature 
influences relative to the operational goals of the hatchery. Time and fish size at release have been 
shown to affect overall survival, age at maturity and growth (Hager and Noble 1976; Fowler and 
Banks 1980; Bilton 1980, 1984; Hard et al. 1985; Hankin 1990; Holtby et al. 1990; Henderson and 
Cass 1991). 


Coloration—In nature, salmonid eggs incubate, and alevins develop in the darkened matrix-rich 
environment of the gravel substrate in the redd. Following hatch, juveniles rear in a complex, 
lighted environment of shade, sunlight filtering through riparian vegetation, and light-absorbing, 
dark, gravel substrate. This environment produces cryptic coloration and body camouflage 
patterns most likely to reduce vulnerability to predators. 


Body Shape—Body shape of wild salmonids changes with season and nutritional resources. 
During winter, a period of low feed availability or even starvation, body weight and condition 
(relationship between body length and weight) drops, resulting in a slimmer fish with lower body 
fat. In spring, prior to smoltification, resident non-migratory juveniles feed heavily and regain 
body fat and condition. During the parr-to-smolt transformation, as the period of downstream 
migration nears, the condition index changes again. A slimmer, more streamlined silver-colored 
smolt with reduced pigmentation is produced. 


Size at Maturity—Large body size has been shown to confer a competitive advantage to males 
competing for temporary access to females during spawning (Hanson and Smith 1967; Schroeder 
1981; Keenleyside and Dupuis 1988; Fleming et al. 1996; Berejikian et al. 1997). Breeding 
success of male coho salmon (O. kisutch) depends on their ability to obtain access to spawning 
females (Fleming and Gross 1992, 1994). Only males that enter the nest and release milt during 
oviposition have a chance of fertilizing eggs. Males that enter the nest first have the greatest 
fertilization success (Schroder 1982; Chebanov et al. 1983; Mjolnerod et al. 1998; but also see 
Foote 1997). Size at maturity can influence offspring survival. For example, larger females are 
better able to dig deeper redds, giving greater protection to ova against streambed movement.  


Secondary Sexual Characteristics—Certain morphological characteristics independent of body 
size have been demonstrated to influence male breeding success in Pacific salmon. For example, 
Quinn and Foote (1994) found that hump height was positively correlated with breeding success 
of male sockeye salmon. Those investigators also demonstrated that coho salmon males with 
longer snouts (kypes) attained greater access to spawning opportunities and greater estimated 
fertilization success than males with shorter snouts. Caudal peduncle depth has been correlated 
with female breeding success (Fleming and Gross 1994), perhaps related the capability to dig 
redds. Physical appearance has also been shown to be important in competitive asymmetries 
observed in other fish species. For example, male nuptial coloration plays an important role in 
determining dominance during reproduction (e.g., Kodric-Brown 1995; Baube 1997). The 
importance of spawner morphology in eliciting reproductive behavior has been seen in captively 
reared vs. wild coho salmon, implying that many of the differences between cultured and wild fish 
are a result of hatchery rearing (Berejikian et al. 1997; Hard et al. 2000).  
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Fecundity —The fecundity (number of eggs per mature female) of Pacific salmon females 
represents the potential for production in the next generation. Fecundity is generally related to 
body size but varies by species, latitude, time of return and brood year, with Chinook being the 
most variable (Healey and Heard 1984; Healy 1991; Sandercock 1991; Beacham and Murray 
1993). 


Juvenile hatchery fish are normally reared under conditions were feed availability and rearing 
densities in hatcheries far exceed those found in natural streams. Growth rate, body size, and 
proximate body composition of hatchery fish are often quite different than wild fish (Forster and 
Hardy 1995, Beckman et al. 2000, Larsen et al. 2004). Hatchery reared fish generally have a 
higher percent body fat compared to wild fish (Beckman et al. 2000). In addition to having a 
different shape, juvenile hatchery reared fish are generally less variable in size than naturally 
reared fish (Taylor and Larkin 1986). Studies have indicated that hatchery-induced morphological 
differences can affect swimming speed and therefore the ability to escape predators (Bams 1967, 
Taylor and McPhail 1985). Studies have also suggested that hatchery rearing may result in 
decreased crypsis (camouflage coloration) for stream environments due to rearing against uniform 
(e.g., concrete) hatchery backgrounds (Donnelly and Whoriskey 1991; Maynard et al. 1995, 
1996). Feed and feed additives may also affect the external pigmentation of cultured salmonids, 
with fish fed natural prey supplements having more wild-like pigmentation than fish fed 
formulated feeds (Hickson and Leith 1996, Maynard et al. 1996).  


Inadequate rearing conditions may affect external morphological parameters (e.g., fin condition) 
and ultimate health. Several potentially causative factors have been identified, including under 
feeding, overcrowding, poor water quality, excess exposure to direct sunlight (sunburn), and 
abrasion from contact with raceway walls (Kindschi 1987, Kindschi et al. 1991, Winfree et al. 
1998). Hatchery management factors have been implicated in both decreases in age and size of 
maturity in Pacific salmon stocks (Bigler et al. 1996). Causative factors appear to be combinations 
of high hatchery growth rates triggering early onset of maturity (physiology), density-dependent 
growth after release (ocean carrying capacity), and size selection of larger, older fish by selective 
fisheries (genetic selection). Decreased body size at reproduction produces attendant potential 
reductions in reproductive behavior, fecundity, egg size, and survivorship of progeny (Bigler et al. 
1996; Berejikian et al. 1997, 1999, 2000; Heath et al. 2003). 


Underfeeding has often been cited as a cause of fin erosion in salmonids. Deterioration of fins 
among steelhead trout fed at restricted levels has been attributed to increased aggression and 
competition for a limited food resource (Larmoyeux and Piper 1971). Aggressive behavior in pen-
reared juvenile steelhead includes frontal nipping and counterattacks directed toward the dorsal 
fin, resulting in loss of one-third or more of the tissue (Abbot and Dill 1985). According to Wolf 
(1938) and Klontz (1992), feeding to satiation can improve fin quality in trout, but results of other 
published studies have been inconsistent. Supplementation of diets based on fish meal with krill 
and squid protein or ash, or with sodium, magnesium, and copper have been found to improve 
dorsal fin quality of trout (Barrows and Lellis 1999). In nature, insects and other invertebrates are 
a rich source of copper in fish diets. 
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4.2.3 Changes in Behavior  
Behavioral characteristics that are important to productivity can be grouped into four categories: 
1) social behavior including territoriality, schooling, and reproduction; 2) migration behavior 
including downstream migration, ocean migration, and homing migration; 3) predator avoidance 
behavior expressed through recognition of predators and escape response; and 4) foraging ability, 
the capability to recognize and capture suitable feeds. 


Territorial behavior allows stream-resident juveniles to establish feeding territories. Juvenile 
salmonids have been shown to reduce their territory size as fish density increases (McNicol and 
Noakes 1984). It has also been suggested that territory size may limit the maximum density of 
juvenile salmonids in streams (Grant and Kramer 1990). Photoperiod-induced changes in behavior 
allow smolts to aggregate in “schools” and migrate to the sea. Imprinting and subsequent homing 
behavior results in the return of adults to suitable home stream habitat and the perpetuation of 
locally adapted populations. Good predator avoidance behavior increases the probability that 
individuals will survive to adulthood. Foraging behavior assures an adequate food supply. 


Culture conditions within hatcheries can have a major effect on behavior. Migratory behavior, for 
instance, is under the complete control of the hatchery operator. Depending on the water 
temperature in the hatchery and its release protocols, this behavior in hatchery fish may coincide 
with natural out-migration in terms of timing and duration or may be completely different in either 
or both aspects. 


Social divergence of cultured fish may begin as early as the incubation stage. Unnatural hatchery 
incubation environments have been shown to induce excess alevin movement, resulting in lowered 
energetic efficiency, reduced size, and, in some wild stocks, death (Poon 1977, Leon and Bonney 
1979, Mighell 1981, Murray and Beacham 1986, Fuss and Johnson 1988). Feed availability and 
rearing densities in hatcheries far exceed those found in natural streams, and may contribute to 
increased aggressive behavior and lowered fright responses compared to wild fish (Symons 1968; 
Bachman 1984; Grant and Kramer 1990; Olla and Davis 1989, 1998; Uchida et al. 1989; Olla et 
al. 1998; Berejikian 1995a,b; Maynard et al. 1995; Berejikian et al. 1996). The traditional hatchery 
practice of providing feed at the water surface may condition hatchery fish to approach the surface 
of the water column (Maynard et al. 1995, Olla et al. 1998, Uchida et al. 1989), and this behavior 
may increase susceptibility to avian predation. Numerous studies have suggested that hatchery 
water supplies or temperature profiles that do not follow natural patterns (e.g., well water) may 
result in incomplete or inappropriately timed growth profiles, smoltification, outmigration, and 
homing (e.g., Pascual et al. 1995; Grant 1997; Beckman et al. 1999, 2000; Larsen et al. 2004)  


Studies have indicated that increased avian and piscivorous predator vulnerability of released 
hatchery fish may be related to decreased crypsis (camouflage coloration) for stream environments 
caused by rearing against uniform (e.g., concrete) hatchery backgrounds (Donnelly and Whoriskey 
1991; Maynard et al. 1995, 1996a). In addition, cultured and naturally-reared salmonids may 
respond differently to habitat in the post-release environment. In most cases, wild fish use both 
riffles and pools in streams, while newly released hatchery fish have been shown to primarily use 
pool environments that are similar to their raceway rearing experience (Allee 1974, Dickeson and 
MacCrimmon 1982, Bachman 1984, Uchida et al. 1989, Olla et al. 1998, Berejikian 1995a). 
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4.2.4 Changes in Fish Health  
Fish health, in the fish hatchery context, is a term used when considering the well being of fish 
populations in hatcheries. The term does not indicate whether the fish are diseased or healthy. The 
latter are ones that are free of disease, be it of infectious or non-infectious cause. 


Health of the fish is important to the productivity and success of the hatchery for a number of 
reasons. First, losses experienced during rearing of healthy fish are usually much less than those 
for diseased fish. Second, the cost of trying to correct disease problems in hatcheries can be 
considerable. Third, rearing healthy fish obviates the need for using antimicrobial compounds.42 
Finally, healthy fish are more likely than sick fish to survive following release from the hatchery. 


Fish health in a hatchery can be gauged by noting the absence or presence of epizootics (The re-
occurrence of epizootics indicates that something is fundamentally wrong with the operation or 
physical set-up of the hatchery). In the absence of epizootics in the hatchery, there may be chronic 
health problems compromising efficient fish production. Evidence of such problems includes 
reduced growth and/or a high prevalence of abnormal gill structure, e.g., gill clubbing. A number 
of fish health manuals dealing with the identification and control of salmonid diseases exist. One 
of particular relevance to salmonid hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest is listed (see Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 1997). In addition, excellent publications outlining cultural 
conditions optimal for the rearing of healthy salmonids are available (e.g., Piper 1992, Wedemeyer 
1996). Use of such publications will greatly assist in ensuring that disease problems are avoided in 
salmonid hatcheries. Finally, early diagnosis of disease problems and prompt action to implement 
needed treatments are critical if disease problems are to be successfully held to a minimum. 


The quality of the water supply in hatcheries has a strong bearing on fish health in hatcheries. 
Water supplies that are not fish-free can be source of a number of fish pathogens and the 
temperature regimes in some surface water supplies can be conducive to disease outbreaks 
because temperature extremes stress fish, thus allowing disease outbreaks to occur. Other water 
quality factors also influence hatchery fish performance. Several dissolved gases have 
implications for effective hatchery management, including oxygen and nitrogen. Levels of 
ammonia and nitrite are also important water quality parameters because both are toxic to fish. 
Fish excrete ammonia and nitrifying bacteria oxidize ammonia to nitrite. These products can occur 
in high concentrations, particularly where water is being reused through a culture system and 
biofilters are not functioning properly. The toxicity of these metabolites is pH dependent and 
varies with species of fish. Natural waters contain additional dissolved gases that must be kept 
below critical concentrations. Inappropriate concentrations of dissolved gases in source waters can 
create added expense for water treatment facilities. Excessive mortality in salmonids can occur at 
pH above 9.0 (Pennell and Barton 1996). As water passes through a hatchery, fish remove oxygen, 
excrete carbon dioxide, urea, and ammonia, and deposit feces. Long-term exposure to high levels 
of carbon dioxide may cause calcium deposits in the kidneys of fish. Chronic high levels can lead 
to increased stress on the fish, affecting their ability to use oxygen. Uneaten food can accumulate 


 
42


 Some of these (e.g., formalin) may be harmful to hatchery personnel if not used strictly according to directions; others (e.g., antibiotics) 
can result in the selection/production of antibiotic resistant fish pathogens (Dixon 1994) and enhance the levels of the resistant forms present 
in the environment (Herwig et al 1997). 
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in the pond and can be a source of disease, reduced growth, and reduced survival (Warren 1991; 
Piper et al. 1992; Wedemeyer 1996). Suspended solids, made up of waste feed and feces are 
particularly irritating to gills. This is a serious problem with newly ponded fry, where feeding is 
inefficient and gills seem to be sensitive to particulate matter. 


Culture conditions within hatcheries have a major bearing on the health status of fish being reared. 
As mentioned above, the accumulation of dead fish and the build-up of wastes in hatchery 
containers should be prevented if disease problems are to be avoided. In addition, practices and 
situations likely to result in chronic stress in hatchery fish should be avoided (e.g., frequent fish 
handling, holding of fish in high activity areas, overcrowding). Inappropriate rearing conditions 
can lead to diseases, both infectious and non-infectious, either of which can adversely affect 
growth and survival. The rearing of fish in hatcheries at densities exceeding guidelines often leads 
to disease outbreaks. Care must therefore be taken to ensure that overcrowding in hatcheries does 
not occur. 


4.2.5 Nutrition  
Nutrition is another important factor affecting fish health in the hatchery. The conditions under 
which diets are used and the way in which they are fed can influence the growth and health of 
hatchery fish. If the fish-holding units are difficult to clean or are not cleaned regularly enough, 
the build-up of uneaten feed and fecal matter can cause growth and health problems (Warren 
1991; Piper et al. 1992; Wedemeyer 1996). The effects can be direct or indirect. Direct effects, 
such as mechanical irritation of the gills in very young fish caused by “fines” in the ration, can 
result in mucus build-up on, and bacterial colonization of, the gills, and can lead to respiratory 
difficulty. Indirect effects can include reduced dissolved oxygen levels, due to the increased 
biological oxygen demand caused by the organic loading in the water, and the production of toxic 
substances such as ammonia or nitrite in the water. The indirect effects are more likely to occur in 
large ponds than in well-flushed raceways. In large ponds, unwitting overfeeding can compound 
this problem. In such ponds it is difficult to keep accurate track of fish losses and thus the biomass 
of fish to be fed is often not known with any accuracy. Further, manual cleaning of large ponds is 
often impractical (especially dirt-bottomed ponds), and flushing rates in ponds are usually 
insufficient to prevent the build-up of uneaten feed and fecal matter. 


Nutrition and diet management entails providing the correct amount and type of food to achieve 
desired growth rate, body composition, and condition factors, which are important for maximizing 
survival. Trace elements such as selenium have been implicated in disease resistance (Felton et al. 
1989). Fat and protein percentages have also been shown to be important. In general, wild smolts 
differ from hatchery smolts in three ways: 1) wild fish show rapid growth rate during the smolting 
period (as assessed by plasma levels of insulin-like growth factor-I); 2) wild smolts have less body 
fat than hatchery smolts (hatchery salmon are generally three to five times fatter than wild fish); 
and 3) wild smolts show a more dynamic change in physiological and metabolic status from over-
wintering to the spring smolting period. Growth rates, body composition and condition factors 
observed in local wild populations can serve as a guide or model for food and data management. 
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Proper nutrition is a prerequisite for the growth and health of hatchery fish, and considerable 
research has been done in developing diets for salmonids. The research has identified the protein 
and amino acids, lipids and fatty acids, vitamins, and minerals that salmonids require (NRC, 1993; 
Higgs et al., 1995a; Li and Hardy, 2000; Higgs and Dong, 2000; Lall, 2002). Diets high in protein 
and lipids, preferably of fish origin, are ideal for salmonids (Higgs et al., 1995a; Higgs and Dong, 
2000) but because of the high cost of fish-derived proteins and lipids, research has shown that less 
costly vegetable sources can be used to satisfy some of these needs (Higgs et al., 1995b; Dosanjh 
et al., 1998; Higgs and Dong, 2000; Li and Hardy, 2000). Problems in diets related to the tendency 
of lipids to become rancid can now be avoided (Hardy and Roley, 2000) and the instability of 
certain vitamins (notably vitamin C) has now largely been solved (Gabaudan and Hardy, 2000). 
Moreover, dry and semi-dry diets that do not require refrigeration, and are capable of being stored 
for extended periods under cool, dry conditions have largely replaced the use of moist and semi-
moist diets that require frozen storage (WDFW 1996). Diets appropriate for the life-stage of the 
fish being fed are now available, both in terms of formulation and pellet size, and the feeding rates 
required to bring about desired growth rates are known (WDFW 1996). In short, if the feed 
manufacture’s instructions are followed, there is every reason to expect that the fish will do well, 
assuming that other cultural conditions are satisfactory. The only possible goal that current 
commercial diets do not apparently yet achieve is the production of hatchery smolts that mimic 
wild smolts in their chemical make-up. Research on this topic and on the advantages of producing 
such smolts is still in its infancy (Higgs et al., 1995a). 


The method of feeding fish can also affect fish health. If feeding is infrequent enough to cause 
significant hunger, and if the feed is dispensed in a highly localized manner rather than being 
broadcast over a wide area, the localized feeding frenzy that results can cause minor injuries such 
as scale loss that can contribute to infections. Further, such feeding is likely to produce fish that 
vary considerably in size due to intense competition (WDFW 1996). Various types of automatic 
feeders are available but some hand feeding is always advisable, particularly in ponds, as it allows 
the fish culturist to determine when to stop feeding, thereby reducing the chances of feed waste 
and organic matter accumulation. In addition, hand feeding allows the operator to assess fish 
health on the basis of feeding behavior (WDFW 1996). In short, hand feeding and cleaning are the 
two opportunities when hatchery workers can directly observe the behavior and overall health of 
the animals they are attending. 


4.3 Desired Qualities of Propagated Fish  
The success of hatchery programs is determined by the contribution of the propagated stock to 
meeting harvest goals, the conservation of the species, or other goals for the resource. This should be 
measured in terms of how many adults return to fisheries or return to the natural environment to 
reproduce and sustain the stock. It should also be measured by the age class structure, time of return, 
and genetic composition of those returning adults (i.e. measures of “quality”). In order to contribute to 
these goals, hatchery populations must survive and reproduce at rates sufficient to be self-sustaining 
and to support harvest or natural production objectives. One of the primary conditions for hatchery 
success is that anadromous salmon and steelhead populations reared in and released from the artificial 
environment must be healthy and viable. Population health and viability are measured in terms of 
productivity, abundance, diversity, and population structure (McEllaney et al. 2001). These factors are 
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determined by the biological (phenotypic) characteristics of the population and the condition of the 
environment (hatchery and natural) available to the population. The population’s biological 
characteristics, in turn, are the influenced by both genetic and environmental factors. 


With rare exceptions, hatchery programs only have control over the propagated stock from the time 
adults return until juveniles are released. Hatcheries must, therefore, provide the type of rearing 
environment and operational protocols to produce juveniles with the proper genetic composition and 
diversity to ensure long-term survival of the hatchery population. Hatcheries must also produce 
juveniles with the biological characteristics that will allow them to survive to adulthood and have the 
desired qualities - as adults - to meet the goals of the hatchery program. 


The long-term survival of all hatchery populations, regardless of the type or purpose of an individual 
program, is influenced by the genetic compositions of those populations, which – in turn – are the 
products of the founding broodstock, local adaptation, domestication and gene flow resulting from 
stock transfers or natural straying. It is also influenced by the genetic diversity of the population, 
which, in the hatchery environment is controlled by the number of spawners, the selection of 
spawners, and the spawning protocols of the program. 


The desired qualities of propagated fish, in terms of genetic characteristics, depend on the purpose of 
the hatchery program (harvest or conservation) and the type of program (segregated or integrated). 
Where a hatchery program has conservation as one of its goals, maintaining the genetic composition 
and diversity of natural population among hatchery-origin fish is critical. Maintaining the 
characteristics of the local natural population requires a genetic management plan that maintains an 
adequate effective population size, mediates proper gene flow, and attempts to minimize the genetic 
effects of potential domestication (Campton 2004). These latter constraints and guidelines are 
particularly important in conservation programs. 


In segregated harvest programs, however, many characteristics of natural populations that are 
important to reproduction in the natural environment may be less important than the traits important to 
meeting the harvest goal or allowing efficient operation of the hatchery. In this case, certain genetic 
guidelines may be relaxed and broodstocks may be bred selectively for particular traits such as early 
run timing. Since the hatchery population is meant to be reproductively isolated from natural 
populations, certain types of artificial selection are acceptable. However, other principles such as 
maintaining adequate effective population sizes and fostering local adaptation are still applicable. 
There should also be recognition that purposeful artificial selection for one trait, such as early run 
timing may lead to inadvertent or correlated selection for another trait that may not be conducive to 
long-term survival of the population. Understanding the genetic and phenotypic correlations among all 
important traits is desirable. Hatcheries must also produce juveniles with biological qualities that will 
allow them as adults to meet the goals of the hatchery program. The survival and reproductive success 
of juvenile hatchery fish depends upon their physiological, morphological, behavioral, and health 
characteristics at the time of their release. One template for achieving healthy and viable hatchery 
populations is the biological characteristics of local wild fish populations. Since these populations 
have persisted for thousands of years, it is difficult to argue that these characteristics are not successful 
once the fish are released into the natural environment. Operators of hatchery programs need to 
understand the importance of these characteristics within the context of the natural environment and 
for certain types of programs should emulate them in the hatchery to the extent possible. Achieving 
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the characteristics of these locally adapted stocks, including their physiology, morphology, behavior, 
and fish health, as well as their natural life history patterns, may provide benefits to hatchery stocks as 
well as reduce negative interactions with naturally produced fish. Deviation from this wild salmon 
template in terms of these factors, while possible and perhaps successful in the short-term may have 
significant consequences to hatchery and natural stocks in the long-term.43


Like genetic guidelines, certain biological guidelines are important no matter what the type and 
purpose of the program. Providing a hatchery environment and operational protocols that lead to good 
fish health is a necessity in every program. While the goal to produce fish with good physiological, 
morphological, and behavioral fitness is a desired outcome in every hatchery program, the means by 
which this is accomplished may vary depending on the type and purpose of the program.  


In integrated harvest and conservation programs for instance, mimicking the growth pattern, size, and 
out-migration timing of natural fish is likely to produce smolts prepared for rapid migration to salt-
water, as well as having the ability to survive and grow. Adopting natural life history characteristics by 
allowing volitional out-migration during the normal timing of natural stocks may also provide long-
term survival benefits when conditions in the receiving habitat vary. Following the wild fish template 
is also likely to produce adults with the morphological characteristics important to successful 
reproduction in the natural environment.  


In other types of programs such as segregated harvest or segregated conservation programs, producing 
fish with the proper physiological, morphological and behavioral characteristics is still necessary. 
However, using the wild salmon template, may not be the only way to accomplish the goals for such 
programs. In these cases, adoption of operational protocols that lead to better hatchery efficiency, or 
that maximize the survival of the propagated stock may be the overriding factor rather than the desire 
to produce adult fish more suited to reproducing in the wild. When these approaches are chosen, 
however, it must be recognized that deviation from the characteristics that have been derived through 
long-term adaptation of natural stocks, may have undesirable outcomes.  


4.4 Achieving Harvest Goals through the Hatchery 
Environment and Operational Protocols  
Meeting harvest goals requires that hatchery populations must be sufficiently productive and abundant 
to support fisheries. Harvestable fish must also be available at the proper time and place to allow 
fishery access. Harvest contribution is affected by the size of the hatchery program and the survival of 
hatchery fish through their life cycle. The health and viability of hatchery populations are affected by 
the environment in which the fish are reared and depends on the operational protocols of the hatchery 
program. Determining the requirements of the hatchery environment and the selection of operational 
protocols to meet harvest goals is dependent on the type of hatchery program being operated, either 
segregated or integrated. Certain requirements, such as the proper water quality for rearing and 
operational protocols that protect fish health are necessary in any program to meet the basic biological 
needs of the cultured fish. However, other environmental factors, such as the appropriate temperatures 
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 See Emerging Issue Paper ….add info here on location of Wild Fish Template 
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for rearing, nutrition and diet management, and pond loading and densities may be different depending 
on the type of the hatchery program. Other operational protocols including broodstock choice and 
collection, incubation, rearing, and release strategies may also be different.  


4.4.1 Segregated Harvest Programs 
Segregated harvest programs are most appropriate when nearly all returning hatchery-origin adults 
can be harvested or recaptured, or where the habitat or natural environment cannot support natural 
populations of salmonids. They may also be the most appropriate where the only goal for the 
program is harvest and the potential for genetic and ecological interactions between hatchery-
origin and natural-origin fish is minimal, or the biological effects of those interactions are 
considered inconsequential. The size of segregated harvest programs must not exceed thresholds 
above which natural stray rates would pose significant genetic or ecological risks to natural 
populations in the target watershed or other watersheds. Stray rates as low as one to two percent 
for a large, segregated harvest program may pose unacceptable risks to natural populations. 


Hatchery environments appropriate for supporting segregated harvest programs may also have few 
limitations. It must simply provide an adequate water supply suitable for culture of salmonids. 
Other limitations such as the use of water temperatures that would synchronize development of 
hatchery stocks with their natural counterparts is not as important as it might be in other programs, 
therefore, the use of pathogen-free water for segregated harvest programs is preferable. 


Operational guidelines for segregated harvest programs should be appropriate to maximize the 
productivity of the hatchery stock prior to and after release. Since every hatchery stock 
experiences a unique combination of rearing conditions in the hatchery as well as in the receiving 
environment, these guidelines should be based on site-specific studies at each facility. 
Additionally, guidelines for genetic and biological characteristics including physiology, 
morphology, behavior, and fish health need to be followed to contribute to the long-term success 
of the program. Important guidelines to achieve this goal are provided below. These guidelines are 
not comprehensive but are meant to highlight the important factors that need to be achieved to 
meet the goals of a segregated harvest program relative to the hatchery stock only.44  


Important genetic guidelines include the following: 


• Maintain an effective population Ne of at least 500 fish; 


• Avoid the use of broodstock from natural populations or other hatchery populations; 


• Mark or tag all hatchery-released fish, so that the proportions of natural- and hatchery-
origin fish among natural spawners and in the broodstock can be monitored and 
controlled. 


 


 
44


 A complete compilation of guidelines for segregated harvest programs can be found in Appendix B, p.2-25. Important guidelines that are 
pertinent to the effects of propagated fish on other stocks are provided in framework Chapter 5. 
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Important guidelines for physiological, morphological, and behavioral characteristics include the 
following: 


• Produce fish that have the physiological fitness to migrate rapidly to saltwater and to 
survive in that environment through growth regimes that promote smoltification; 


• Produce fish that have the morphological characteristics to meet harvest goals; 


• Produce fish that have the behavioral characteristics, such as adult migration timing, to 
meet harvest goals. 


 
Important measures for controlling/preventing diseases in hatcheries include the following: 


• Avoid crowding and build-up of wastes and dead fish in fish holding units; 


• Monitor fish health regularly and implement needed treatments immediately; 


• Use prophylaxis by vaccination where feasible; 


• Use adequate diets that have been stored for only short periods; 


• Avoid practices and situations likely to result in chronic stress (e.g., frequent fish 
handling, holding of fish in high activity areas, overcrowding); 


• Use locally-adapted stocks that are likely to have developed reasonable resistance to any 
pathogens likely to be present in the water supply. 


 
These measures for controlling/preventing diseases apply to each type and purpose of hatchery 
program. 


4.4.2 Integrated Harvest Programs 
A fundamental goal of an integrated harvest program is to minimize genetic divergence of the 
hatchery broodstock from the naturally spawning population in areas where fish are released 
and/or collected for broodstock. The long-term goal of an integrated harvest program is to 
maintain genetic characteristics of a local, natural population among hatchery-origin fish by 
minimizing genetics changes resulting from artificial propagation and potential domestication. In 
an idealized integrated program, natural-origin and hatchery-origin fish are genetically equal 
components of a common gene pool.  


Integrated harvest programs may be most appropriate when conservation is one of the purposes of 
the program or when significant genetic and ecological interactions cannot be avoided through the 
use of a segregated harvest program. 


The hatchery environment that is appropriate for supporting an integrated harvest program has 
more requirements than the environment necessary to support a segregated harvest program. In 
addition to the water supply being simply suitable for the culture of salmonids, the hatchery 
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should use a water supply with a temperature regime that would synchronize development of 
hatchery stocks with their natural counterparts. In this case, it is likely that this will require the use 
of surface water, which is not likely to be pathogen-free.  


Since the goal of integrated harvest programs is to minimize divergence from the naturally 
spawning population, strict broodstock management protocols as well other hatchery management 
practices that minimize the potential domestication effects of the hatchery environment should be 
used. Operational guidelines for integrated harvest programs should not be designed to maximize 
the productivity of the hatchery stock, as in segregated harvest programs. Rather, they should 
focus on producing fish with life history strategies providing sufficient productivity to meet 
harvest goals, while minimizing the potential ecological and genetic risks to the composite 
population. In this case, the wild fish in the watershed may provide the best template for how 
hatchery fish should be produced: that is, they should attempt to emulate natural fish in size, 
growth rate, physiology, morphology, and behavior. Important guidelines to achieve this goal are 
provided below. These guidelines are not comprehensive but are meant to highlight the important 
factors that need to be achieved to meet the goals of an integrated segregated harvest program 
relative to the propagated stock.45  


Important genetic guidelines include the following: 


• Develop a detailed genetic management plan for the hatchery broodstock and the 
naturally spawning population in the watershed where adults are trapped for broodstock; 


• Maintain an effective population size (Ne) in the hatchery of at least 500 fish; 


• Ensure that an average of 10 – 20% of the hatchery broodstock is composed of natural-
origin adults each year; 


• Collect and spawn adults randomly with respect to time of return, time of spawning, size 
and other characteristics related to fitness 


• Rear in a hatchery environment and with operational protocols that ensure all portions of 
the population are treated equally and have the same opportunity to contribute to the 
release population; 


• Mark or tag all hatchery-released fish, so that the proportions of natural- and hatchery-
origin fish among natural spawners and in the broodstock can be monitored and 
controlled; 


• Monitor and control natural spawning by hatchery origin adults, so that the percentage of 
natural spawners composed of hatchery-origin fish is less than the percentage of the 
hatchery broodstock derived from natural-origin fish.  


Important guidelines for physiological, morphological, and behavioral characteristics include the 
following: 


 
45


 A complete compilation of guidelines for integrated harvest programs can be found in Appendix B, p.2-25. Guidelines that are pertinent 
to other stocks are provided in Chapter 5 of Appendix A. 
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• Use a hatchery environment that allows synchronization of adult maturation, incubation 
and emergence, and out-migration with natural populations;  


• Use a hatchery environment and rearing protocols that produce juvenile fish similar to 
natural populations in growth rate and size to reduce competition with natural 
counterparts and to maintain the age structure of the natural population; 


• Rear fish at reduced densities in enriched environments to improve cryptic coloration, 
territorial fidelity, and social behavior; 


• Allow some controlled contact with predators to acquire a predator avoidance response;  


• Release fish volitionally during the out-migration timing of the natural stock. 


 
The important measures for controlling/preventing diseases in hatcheries are the same as for 
segregated harvest programs. 


4.5 Achieving Conservation Goals through the Hatchery 
Environment and Operational Protocols  
Conservation hatcheries46 can play a vital part in the recovery of threatened and endangered species by 
maintaining their genetic diversity and natural behavior, and by reducing the short-term risk of 
extinction. Under proper conditions, conservation hatcheries can maintain severely depleted natural 
stocks in captive culture in gene banks to avoid extinction. Hatcheries have the capability to maintain 
large breeding populations of wild stocks to minimize the risk of demographic loss from unpredictable 
environmental events. Hatcheries, when operating in the conservation mode, can supplement under-
recruited wild populations that are below their natural carrying capacity. Finally, in cases where wild 
stocks have been extirpated, conservation hatcheries have the capability to introduce and maintain 
naturally spawning stocks until they are self-sustaining. The conservation hatchery concept implies 
that following the recovery of target populations and receiving habitat, these programs will be 
terminated. In order to be effective, conservation hatchery programs must be integrated with habitat 
and harvest management programs that provide for rebuilding of self-sustaining, naturally spawning 
populations. 


It is well recognized that the artificial rearing conditions within a hatchery can produce fish distinctly 
different from their wild cohorts in behavior, morphology, and physiology. Hatchery methodologies 
can impose different selective pressures on fish, and these can change overall fitness in many ways. 
Conventional hatchery rearing practices can alter genetic fitness through spawning, fertilization and 
rearing protocols. Hatcheries can inadvertently select for fish adaptable to high densities and feeding 
levels, and fish that cannot adapt may be selected against and not survive to release. Similarly, 
conventional practices may deliberately seek to reduce size variability. Within a hatchery population 
this may be desirable, but in the long-term this can be detrimental if fish are expected subsequently to 
rear and spawn in the wild. The wide natural variability in development and timing characteristics of 
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 A conservation hatchery is defined as one where the purpose is to recover and conserve naturally spawning populations. 
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wild fish may be inherent factors that enable these fish to adapt to changing freshwater and marine 
conditions. 


As in harvest programs, determining the requirements of the hatchery environment and the selection of 
operational protocols to meet conservation goals is dependent on the type of hatchery program being 
operated, either segregated or integrated. Again, certain requirements, such as the proper water quality 
for rearing and operational protocols that protect fish health are necessary in any program. 
Additionally, since the stocks propagated in conservation programs usually exist in relatively low 
numbers that are maintained primarily in the hatchery environment, special care must be taken to 
provide security for the stocks to prevent against catastrophic loss. Other recommended environmental 
factors and operational protocols may change depending on the type of conservation program being 
operated. 


4.5.1 Segregated Conservation Programs 
Segregated conservation programs are appropriate in extreme circumstances where the natural 
environment can no longer support an important stock, and the stock is in rapid decline or is in 
imminent risk of extinction. The goal of these programs is to conserve the population and maintain 
its genetic resources while habitat supporting the stock is recovered or adverse environmental 
conditions leading to decline are corrected. At some point in time, the goal of these programs is to 
re-introduce the stock to a natural environment; consequently, it is critical that operational 
protocols are designed to maintain the genetic diversity of the propagated stock. Rearing and 
release protocols should generally be designed to maximize the productivity of the stock, but when 
there are multiple approaches with a high likelihood for success, different strategies should be 
employed to reduce risk.  


The hatchery environment appropriate for supporting a segregated conservation program will vary 
depending on the rearing approach that is used. Security of the stock, however, is critical, and 
hatcheries involved in these types of programs should have multiple water supplies that are 
pathogen-free and redundant systems to provide security. It is also advisable to use multiple 
facilities to provide added security.  


Since the goal of segregated conservation programs is to maintain the propagated stock until it can 
be re-introduced into the natural environment, broodstock protocols should be employed that 
maximize the genetic diversity of the stock, including the potential use of cryo-preserved gametes 
when necessary. Operational guidelines for segregated conservation programs should focus on 
producing juvenile fish similar to their natural counterparts. In extreme cases, the need to 
maximize the survival of each individual may be important enough to use alternative approaches 
such as captive rearing. Important guidelines to achieve the goals of segregated conservation are 
provided below. These guidelines are not comprehensive but are meant to highlight the important 
factors that need to be achieved to meet the goals of a segregated harvest program relative to the 
hatchery stock only.47  
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 A complete compilation of guidelines for segregated conservation programs can be found in Appendix B, p.2-25. Important guidelines 
that are pertinent to the effects of propagated fish on other stocks are provided in framework Chapter 5. 
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Important genetic guidelines include the following: 


• Collect and spawn adults randomly with respect to time of return, time of spawning, size 
and other characteristics related to fitness; 


• Use mating protocols that maximize the effective population size (Ne) in the hatchery, 
including factorial mating, maintenance of individual pedigrees and cryopreserved 
gametes when necessary;  


• Rear in a hatchery environment and with operational protocols that ensure all portions of 
the population are treated equally and have the same opportunity to contribute to the 
release population; 


• Tag all hatchery-released fish to ensure correct identification for use in future 
broodstocks or in other monitoring programs. 


 
Important guidelines for physiological, morphological, and behavioral characteristics include the 
following: 


• Use a hatchery environment that allows synchronization of adult maturation, incubation 
and emergence, and out-migration with natural populations;  


• Rear fish at reduced densities in enriched environments to improve cryptic coloration, 
territorial fidelity, and social behavior; 


• Release fish volitionally during the out-migration timing of the natural stock; 


• Use a hatchery environment and operational protocols that maximize the survival of each 
individual including captive rearing.  


 
The important measures for controlling/preventing diseases in hatcheries are the same as for 
segregated harvest programs. 


4.5.2 Integrated Conservation Programs 
Integrated conservation programs are similar to integrated harvest programs with the exception 
that the fish produced are intended to contribute to natural production rather than harvest, and 
might be viewed at a transitional step between a segregated conservation program and an 
integrated harvest program. They are appropriate when demographic risks to the natural 
population outweigh the genetic risk from allowing hatchery-origin fish to spawn naturally. 
Broodstock management protocols should be designed to maintain the genetic diversity of the 
propagated stock, but strict adherence to a specific goal for the composition of the hatchery-origin 
or natural-origin fish on the spawning grounds is relaxed. However, as the number of natural-
origin fish returning to the watershed increases over time, the number of hatchery-origin adults 
allowed to spawn naturally would be restricted in order to allow selection in the natural 
environment to overcome any natural selection in the hatchery. Rearing and release protocols in 
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the hatchery should be similar to those used in integrated harvest programs and should produce 
fish similar to the naturally produced fish of the same species.  


The hatchery environment that is appropriate for supporting an integrated conservation program 
would be the same as that for an integrated harvest program. Integrated harvest programs may also 
have conservation goals, although natural spawning by hatchery-origin fish may not be an explicit 
purpose of a harvest-motivated program. 


Important guidelines to achieve the goals for integrated conservation programs are provided 
below. These guidelines are not comprehensive but are meant to highlight the important factors 
that need to be achieved to meet the goals of an integrated harvest program relative to the 
propagated stock.48  


Important genetic guidelines include the following: 


• Develop a detailed genetic management plan for the hatchery broodstock and the 
naturally spawning population that adapts to changes in the number of natural-origin 
spawners in the watershed; 


• Maintain an effective population size (Ne) in the hatchery of at least 500 fish; 


• Collect and spawn adults randomly with respect to time of return, time of spawning, size 
and other characteristics related to fitness; 


• Rear in a hatchery environment and with operational protocols that ensure all portions of 
the population are treated equally and have the same opportunity to contribute to the 
release population; 


• Mark or tag all hatchery-released fish, so that the proportions of natural- and hatchery-
origin fish among natural spawners and in the broodstock can be monitored and 
controlled. 


 
Important guidelines for physiological, morphological, and behavioral characteristics include the 
following: 


• Use a hatchery environment that allows synchronization of adult maturation, incubation 
and emergence, and out-migration with natural populations;  


• Use a hatchery environment and rearing protocols that produce juvenile fish similar to 
natural populations in growth rate and size to reduce competition with natural 
counterparts and to maintain the age structure of the natural population; 


 
48


 A complete compilation of guidelines for integrated conservation programs can be found in Appendix B, p.2-25. Guidelines that are 
pertinent to other stocks are provided in framework Chapter 5. 
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• Rear fish at reduced densities in enriched environments to improve cryptic coloration, 
territorial fidelity, and social behavior; 


• Allow some controlled contact with predators to acquire a predator avoidance response;  


• Release fish volitionally during the out-migration timing of the natural stock. 
 


The important measures for controlling/preventing diseases in hatcheries are the same as for 
segregated harvest programs. 
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CHAPTER 5: EFFECTS OF HATCHERY FISH ON HARVEST 
AND CONSERVATION OF OTHER STOCKS AND SPECIES 
Depending on the number, size, location and other release factors, hatchery fish may directly or 
indirectly affect other stocks and species through genetic or ecological interactions. The presence of 
hatchery fish may also alter fishing patterns and thereby affect harvest rates on natural produced 
stocks. In the following section we describe these potential effects and identify management actions 
that can help alleviate adverse impacts. 


5.1 Genetics Effects (including changes in biological 
significance and viability) 


5.1.1 Changes in Biological Significance  
Hatchery populations directly affect the genetic composition and biological significance of natural 
populations through gene flow, the transfer of genes from hatchery populations into naturally 
spawning populations. Gene flow is influenced by the straying or stocking rate of hatchery 
populations into natural populations, as well as by the reproductive success of the hatchery fish. 
The effects of this gene flow are unpredictable and depend on the genetic composition of the 
hatchery population.  


Genetic changes in natural populations, particularly those related to fitness, are difficult to 
measure. Genetic effects on natural populations depend on factors including the frequency and 
consequence of the interaction. Hatchery fish contribute to gene flow only when they reproduce 
successfully. The magnitude of genetic effects is also influenced by genotypic and phenotypic 
dissimilarity between hatchery and wild populations. The greater the genetic distance, and the 
more dissimilar the hatchery and wild fish, the greater the potential deleterious effects (Withler 
1997). Further, the duration and magnitude of interbreeding, as well as the size of the natural 
population, also influence the potential for genetic effects. The proportion of genes incorporated 
into the local population (rather than the absolute size of the local population) determines the rate 
of gene flow and the potential genetic effects.  


Although the factors influencing genetic effects are well characterized (Grant 1997), predicting the 
magnitude of genetic effects is difficult due to their inherent complexity and our inability to 
accurately measure natural processes on salmonid populations (Busack and Currens 1995; 
Campton 1995). 


Change of Diversity Among Populations 
Hatchery populations can cause a loss or, less commonly, an increase in diversity among 
natural populations. These changes are measured as changes in numbers of alleles, in the 
relative frequencies of alleles, and in the distribution of alleles across populations (within and 
among-population diversity).  
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A reduction in among-population diversity can result from propagation of a single hatchery 
stock over a wide area, if these fish successfully interbreed with wild fish (Hindar et al. 1991; 
McGinnity et al. 1997). Loss of variation is influenced both by the level of straying (stray or 
stocking rate) and the success of hatchery fish in reproducing in the wild (rate of gene flow). 
As these rates increase, allele frequency differences among populations decrease. The loss 
may be particularly rapid if the hatchery population has reduced within-population variability 
as a result of hatchery practices and successfully interbreeds in large numbers with wild fish 
(Hjort and Schreck 1982; Simon et al. 1986; Waples and Teel 1990). 


Increases in among-population genetic variation can result from a non-native hatchery stock 
interbreeding extensively with a wild population, if the hatchery population is not straying to 
adjacent wild populations. However, the general expectation is that such interbreeding is 
likely to result in a decrease in fitness (Campton 1995; Reisenbichler and Rubin 1999).  


Studies have attempted to specifically address not only the rate of gene flow, but also the 
success of hatchery fish in reproducing in the wild. These studies have typically used genetic 
tagging or marking, so the progeny of hatchery fish can be detected and monitored (Leider et 
al. 1990; Seeb et al. 1990; Tallman and Healey 1994). New DNA methods now allow 
complete reconstruction of pedigrees, thus allowing the reproductive success of individual fish 
to be estimated. 


Some studies suggest that hatcheries have substantial genetic effects in reducing diversity, 
while others support the hypothesis that wild patterns of diversity have been maintained 
despite repeated stock transfers. Bugert et al. (1995) suggest that high rates of straying of 
Columbia River fall Chinook into the Snake River have influenced the genetic composition of 
Snake River fall Chinook salmon. Other studies found that wild patterns have been 
maintained, despite large levels of stocking of non-native fish, presumably because the 
introduced fish were poorly adapted to the environment (Wishard et al. 1984; Currens et al. 
1990). 


Change of Diversity Within Populations 
The same processes that lead to changes in diversity among populations can lead to change of 
diversity within individual populations receiving hatchery fish. In addition to replacement of 
alleles, a reduction in diversity and in the effective size of the wild population can result from 
“genetic swamping,” where a large number of hatchery fish from relatively few parents 
interbreed with wild fish. This is particularly likely if the effective population size of the 
hatchery population is substantially less than that of the wild population (Ryman and Laikre 
1991; Ryman et al. 1995). 


An increase in within-population diversity may result from interbreeding of hatchery fish into 
a population with very low effective population numbers. The consequence of this 
interbreeding would depend on the origin of the hatchery individuals. 
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5.1.2 Changes in Viability  
Decreases in viability can occur when two genetically divergent populations interbreed or 
hybridize. These decreases are commonly termed outbreeding depression (Emlen 1991; Lynch 
1991). Outbreeding depression has two possible sources: 1) loss of adaptation (Hindar et al. 1991; 
Reisenbichler and Rubin 1999); and 2) breakup of favorable gene complexes (Templeton 1986; 
Lynch 1997). Loss of adaptation occurs when non-local genes that evolved in a different 
environment replace locally adapted genes, reducing the frequency of favorable genes. This loss 
may be immediately apparent in the first generation. The second cause of outbreeding depression 
occurs as a result of breakup of favorable combinations of genes or gene complexes and may not 
be apparent until the second generation or later (Lynch 1997).  


Reisenbichler and Rubin (1999) reviewed evidence for genetic changes from artificial propagation 
that affect productivity and viability of wild populations. They concluded that fitness in natural 
spawning and rearing environments can be rapidly and substantially reduced by artificial 
propagation.  


Decreases in viability can be measured as a change in productivity between the original local 
population and the hatchery fish. As individuals mate with increasingly genetically-dissimilar 
individuals, outbreeding depression is expected to increase. However, the effects of outbreeding 
depression may not appear for a few generations. Empirical evidence of outbreeding depression 
can be found in experiments in which outbred and control fish are released into natural 
environments and is more likely to be detected if the source populations are genetically different, 
either as a consequence of isolation or of local adaptation. Gharrett and Smoker (1991) evaluated 
hybrids of genetically isolated odd- and even-year pink salmon from the same stream by fertilizing 
eggs with cryo-preserved milt, releasing marked fry into the sea, and recovering marked adults at 
maturity at the natal stream. The returns of F2 individuals were apparently low, and the F2s had 
increased bilateral asymmetry, apparent evidence that co-adapted allele complexes were disrupted 
by outbreeding depression, Decreased survival of F2 hybrids was confirmed in a later study of two 
generations in two independent brood lines of pink salmon naturally spawning in the same stream 
(Gharrett et al. 1999). Gilk et al (2003) observed second-generation hybrids of pink salmon 
populations naturally isolated by 1000km of geographic distance and naturally adapted to different 
local environments; they detected reduced fitness (survival at sea) in both even-year and odd-year 
broodlines, evidence again of disruption of favorable gene complexes. Granath et al (2003) 
observed evidence of diminished adaptation in first-generation hybrids formed among three coho 
salmon populations naturally separated by 220 – 400km; they observed maladaptive embryonic 
development rates in hybrids compared to embryos formed within the three populations and 
observed in a laboratory environment shared in common with the hybrids. 


5.2 Ecological Effects (predation, competition, fish 
health, disease, nutrient enhancement) 
Flagg et al. (2000) reviewed almost 300 references on ecological and behavioral impacts of artificial 
production on wild salmonids. The intent of the review was to determine the major impacts of 
different salmonid hatchery production strategies on abundance, competitive social interactions, 
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predation, health, migration, and population trends. Based on a combination of theoretical 
considerations and available data, the review was in most cases able to identify the directional trend of 
the effects to wild populations of release of hatchery fish. In general, the review indicated that: 1) 
Except in situations of low wild fish density, increasing release numbers of hatchery fish can 
negatively impact wild fish. This appeared true regardless of whether out-of-basin or local stocks were 
released. 2) Competition of hatchery fish with wild fish almost always has the potential to displace 
wild fish from portions of their habitat even where hatchery fish are less competitive on a one-to-one 
basis. 3) Only species that spend extended periods in freshwater habitats after their release have a 
strong potential to decrease the food resources available to wild fish. 4) Potential predation effects 
were documented whenever hatchery fish were significantly larger than comingling wild fish. 
Negative effects of hatchery fish on predator/prey dynamics, through such mechanisms as predator 
concentration, appeared possible at all life stages. 5) Releases of hatchery fish appeared to have the 
potential to affect the health of wild fish, although there was little evidence to suggest that disease 
transmission to wild stocks is routine. 6) Some reports have indicated that the presence of large 
numbers of outmigrating hatchery smolts may hasten the migration of wild smolts. However, neither 
the frequency of the phenomenon, the conditions under which it occurs, nor the effect on ultimate 
survival of wild fish has been documented. 


The ecological effects on freshwater habitat carrying capacity from nutrients derived from 
decomposing salmon carcasses (marine-derived nutrients) are recognized to play an important role in 
the ecology of anadromous salmonids (Bilby et al. 1996, Gresh et al. 2000). In the Northwest, river 
systems in which salmon spawn and rear are often nutrient poor and the delivery of marine-derived 
nutrients by returning salmon carcasses is a key component to potential growth and survival of 
juvenile fish in the system (Larkin and Slaney 1997, Bilby et al. 1996, 1998, 2001; Cederholm et al. 
1999). However, currently only a small fraction of historic marine-derived biomass (returning adults) 
is available to rivers in the Northwest. Thus, in many stream systems in the Northwest the macro-
invertebrate communities may currently be below thresholds necessary to sustain increased fish 
production from supplementation releases without causing potential severe competitive interactions 
between supplemented and naturally produced fish. While the deliberate distribution of hatchery 
salmon carcasses into watersheds for purposes of nutrification can have a positive ecological benefit to 
natural salmonid stocks. It is well recognized that disease organisms present in salmon carcasses can 
be transmitted to other salmonids following the release of these organisms into water or through their 
direct consumption. Thus, this practice may also pose a fish health risk to these stocks if not properly 
managed.  


5.3 Harvest Effects  
Hatchery fish can indirectly affect natural stocks through harvest in two ways. First, hatchery 
populations typically can sustain far greater harvest rates than natural stocks, hence mixed stock 
fisheries that are conducted to harvest abundant and productive hatchery stocks will cause natural 
stock to be over harvested (e.g. Flagg et al. 1995). Secondly, abundant hatchery populations may mask 
the abundance of co-mingled natural stocks, causing imprecision in stock assessment and perhaps 
failure to recognize when a natural stock is depressed and in need of protection. 
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5.4 Actions to Achieve Desired Outcome 


5.4.1 Genetics Actions 
Actions to minimize detrimental genetic effects of hatchery populations on other stocks can be 
taken both within and outside the hatchery environment. Within the hatchery environment, actions 
include choosing an appropriate broodstock (Section 3.1) and using appropriate mating strategy to 
maintain a viable and genetically diverse broodstock (Section 4.1.1). Actions outside the hatchery 
environment include controlling the number of hatchery fish allowed on the spawning grounds 
(Section 4.2.2), and minimizing straying of hatchery fish to the non-target stock from both 
integrated and segregated programs. These latter actions will typically require identification of the 
hatchery stocks through tagging or marking programs to properly control interactions with 
naturally-spawning populations. 


Programs relying on outplanting may pose an elevated genetic risk by promoting stray rates, often 
exceeding natural levels, to freshwater areas where interbreeding with naturally spawning 
populations is undesirable. Tagging and genetic studies have shown that outplanting and net pen 
programs promote stray rates that far exceed natural levels (Candy and Beacham 2000; Mackey et 
al. 2001). Steelhead programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington have often used outplanting 
to support sport fisheries in a large number of small streams. Similarly, saltwater net pens are used 
to acclimate and release salmon smolts in marine areas where a targeted marine fishery on 
returning adults is desired. A common feature of these programs is that they release fish where no 
or limited facilities exist to trap returning adults that escape target fisheries. Outplanting and net-
pen releases from segregated hatchery programs carry a potentially higher level of risk, because of 
the likelihood of significant genetic divergence between the hatchery and natural populations (see 
Section 5.1) and the potential for loss of among population diversity should hatchery populations 
interbreed with natural fish. 


5.4.2 Ecological Actions  
As described in Flagg et al. (in press), in order to reduce ecological and behavioral interactions 
between hatchery and wild fish, conservation-minded hatchery operations should include 
incubation and rearing vessels with options for habitat complexity to produce fish more wild-like 
in appearance, and with natural behaviors and higher survival. Rearing goals should be based on 
growth patterns of natural fish and size at emigration on natural population parameters. 
Conservation hatcheries should use low rearing densities to improve juvenile survival during 
rearing and to increase adult quality and return percentage.  


Recommended guidelines for reducing ecological and behavioral interactions include: 


• Determine growth rates, body size and composition, spawning, hatching, and emergence 
times of fish in the local populations and duplicate these in the hatchery by controlling 
factors such as photoperiod, water temperature, and diet composition and feeding rate to 
natural profiles; 
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• Provide matrix substrates, darkened environments, and temperature control for egg 
incubation and alevin development; 


• Rear fish for their entire juvenile freshwater lives in water from the intended return 
location to imprint natural odors and reduce straying of returning adults, or acclimate 
juveniles at selected release sites where this approach is not possible; 


• Reduce rearing density and maximize fish health; 


• Promote development of body camouflage coloration in juvenile fish by creating more 
natural environments in hatchery rearing vessels; for example through use of overhead 
cover, and in-stream structure, and substrate; 


• Condition young fish to orient to the bottom rather than the surface of the rearing vessel 
by using appropriately positioned feed delivery systems; 


• Release smolts within the size range of wild smolts from which the population is derived 
(except in a case when imminent extinction requires maximal survival, where release of 
large smolts may be warranted); 


• Allow fish to emigrate volitionally to maintain within-population variability in 
outmigration timing found in local wild populations and allow non-smolts (parr) to 
remain in the hatchery, and either smolt, residualize, or perish through natural selection; 


• Adopt strategies for restricting numbers of hatchery-reared juveniles released to not 
exceed carrying capacities of receiving waters and migration pathways (e.g., estuaries).  


 
In this regard, it appears critical to provide for increases in freshwater habitat carrying capacity 
through such things as nutrient enhancement in order for supplementation programs to minimize 
competitive interactions between hatchery releases and wild fish.  


Recommended guidelines when using hatchery carcasses for nutrient enhancement include:  


• Certifying that adult broodstock is free of viral pathogens prior to planting. The adult 
sampling level should be a minimum of 60 fish for carcass plantings within the same 
watershed and 150 fish for plantings in different watersheds within the same fish health 
management zone; 


• Freezing carcasses prior to planting to reduce the infectious titers of pathogenic 
organisms in the salmon carcasses. This measure will decrease the risk of transmission of 
certain of these disease organisms (see, for example, Margolis 1977 for a metazoan 
parasite, and Evelyn 2001 for two important bacterial fish pathogens); 
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• Planting carcasses only within the historic range of the species being used for nutrient 
enhancement; 


• Avoiding the planting of adults or juveniles that may have died of infectious disease. This 
would include pre-spawning adult mortalities and juvenile mortalities from hatchery 
ponds. 


5.4.3 Harvest Actions 
The requirement to protect stocks of concern has increasingly imposed more frequent and 
significant limitations on harvest opportunities. These increased restrictions have created 
challenges to fully harvesting many hatchery populations. Tools available to provide harvest 
access to productive stocks, while protecting weaker ones, include: location of hatchery and 
release sites, selection of broodstock, and time-area harvest management policies. Additional 
tools, such as mass marking of hatchery fish coupled with harvest methods that allow fishers to 
release unmarked fish unharmed, are being developed, and may be appropriate to supplement 
traditional fishery management methods. New and creative ways to target hatchery fish without 
harming stocks of concern should be developed, tested, and implemented if successful.
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CHAPTER 6: MONITORING AND EVALUATION: MANAGING 
HATCHERY PROGRAMS FOR ACCOUNTABILITY AND 
SUCCESS 
Today’s salmon and steelhead hatcheries are called upon to help meet conservation, harvest, and/or 
other goals (e.g., education, research, cultural and ceremonial needs, and indicator stocks), while 
minimizing adverse impacts on natural-origin salmonids within the watersheds or regions in which 
they operate. To be successful at meeting these goals, accountability for decisions and actions is 
required at all levels within the agencies responsible for management and operation of hatcheries. 
Success will also require an accurate and timely management information system that can measure 
benefits, evaluate actions, and provide information for hatchery management and operations. This 
means that information about hatchery programs and natural stocks must be available in an up-to-date 
database that allows the managers to regularly adjust hatchery programs in response to changing 
conditions in their watersheds. These include changes in the status of natural stocks, carrying capacity 
of the receiving waters, ocean productivity, and harvest needs.  


The co-managers and the HSRG are currently engaged in an effort to develop a comprehensive 
operational monitoring and evaluation plan.  This chapter should be viewed as a preliminary report on 
a work in progress. 


6.1 Evaluating Hatchery Success 
Managers routinely monitor the operation of hatcheries to evaluate the biological and operational 
performance of individual hatcheries. This information must be used to evaluate the overall 
effectiveness of the system in meeting predetermined goals, and translated into performance measures 
for the system as a whole. Thus it is important that each hatchery program have clearly stated goals, 
not only for the performance of the hatchery stock, but for stocks affected by the hatchery program as 
well. These goals need to be sufficiently detailed to provide accountability for performance and for 
evaluating the benefits actually derived. Currently, protocols for monitoring are determined and 
reported separately by each of the co-managers, often in different dimensions and formats. This makes 
system-wide evaluation difficult. Furthermore, there is little standardization of monitoring criteria both 
within and between the co-management systems. To address these complex issues, managers and 
operators of hatchery programs must have access to, and must use, common tools and procedures that 
aid in: a) recording, organizing and reporting existing and emerging data and information; and b) 
monitoring and evaluating biological uncertainties.  


Monitoring hatchery programs for success must include two major phases: 


Hatchery Culture Phase - This phase involves the tracking of fish culture procedures within 
the hatchery to determine whether conditions in the hatchery are conducive to the production 
of healthy and viable fish, and whether the hatcheries are operating in the most cost-effective 
manner. 
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Post-Release Phase - This phase involves the tracking of released juveniles and returning 
hatchery adults to determine the ecological and genetic interactions between hatchery and wild 
fish in the natural environment, and the contribution of hatchery fish to the stated goals for the 
target stock(s). 


In order to evaluate the success of a program, specific performance indicators for each phase need to 
be identified. Success should be measured in terms of specific goals (validation monitoring) and 
performance benchmarks (performance and effectiveness monitoring) and based on adequate data. 
Further, because of the dynamic nature of ecosystems and the likelihood that interaction effects may 
be small but cumulative, the data gathering and evaluation process must be ongoing and 
comprehensive.  


Effective monitoring and evaluation programs, including implementation, performance, effectiveness, 
and validation monitoring should be developed for all hatchery programs. Data collection protocols 
should be developed and implemented to assure that the data needed for evaluation of both the 
hatchery culture and post-release phase of hatchery programs are available. In particular, standard data 
collection protocols should be developed to assure that information is available to evaluate the genetic 
and ecological consequences of hatchery actions on fish and habitat outside the hatchery. Hatchery 
reporting should document results from the monitoring program as well as any requirements from the 
agencies and funding sources. Tools that streamline standardized record keeping and data storage 
should be implemented. 


Timely and reliable information feedback at all levels of decision making and hatchery operation is an 
absolute requirement for hatchery programs to meet their goals without unnecessary costs. Effective 
feedback systems require that the necessary data be collected and disseminated in a manner that is 
useful and timely to decision makers, operators, scientific advisors and the public. Effectiveness of 
this system presumes a decision making process that is receptive and prepared to act on the 
information provided.  


Coordinated data collection protocols and information dissemination procedures are absolutely 
essential for informed decision making at all levels. Without them, the goals of hatchery reform cannot 
be achieved. 


6.2 Factors Necessary for a Successful Monitoring and 
Evaluation Program  


6.2.1. Decision Making at the Implementation, Effectiveness, 
Performance and Validation/Research Levels 
Existing hatchery programs should be regularly examined to determine whether they are being 
conducted in a manner consistent with resource goals. Managers should use the following 
recommendations in planning new hatchery programs, or altering existing programs when 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) provides data indicating that changes are needed. This process 
of change and adaptive management must include staff at all levels of hatchery decision making 
and operation—hatchery personnel, field biologists, support scientists and management. 
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An inevitable consequence of any hatchery M&E program is that decisions have to be made about 
hatchery operations that are found to be not meeting the stated goals. Effective M&E programs 
including four levels of decision making (implementation, effectiveness, performance, and 
validation/research) should be developed for all hatchery programs. Using fish health as an 
example, and starting at the hatchery level of decision making upwards to the management level, 
one might ask the following questions:  


1) Implementation Level: What are the most significant disease problems at the hatchery? 
Are disease control measures being undertaken in an attempt to control them?  


2) Effectiveness Level: Are the disease control measures being used actually effective at 
controlling the disease? The forgoing question focuses on the effectiveness or adequacy of 
the current disease control policies and approaches. 


3) Performance Level: Are the program objectives being met in terms of the number of 
healthy fish released and the number of adults that return to spawn successfully? Do 
disease control methods assure that harvest and conservation goals for the stock are 
achieved? Are the disease risks posed to the target stock and other stocks of such a 
magnitude that, given the treatment options available, the program should be changed or 
even terminated?  


4) Validation/Research Level: What are the critical uncertainties in disease management? 
Where should research be focused to permit better decision making at the three lower 
levels relating to disease control? 


6.2.2. Tools for Evaluating Hatchery Performance 
The hatchery operational guidelines developed by the HSRG49 contain a list of critical questions 
used to determine if individual hatcheries are being operated according to their stated goals. They 
also provide a general checklist of evaluation questions to be asked during the operation of a 
hatchery program. These guidelines, in turn, lead to the HSRG’s monitoring and evaluation 
criteria,50 which identify the type of data that must be collected to permit evaluation to occur. The 
HSRG envisions that the co-managers will develop a detailed list of standardized, system-wide 
monitoring parameters that will be recorded at all hatcheries and that will address both segregated 
and integrated programs.  


The HSRG’s monitoring and evaluation criteria for the hatchery culture phase are organized 
according to six chronological hatchery culture stages, from broodstocking to release:  


1) Broodstock choice  


2) Broodstock collection 


3) Spawning  


                                                 
49


 See Appendix C, Hatchery Operational Guidelines. 
50


 See Appendix D, Monitoring and Evaluation Criteria. 







 
 


A-56 Scientific Framework – Monitoring and Evaluation 


                                                


4) Incubation  


5) Rearing 


6) Release  


The HSRG Monitoring and Evaluation criteria for the post-release phase are organized into four 
categories: 


1) Habitat quality/quantity 


2) Genetic interactions 


3) Ecological Interactions 


4) Migration barriers 


In the hatchery culture phase, evaluation questions are posed with respect to: 1) genetics, 2) 
physiology, morphology and ecology, and 3) culture of the stock on which the program is 
targeted. In the post-release phase, questions are posed with respect to the interactions between 
hatchery-origin fish, or recruits (HORs), and natural-origin fish, or recruits (NORs). The net result 
is that there are 130 evaluation questions to be considered for each hatchery program, which, in 
turn lead to 60–85 monitoring criteria for which data should be collected, depending on whether 
the hatchery program is integrated or segregated30. In addition to the standardized set of 
parameters that would be monitored at all hatcheries, other parameters could be selected for 
monitoring, based on the goals for stocks subject to individual hatchery programs.  


Evaluation Modules 
Monitoring data gathered during the two collection phases can be assembled into evaluation 
modules, depending on the performance level being evaluated. For example, the hatchery 
culture phase might be comprised of the following evaluation modules:  


• A hatchery water quality module containing measures of settleable solids, pH, 
ammonia, and phosphorus can be used to determine if Washington State Department 
of Ecology (DOE) or US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) standards are 
being met. 


• A physiology, behavior and morphology module containing measures of silvering, 
migration readiness, condition index and gill Na-K ATPase can be employed to 
determine if the hatchery fish are smolting properly or meeting the “wild salmonid 
template.”51 


• An operational efficiency module could be developed to contain a variety of measures. 
The cost of supplies, utilities, labor and overhead will be some of the inputs required 
to determine the cost effectiveness of the hatchery, along with how the cost per unit of 
smolt produced compares with other hatcheries in the system. 


 
51


 See Emerging Issues in Hatchery Reform paper on this topic, Appendix B 
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• A growth evaluation module would be used to compare in-hatchery growth to a pre-
determined standard, based on feeding rate and water temperature, or to evaluate 
growth modulation. 


• A broodstock module would allow managers to determine, for example, if sufficient 
NORs had been incorporated into the hatchery population, or if spawning protocols 
had been met. 


• A survival module would allow managers to evaluate where within the hatchery 
culture phase any unusual mortality was taking place. 


• A tagging/marking module would be essential in determining adult survival, 
contribution to fisheries and the number of HORs spawning naturally.  


 
Examples of modules that might be developed to aid in evaluating the success or failure of 
hatchery fish during the post-release phase might include the following: 


• A genetic integration module might be used to determine the ratio of HORs to NORs 
on the spawning grounds, and the relative reproductive success of the two 
components. 


• A freshwater survival module would provide a census of wild and hatchery fish within 
a seeded area until migration. The census would depend on population counts at weirs 
and smolt traps, and on other methods such as snorkeling or other appropriate 
techniques.  


• A habitat suitability module would map rearing and spawning habitat and evaluate 
both the quantity and quality of habitat suitable for spawning and rearing. 


• A freshwater habitat carrying capacity module would require a census of all wild 
juveniles, their residence time and average size, and an estimate of the capacity of the 
receiving habitat to accommodate additional hatchery smolts of a given size and 
population density.  


• A predation module would evaluate the capacity of hatchery fish to prey on, or be 
preyed upon by, wild salmonids. Input would require knowledge on the size (length) 
of hatchery fish at release, the size range of all resident wild fish and the distribution 
in time and space of predators and prey species.  


• A competition module would evaluate the competitive interaction between wild and 
hatchery fish for food resources and space. It would require measures of territoriality, 
gut contents, habitat carrying capacity, and hatchery release procedures.  


• A juvenile migration module would be comprised of measures of the timing and 
magnitude of juvenile outmigration, and would evaluate the emigration of juvenile 
hatchery fish in relation to wild fish emigration. These data are important in matching 
the wild salmonid template, determining the duration of predation, and estimating 
survival of the populations. 
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• An adult migration module would map the distribution of naturally-spawning NORs 
and HORs in the target watershed. Measures of reproductive success, distribution of 
spawning adults (redds), timing of spawning, redd superimposition, and age 
distribution would be required.  


These evaluation modules for the hatchery culture phase and the post-release phase would 
vary in their monitoring parameters, depending on the objectives of the hatchery program and 
whether the hatchery program is segregated from or integrated with the local natural 
population. The above list of modules is by no means complete but it should serve as an 
example of the types of data required to evaluate the Puget Sound and coastal Washington 
hatchery system.  


6.2.3. An Accessible and Unified Data-Gathering System 
The HSRG envisions a readily accessible, computerized and unified data repository of information 
assembled by the co-managers, allowing them to provide descriptive and quantitative information 
on the state of their hatcheries and programs in a timely manner. Co-managers would be 
responsible for analysis of information, evaluation of results and the publication of an annual 
report on the “state of the hatchery system”. The database would be available to all interested 
parties.  


Funding to provide the necessary hardware, software, and personnel may be required to facilitate 
the gathering, recording, and processing of M&E information so that it is immediately available 
to, and comprehendible by, all who need to act on it.  
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SOURCES AND REFERENCES 
The references section of this appendix lists sources cited in the framework and other relevant 
literature. In addition to the sources cited in the text, this framework draws ideas from several key 
background reports. These include the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Viable Salmonid 
Populations and the Recovery of Evolutionarily Significant Units, the co-managers’ Policy of 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Western Washington Treaty Tribes Concerning Wild 
Salmonids, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s additional policy guidance on deferred 
issues concerning wild salmonid policy, the Integrated Hatchery Operations Team’s Policies and 
Procedures for Columbia Basin Anadromous Salmonid Hatcheries, the Independent Scientific 
Advisory Board’s Review of the Draft Performance Standards and Indicators for Artificial Production 
in the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Artificial Production Review and Jim Lichatowich's 
Salmon Without Rivers: A History of the Pacific Salmon Crisis. 
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OVERVIEW 
The HSRG—recognizing that the scientific framework needs to be a “living document” that is 
regularly updated to include new information and issues not identified in its original drafting—decided 
that significant revisions to the scientific framework should be derived – not just from new published 
scientific literature – but also from “emerging issue” papers authored by the HSRG or its individuals 
members. These papers can be as simple as a few paragraphs or as detailed as an essay for a peer-
reviewed journal. The HSRG welcomes feedback on these “emerging issues.” They are incorporated 
into the framework once they have been reviewed and refined. Several that have been incorporated to 
date remain in this chapter as well, to highlight their importance.  


These emerging issues papers also relate to two other key elements of the Hatchery Reform Project. 
They are tied to the hatchery reform research program52 because they discuss topics that reflect 
recently available scientific information or an emerging principle derived from the collation of old and 
new information. In addition, they are tied to the three principles of hatchery reform53 because 
developing scientific knowledge in these areas will support successful hatchery operation and 
management in the context of well-defined goals, scientifically defensible programs, and informed 
decision making. 


In keeping with their status as “emerging issues,” it is important to keep in mind that all of these 
papers are “works in progress,” to be revised as new information comes to light on the issues at hand. 
They are not to be considered definitive, exhaustive and/or final statements on their respective topics, 
although some of them may form the basis for publications in the scientific literature if they so 
warrant.  


 


 
52


 See Research Program in Applied Hatchery Reform chapter. 
53


 See Principles and System-Wide Recommendations in Applied Hatchery Reform chapter. 
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MANAGEMENT GOALS FOR HATCHERY BROODSTOCKS: 
GENETIC INTEGRATION VERSUS SEGREGATION 


Background 
More than 200 hatcheries and satellite facilities propagate Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.) 
and steelhead (O. mykiss) throughout the Pacific Northwest. More than 100 of these facilities exist 
in Washington state alone. This extensive hatchery system was developed over a 100-year period 
with a principal goal of producing fish for harvest, largely to mitigate for the effects of 
overfishing, land-use practices, hydropower development, and losses of freshwater habitats (see 
Lichatowich 1999 for a historical review). In general, hatcheries have been very successful at 
providing fish for harvest. Hatchery-origin fish support nearly all commercial, tribal and 
recreational salmon fisheries in Washington, and they also contribute to salmon fisheries in British 
Columbia and Alaska. 


A new conservation role for salmon hatcheries has been emerging in the Pacific Northwest in 
recent years. This new role has been motivated by significant declines in the abundance of 
naturally-spawning salmon and steelhead since the mid-1970s. These declines culminated in the 
listing of 26 Evolutionarily Significant Units, or ESUs (Waples 1995), of Pacific salmon and 
steelhead under the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA; see www.nwr.noaa.gov). Hatchery 
programs with conservation goals include captive rearing of endangered species (Schiewe et al. 
1997), maintenance propagation of imperiled populations (Bugert et al. 1995), and 
supplementation, natural spawning by hatchery-origin adults (Carmichael and Messmer 1995; 
Hedrick et al. 2000). Several hatchery programs with conservation goals exist in western 
Washington, including programs for genetically distinct populations of Chinook salmon (O. 
tshawytscha) on the Elwha, Dungeness and White rivers, and summer chum salmon (O. keta) in 
the Hood Canal region of Puget Sound. 


Concerns regarding potential genetic and ecological impacts of hatchery-origin fish on naturally 
spawning populations have raised questions regarding the future role of salmon and steelhead 
hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest (Hindar et al. 1991; Waples 1991; Hilborn 1992; Busack and 
Currens 1995; Campton 1995; Currens and Busack 1995; Reisenbichler and Rubin 1999; Levin et 
al. 2001). These concerns began in the mid-1970s (e.g. Reisenbichler and McIntyre 1977) and 
reached a peak of criticism in the early 1990s (e.g. Meffe 1992). In response, hatchery programs 
are currently undergoing reform measures to reduce genetic and ecological risks to naturally 
spawning populations, while continuing to provide harvest and conservation benefits (Maynard et 
al. 1995; Flagg and Nash 1999; see also www.hatcheryreform.org).  


The mandates of hatchery reform and the need to recover ESA listed populations have motivated a 
fundamental reevaluation of the basic biological premises under which hatchery programs are 
designed, managed and operated. This reevaluation requires that each hatchery program operate in 
a manner consistent with fundamental biological principles, including the constraints imposed by 
the aquatic ecosystems within which those programs occur. This reevaluation requires that each 
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program explicitly state: 1) the specific purpose and desired benefits to be derived from hatchery-
origin fish; and 2) the genetic management goals of each hatchery broodstock relative to naturally 
spawning populations. In the past, these purposes and goals have not always been clearly defined, 
quantified or distinguished. 


Here we describe two distinct types of hatchery programs that reflect fundamentally different 
genetic management goals for hatchery broodstocks. We refer to these two types of programs as 
“integrated” and “segregated.” Hatchery programs are classified as integrated if the principal goal 
is to manage the broodstock as an artificially propagated component of a naturally spawning 
population or gene pool. An implicit goal of an integrated program is to artificially increase the 
demographic size or productivity of a population, while preventing genetic divergence between 
the hatchery and naturally-spawning components. Conversely, hatchery programs are classified as 
segregated if the principal goal is to develop and manage a broodstock as a genetically discrete or 
segregated population relative to naturally spawning populations. Segregated broodstocks are 
managed as if they are distinct populations or species relative to natural populations; no explicit 
genetic constraints are placed on segregated broodstocks except those necessary to achieve desired 
benefits while minimizing genetic and ecological risks to naturally spawning populations. In 
practice, all hatchery programs must fall into one of the two categories; “intermediate” programs 
cannot exist without imposing significant risks to natural populations because of fundamental 
differences in the biological principles underlying the two types of programs.  


Terms similar to integrated and segregated (e.g. “integrated” and “isolated”) have been used 
elsewhere to describe hatchery programs in the Pacific Northwest; however, those other 
definitions are based primarily on the presence and absence, respectively, of natural spawning by 
hatchery-origin fish54. Such definitions only reflect past or hypothesized consequences of hatchery 
programs on natural populations and do not provide genetic management goals or future guidance 
for hatchery programs or their broodstocks. In contrast, the definitions presented here for 
integrated and segregated refer explicitly to the genetic management goals for hatchery 
broodstocks relative to naturally spawning populations, irrespective of the presence or absence of 
natural spawning by hatchery-origin fish. For example, “integrated” programs do not imply that 
natural spawning by hatchery-origin fish has occurred or is desired. Similarly, segregated 
programs do not imply that released hatchery-origin fish do not spawn naturally or interact 
biologically with natural-origin fish.  


In our descriptions below, we first describe the general concepts, goals, and operational 
constraints for each of the two types of programs. We then provide operational guidelines and 
specific recommendations for their implementation. The major emphasis here is on integrated 
programs, because they represent a relatively new conceptual approach to hatchery management in 
Puget Sound and coastal Washington. 


 
54


 Those other definitions may have developed as a misinterpretation of the concepts and definitions described here when these latter 
definitions were first conveyed orally to the comanaging agencies. 
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Integrated Hatchery Programs 


General concepts and goals 
A fundamental goal of an integrated hatchery program is to minimize genetic divergence of a 
hatchery broodstock from a naturally spawning population in areas where fish are released and/or 
collected for broodstock. The long-term goal of an integrated program is to maintain genetic 
characteristics of a local, natural population among hatchery-origin fish by minimizing the genetic 
effects of potential domestication. Another goal is to reduce the genetic risks that hatchery-origin 
fish may pose to naturally spawning populations. In an idealized integrated program, natural-
origin and hatchery-origin fish represent two genetically equal components of a single gene pool.  


A hatchery supporting an integrated program can be viewed conceptually as an artificial extension 
of the natural environment such that the population as a whole (hatchery plus natural) is sustained 
at a higher level of abundance than the level sustainable by the natural habitat without a hatchery. 
A properly-managed, integrated broodstock can potentially serve as a genetic repository for a 
natural population in the event of a major decline in the abundance of natural-origin fish (e.g. due 
to a catastrophic event, change in marine survival, etc.).  


As noted previously, integrated programs do not imply that natural spawning of hatchery-origin 
fish is desired or necessarily occurs. Natural spawning and reproduction by hatchery-origin fish 
does not make a hatchery broodstock genetically integrated with a natural population. A principal 
goal of an integrated program is to maintain the genetic characteristics of a natural population 
among hatchery-origin fish, not vice-versa.  


Integrated programs may be most appropriate when: a) conservation is one of the programmatic 
goals; or b) significant genetic and ecological risks cannot be avoided. For example, if genetic 
divergence between hatchery- and natural-origin fish within a watershed is minimized, then the 
genetic risks to natural populations imposed by naturally-spawning hatchery fish may also be 
minimized. Ecological risks may also be reduced relative to segregated programs (see below) 
because competition or predation between hatchery- and natural-origin components of a single 
gene pool is conceptually equivalent to the same interactions resulting from increased abundance 
of individuals within a single natural population.  


Operational constraints 
Explicit hatchery practices are needed to achieve an integrated broodstock that achieves the 
desired genetic management goals. These practices include the following: a) incorporation of 
sufficient numbers of natural-origin adults into the broodstock each year to overcome the potential 
effects of random genetic drift, domestication and divergent natural selection in the two 
environments (Ford 2002); b) strict protocols for trapping and spawning adults such that the 
means and variances of phenotypic characters related to fitness (e.g., run timing) equal those of 
the parental natural population; and c) efforts be made to minimize natural selection and other 
domestication effects in the hatchery. For example, it may be desirable to implement spawning 
protocols that tend to equalize parental genetic contributions, to reduce the potential effects of 
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domestication selection (Allendorf 1993; Hedrick et al. 2000; Heath et al. 2003; Campton 2004). It 
may also be desirable to modify hatchery rearing conditions to reduce the selection effects of 
hatchery environments (Zydlewski et al. 2003). Integrated programs will invariably represent 
trade-offs between ease of culture and achievement of genetic management goals.  


A major biological uncertainty for integrated programs is the proportion of a hatchery broodstock 
that needs to be composed each year of natural-origin adults to overcome the potential effects of 
genetic drift, domestication selection, and divergent natural selection in the two environments. 
Theoretical models indicate that one-way gene flow is a powerful force that can minimize the 
divergent effects of natural selection in two different environments (Appendix 1). Those models 
indicate that 10–20% of a population derived genetically from another population each generation 
can largely overcome the divergent effects of genetic drift and natural selection. However, gene 
flow in the opposite direction (i.e., hatchery to wild) needs to be restricted to allow the natural 
environment to dominate the natural selection process for the population as a whole. The major 
obstacles for developing operational guidelines from those models are scientific unknowns 
regarding the magnitude of the difference in mean phenotypic values for the integrated population 
that optimize fitness in the hatchery and natural environments, respectively.  


Another general conclusion emerging from those theoretical models (Appendix 1) is that the rate 
of gene flow from the natural environment to the hatchery environment must exceed the reverse 
rate of gene flow for the mean fitness of hatchery-origin fish, and the population as a whole, to be 
closer to the optimum fitness for the natural environment than to the optimum fitness for the 
hatchery environment. In other words, the proportion of a hatchery broodstock composed of 
natural-origin fish must exceed the proportional genetic contribution of hatchery-origin fish to the 
naturally spawning population if selection regimes in the natural environment are to dominate the 
mean fitness of the population as a whole. For example, if natural-origin adults constitute—on 
average—20% of a hatchery broodstock each year, then the genetic contribution of hatchery-
origin fish to the naturally spawning component must be less than 20% per year. By controlling 
gene flow in both directions (i.e., by ensuring sufficient gene flow into the hatchery and 
controlling natural spawning of hatchery-origin adults), the genetic risks imposed by an integrated 
hatchery program to a naturally spawning population can be substantially less than the risks posed 
by a segregated program of equal size (see segregated hatchery programs below). 


Further guidelines and constraints for integrated hatchery programs can be gleaned from several 
pseudo-examples (Appendix 3). For example, the number of adult spawners in the hatchery must 
be less than the number of natural-origin adults returning to the watershed where adults are 
trapped for broodstock if integrated programs are to meet their genetic management goals. Indeed, 
integrated hatchery programs have the greatest likelihood of achieving their goals if the number of 
returning natural-origin adults is at least twice the number of adults required for broodstock. 
Clearly, naturally spawning populations must be viable and largely self-sustaining if they are to 
support successful, integrated programs that, in turn, can provide excess adults for harvest or other 
purposes. 


Many hatchery programs are designed to rebuild or restore naturally spawning populations by 
purposefully allowing hatchery-origin fish to spawn naturally. In such situations, demographic 
goals will initially outweigh genetic management goals, and 50% or more of the natural spawners 
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may be composed of hatchery-origin fish. However, as the number of natural-origin fish returning 
to a watershed increases over time (i.e. assuming that population restoration is successful), then 
the number of hatchery-origin adults allowed to spawn naturally would have to be reduced for 
selection regimes in the natural environment to dominate natural selection in the hatchery 
environment. An example of this latter situation is given in Appendix 4. 


Operational guidelines 
• Naturally spawning populations must be viable and self-sustaining for hatchery 


broodstocks to be genetically integrated with a naturally spawning component. The long-
term goal is to make the natural environment drive the fitness of the population as a 
whole, not vice versa. Such requirements underscore the need to maintain healthy habitat 
conditions necessary for viable, self-sustaining natural populations. 


• The maximum size of hatchery broodstocks is restricted by the size of the naturally 
spawning component. At equilibrium, the number of spawners in a hatchery must be less 
than the number of natural-origin fish returning to a watershed. The ability of integrated 
hatchery programs to achieve their genetic management goals will be optimized if the 
number of natural-origin adults returning to a watershed is at least twice the total number 
of adults (hatchery plus natural) needed for broodstock. 


• Although genetic integration may be a long-term goal of a hatchery program, low 
abundance or viability of a natural population may preclude short-term achievement of 
genetic integration goals. In such situations, rebuilding of a natural population may be 
necessary before complete genetic integration is possible (see Appendix 4).  


Recommendations for integrated hatchery programs 
• Develop a detailed, genetic management plan for the hatchery broodstock and the 


naturally spawning population in the watershed where adults are trapped for broodstock. 


• Ensure that an average of 10–20% of the hatchery broodstock is composed of natural-
origin adults each year. A sliding scale can be developed that reduces the desired 
percentage in low-return years but increases this percentage in high return years. 


• Collect and spawn adults randomly with respect to time of return, time of spawning, size 
and other characteristics related to fitness. 


• Impose hatchery management practices that minimize the potential domestication effects 
of the hatchery environment. This may include spawning more hatchery-origin adults than 
required, but then culling each full-sib family to a predetermined number of eyed eggs. It 
may also include modified hatchery environments (e.g., raceway covers, underwater 
feeders, etc.) that reduce potential domestication effects and natural selection differences 
between the two environments. 


• Mark or tag all hatchery-released fish so that the proportions of natural- and hatchery-
origin fish among natural spawners and in the broodstock can be monitored and 
controlled. 
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• Monitor and control natural spawning by hatchery-origin adults so that the percentage of 
natural spawners composed of hatchery-origin fish is less than the percentage of the 
hatchery broodstock derived from natural-origin fish. In most cases, hatchery-origin adults 
are expected to have a lower natural reproductive success than natural-origin adults 
(irrespective of any genetic factors), so the actual genetic contribution of hatchery origin 
fish to natural reproduction is expected to be less than their relative proportion on the 
spawning grounds. A maximum risk limit of 30% hatchery-origin adults among natural 
spawners (minimum two-to-one ratio of natural:hatchery fish) is thus recommended in all 
cases except in restoration supplementation programs where natural spawning by 
hatchery-origin adults is an intended purpose of the hatchery program. 


• Adjust the size of integrated hatchery programs relative to the size of the naturally 
spawning population, so that the number of adults used for broodstock is less than the 
number of natural-origin adults spawning naturally in the same watershed. The number of 
natural-origin adults returning to a watershed should be at least twice the number of adults 
used for broodstock in integrated programs that have achieved genetic equilibrium with 
their naturally spawning components. In some cases, natural populations will need to be 
restored or rebuilt to a higher level of abundance before the number of natural-origin 
adults returning to a watershed is sufficient to achieve the genetic management goals of a 
genetically-integrated hatchery program. 


Segregated Hatchery Programs 


General concepts and goals 
The principal goal of a segregated hatchery program is to maintain the hatchery broodstock as a 
reproductively distinct or genetically segregated population. Once such programs are established, 
the broodstock is derived exclusively from returning hatchery-origin fish. Hence, little or no gene 
flow occurs, or is intended to occur, from a natural population to the broodstock. In a segregated 
program, the hatchery population is managed as a distinct gene pool and is expected to diverge 
genetically from the founding natural population due to genetic adaptation to the hatchery 
environment, domestication and genetic drift. Many, if not most, hatchery programs for Pacific 
salmon and steelhead historically followed this segregated approach, either purposefully or 
inadvertently (e.g. Waples and Teel 1990). Segregated programs are usually intended to achieve 
harvest goals in the most efficient manner possible; consequently, this segregated approach can 
result in significant genetic change in a hatchery population after several generations (Campton 
1995).  


Segregated hatchery programs may have conservation goals under some circumstances. For 
example, hatcheries often propagate native populations for which spawning habitat is no longer 
available because a dam blocks upstream migration to historical spawning areas. Genetic 
maintenance of a native population is often a long-term goal of such programs. In addition, fish 
from a segregated hatchery population may be introduced into a watershed where the native 
population has been extirpated. The long-term goal of these latter programs is for hatchery-origin 
fish to spawn successfully and initiate restoration of a natural population. In this latter situation, 
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the hatchery program would initially be classified as “segregated,” because no naturally spawning 
population may be associated genetically with the hatchery broodstock. Over time, however, such 
a program could evolve into an integrated program if hatchery-origin fish spawn successfully and 
returning, natural-origin adults are subsequently included in the broodstock in a prescribed, 
systematic manner (Appendix 4). A new, locally-adapted broodstock integrated genetically with a 
naturally spawning population would, in theory, evolve. Many restoration programs for Pacific 
salmon may attempt this latter approach as dams are removed and/or other natural habitats are 
restored. Intense genetic and ecological monitoring will be necessary to scientifically evaluate the 
efficacy of such programs. 


Operational constraints 
Segregated programs, particularly those with only harvest goals, typically have few operational 
constraints. Segregated hatchery broodstocks may be bred selectively for particular traits (e.g. 
early run-timing), to facilitate ease of culture and/or to help achieve desired benefits (e.g., 
harvest). In general, segregated programs are managed in a way that maximizes productivity (i.e., 
recruit per spawner) or efficiency of a hatchery irrespective of the ability of returning adults to 
reproduce naturally or confer any benefits to naturally spawning populations. Indeed, hatchery-
origin fish from a genetically segregated program can impose unacceptable genetic and ecological 
risks to natural populations (Busack and Currens 1995). As a result, segregated programs often 
represent major trade-offs between minimizing biological risks to naturally spawning populations 
and maximizing efficiency and harvest benefits of the hatchery program. 


Many segregated hatchery programs have selectively bred adults, either purposefully or 
inadvertently, for “early” spawn or run timing, primarily by excluding late-returning adults from 
broodstocks. Many hatchery stocks of salmon and steelhead now return and spawn several weeks 
earlier than their natural-origin counterparts. Differences in return timing between natural- and 
hatchery-origin adults can be used as a management tool to focus fisheries on “early-returning 
hatchery fish,” while protecting “late-returning natural fish”. This approach can facilitate fisheries 
management from an agency perspective. However, if non-harvested fish spawn naturally, then 
these segregated programs can impose significant genetic risks to naturally spawning populations. 
Indeed, any natural spawning by fish from these broodstocks may be considered unacceptable 
because of the potential genetic impacts on natural populations. Proponents of such “segregated” 
programs argue that “early-returning” hatchery fish are mis-timed biologically to stream flows and 
water temperatures and, thus, fail to reproduce successfully even if they do spawn in nature. 
However, empirical and experimental evidence indicates that such “early-returning” hatchery fish 
do indeed reproduce successfully, albeit at a reduced rate relative to natural-origin fish (Chilcote et 
al. 1986; Campton et al. 1991; Mackey et al. 2001). Although these hatchery-origin fish have a 
lower reproductive success relative to their natural-origin counterparts, their overall genetic 
contributions can be substantial if hatchery-origin fish outnumber natural-origin spawners 
(Chilcote et al. 1986; Leider et al. 1990). 


Clearly, the degree to which segregated hatchery programs are successful depends significantly on 
the degree to which genetic and ecological risks to natural populations can be minimized. Most 
hatchery programs for Pacific salmon and steelhead have historically been managed as segregated 
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broodstocks with no concerted effort to include natural-origin fish in the broodstocks or to control 
natural spawning by hatchery-origin fish within a watershed. Such programs essentially treat 
hatcheries as “fish farms,” or ocean ranching operations where a small proportion of fish surviving 
to adulthood are recaptured for broodstock each year to propagate the stock and maintain the 
program over time. Although this approach can maximize the efficiency of a salmon hatchery for 
achieving fishery benefits, it also overlooks the ecological and genetic risks that these hatchery 
stocks may pose to naturally spawning populations. After several generations of artificial 
propagation, segregated hatchery broodstocks may pose genetic and ecological risks to naturally 
spawning populations that are not unlike those imposed by exotic or introduced species. Many 
segregated hatchery broodstocks also represent the genetic products of historical stock transfers 
among facilities or regions, thus further confounding the genetic and ecological risks that those 
programs may impose on naturally spawning populations. To minimize these risks, segregated 
hatchery programs need to be located in areas where virtually all returning adults can be harvested 
or recaptured, or where natural spawning or ecological interactions with natural-origin fish are 
considered minimal or inconsequential. Outplanting from such programs should also be 
discontinued (see emerging issue paper on this topic). 


Operational guidelines 
• Segregated hatchery programs are most appropriate where nearly all returning hatchery-


origin adults can be harvested or recaptured, or where the habitat or natural environment 
cannot support natural populations of salmon or steelhead. Segregated programs may also 
be most appropriate where: a) the only goal of the program is harvest; and b) the potential 
for genetic and ecological interactions between hatchery- and natural-origin fish is 
minimal, or the biological effects of those interactions are considered inconsequential. 


• The size of segregated hatchery programs must not exceed thresholds above which natural 
stray rates would pose significant genetic or ecological risks to natural populations. Stray 
rates as low as one to two percent for a large, segregated hatchery program may pose 
unacceptable biological risks to natural populations. 


Recommendations for segregated hatchery programs 
• Release fish in areas that minimize potential straying and natural spawning, and where 


opportunities to recapture non-harvested adults are maximized. 


• Mark all released hatchery-origin fish to maximize potential harvest, and to assess stray 
rates and genetic risks to naturally spawning populations. 


• Release fish in a manner and/or at locations that ensure hatchery-origin adults constitute 
no more one to five percent of natural spawners in a watershed.  


• Adjust the size of segregated hatchery programs as environmental conditions change to 
maintain total adult returns and potential stray rates within biologically-accepted limits. 


• Avoid trapping natural-origin adults and exclude them from the broodstock. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
Every hatchery program must be identified as either integrated or segregated, with operational 
procedures and facilities designed to achieve the specific goals for one of those two types of 
programs. In this context, “intermediate” programs cannot exist because the operational 
procedures and underlying biological constraints differ substantially between the two types of 
programs.  


Integrated hatchery programs are intended to minimize genetic risks to naturally spawning 
populations, while also achieving harvest and/or conservation objectives; however, they also 
represent potential trade-offs between ease of culture and attainment of genetic management goals. 
Segregated programs are usually intended to provide only harvest benefits in the most efficient 
manner possible. Consequently, they must be operated in a manner that prevents returning adults 
from interbreeding with naturally spawning populations.  


In contrast to most segregated programs, properly-developed (or idealized) integrated programs 
can potentially confer genetic and/or demographic benefits to naturally spawning populations 
because such programs are designed to increase the total number of spawners and the effective 
number of breeders (Appendix 2) for those natural populations. However, regardless of the degree 
of genetic integration, significant phenotypic differences between natural- and hatchery-origin fish 
can still arise due to single-generation environmental effects associated with early rearing in a 
hatchery environment. Nevertheless, integrated programs do provide a conceptual mechanism for 
hatcheries to achieve both harvest and conservation objectives under the legal and legislative 
mandates of fishery compensation (i.e., harvest opportunities) and natural resource protection 
(e.g., ESA). The key to the success of an integrated hatchery program is the ability to distinguish 
natural- and hatchery-origin fish as returning adults so that separate management strategies can be 
applied to the two gene pool components (hatchery and natural) in accordance with their different 
population dynamic parameters and natural selection regimes. Segregated hatchery programs are 
inherently simpler to operate, but they can also inhibit recovery of naturally spawning populations 
if hatchery-origin fish interact ecologically or genetically with depressed natural populations.  


Recognizing the fundamental distinction between genetically integrated and genetically segregated 
hatchery programs is the critical first-step towards reforming salmon hatcheries in the Pacific 
Northwest. This first step is not a facility- or hardware-driven goal, but is rather a conceptual or 
philosophical goal associated with recognizing the biological constraints and consequences of 
hatchery programs. This first step is also intended to improve hatchery management practices in a 
scientifically-defensible manner to achieve desired benefits while reducing risks to natural 
populations (see Busack and Currens 1995). In the past, most fish were released from hatcheries 
unmarked or untagged, and the relative proportions of hatchery- and natural-origin fish in 
broodstocks and on natural spawning grounds was largely unknown. Both integrated and 
segregated hatchery programs clearly require that hatchery- and natural-origin adults are readily 
distinguishable to (a) hatchery workers who are spawning fish and (b) field fishery biologists who 
are monitoring stray rates and potential natural spawning. Understanding the distinction between 
integrated and segregated programs and adhering to their respective operational constraints, 
including monitoring of harvest contributions and natural spawning escapements, is the underlying 
foundation of hatchery reform in Washington state. 
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Appendix 1. Theoretical population genetic 
foundations for recommended gene flow rates 
between natural and hatchery components for 
integrated hatchery programs. 


Genetic drift effects 
The basic principles of population genetics indicate that a relatively small amount of gene flow 
between two populations is sufficient to overcome the divergent effects of random genetic drift 
alone. The magnitude of this divergence represents a balance between: a) gene flow, which makes 
populations more similar genetically, and b) random genetic drift which makes populations more 
dissimilar genetically. The expected magnitude of this divergence at equilibrium can be quantified 
by the parameter FST


55 according to the well-known expression for a drift-migration, island 
population model (Wright 1969, eq. 12.2): 


    (1-m)2


  FST = ——————————     (1) 
    2Ne - (2Ne-1) (1-m)2  
 


where m = the migration (gene flow) rate or proportion of a subpopulation derived from migrants 
(i.e. immigrants) from other subpopulations each generation, and Ne = the genetic effective 
population size of each subpopulation (see Appendix 2 for a discussion of effective population 
size). The product Nem is thus the effective number of migrants per generation. Solving for m and 
Nem in equation (1) yields the minimum values of those parameters necessary for achieving a 
maximum desired value of FST (Fig. 1).  


According to the relationship between gene flow and genetic drift (eq. 1), approximately 23–24 
migrants (Nm) per generation are needed to establish an equilibrium FST = 0.01 for effective 
population sizes (Ne) greater than 500 individuals per generation (Fig. 1a). The proportion of 
migrants per generation (m) must similarly be greater than five percent (0.05) to achieve FST = 
0.01 for Ne = 500 (Fig. 1b). Those values of m and Nm would need to be nearly doubled to achieve 
a FST = 0.005 (Figs. 1c, 1d). However, the proportional amount of gene flow (m) necessary to 
achieve a desired value of FST decreases as effective population size increases (Figs 1b, 1d), 
although the required number of migrants remains relatively constant (Figs. 1a, 1c). Hence, 
approximately 50 natural-origin adults would need to be included in a hatchery broodstock each 
generation to overcome the divergent effects of genetic drift alone and achieve an FST = 0.005. 
This latter value of FST is considered the maximum desired value between hatchery and natural-
origin components in integrated hatchery programs. In other words, one goal of integrated 
hatchery programs should be to achieve FST < 0.005. 


 


 55
FST, commonly called the fixation index, varies from 0.0 to 1.0 and measures the proportion of the total genetic variation in a 


population that is due to allele frequency divergence among subpopulations constituting that population. FST = 0 implies two 
populations have identical allele frequencies. FST = 1.0 implies two populations share no alleles in common. 







 
 


Emerging Issues - Genetic Integration versus Segregation B-17 


Natural selection effects 
A major limitation of the preceding calculations and Figure 1 is that they assume no natural 
selection in the two environments occupied by the two populations. One of the principle concerns 
of hatchery programs is the unknown effect and intensity of domestication selection for traits 
directly related to fitness. Mills and Allendorf (1996) noted that natural selection will not have a 
major effect on the distribution of allele frequencies in a subdivided population if the divergent 
selection coefficients (“s” and “t”) in the two environments are less than the migration rate (m) 
between them (Wright 1940). Consequently, a minimum gene flow rate from a natural population 
to a hatchery broodstock of 10% per year is expected to significantly retard the genetic divergence 
between two populations, or gene pool components, if the magnitude of the divergent selection 
coefficients in the two environments is minor to moderate (i.e. s, t < 0.1). Greater selection 
coefficients would necessitate higher levels of gene flow to attain the same desired FST value. 


Ford (2002) has recently modeled potential genetic effects of domestication selection and gene 
flow from a captive hatchery stock to a naturally spawning population where the goal is to 
supplement natural spawning with the progeny of a captively-bred population. By reversing the 
fitness and gene flow parameters of Ford’s (2002) model, one can use his results to interpret the 
genetic effects of gene flow from a “closed” natural population to a hatchery broodstock where the 
goal is to prevent genetic divergence between the hatchery and natural components of a single 
gene pool. As shown in Fig. 2a of Ford (2002), the receiving population (in our case, the hatchery) 
quickly achieves the optimum fitness level of the donor (i.e. natural) population with one-way 
gene flow rates of 10-20% per generation for a wide range of phenotypic differences in optimum 
fitness between the two environments (indicated by θC in Ford 2002). These latter results (Fig. 2a 
of Ford 2002) apply to the situation where hatchery fish are not allowed to spawn naturally.  


However, if hatchery-origin adults constitute 20% of the natural spawners and natural-origin 
adults constitute 20% of the hatchery broodstock each generation, then the mean equilibrium 
fitness of hatchery-produced fish is only slightly greater than 50% of the difference in mean 
optimum fitness of fish in the two different environments (Fig. 2b of Ford 2002). Moreover, if 
20% of the naturally spawning population is comprised of hatchery-origin fish each generation, 
then approximately 40% of the hatchery broodstock needs to be derived from natural-origin fish 
each generation to achieve a fitness level for hatchery fish that is within approximately 25% of the 
fitness optimum in the natural environment (relative to the hatchery environment) over all ranges 
of fitness differences modeled by Ford (2002). In addition, under these quantitative genetic and 
gene flow models where hatchery-origin fish spawn naturally, the maximum fitness achievable by 
the natural population will always be less than its optimum fitness when hatchery-origin fish are 
not allowed to spawn naturally. We are currently using equations adapted from Ford (2002) to 
model these specific situations for integrated hatchery programs (Campton et al., in prep.). In the 
meantime, the equations and graphs of Ford (2002) provide guidance regarding the amount of 
gene flow necessary to overcome divergent natural selection between the hatchery and natural 
environments. Nevertheless, the general conclusion from Ford (2002) is that gene flow from the 
hatchery environment to the natural environment must be restricted for integrated hatchery 
programs to achieve their goals. A conservative rule of thumb is that gene flow from the natural 
environment to the hatchery environment should be approximately twice the rate of gene flow 
from the hatchery environment to the natural environment when the latter parameter exceeds 10%. 
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The major conclusion from Ford (2002) is that one-way gene flow is a powerful force that can 
overcome divergent selection pressures to retard genetic divergence of hatchery-origin fish from 
their natural-origin origin counterparts. The major obstacles for developing operational guidelines 
from those models are scientific unknowns regarding the magnitude of the difference in mean 
phenotypic values that optimize fitness for traits under different selection regimes in the two 
environments.  


Conclusions 
The theoretical considerations presented above indicate that a minimum of 10-20% of the hatchery 
spawners need to be composed of natural-origin adults for integrated hatchery broodstocks to meet 
their genetic goals and overcome the divergent effects of natural selection in the two 
environments. In addition, the proportion of natural spawners composed of hatchery origin fish 
must be less than the proportion of a hatchery broodstock composed of natural-origin fish for 
selection regimes in the natural environment to dominate the mean fitness of the population as a 
whole.  
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Figure A1. Theoretical relationship among effective population size (Ne), the proportion of a 
population derived from migrants or immigrants (m) each generation, and the number of migrants 
(immigrants) per generation (Nm) at equilibrium to counterbalance the effects of random genetic drift 
to achieve FST = 0.01 (a, b) or FST = 0.005 for the island model of population structure (eq. 12.2, 
Wright 1969). 
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Appendix 2. Effective population size. 


Effective population size (Ne) is a theoretical parameter that indirectly quantifies the amount of 
genetic variation that can be transmitted from parental to offspring generations within a 
population, either in terms of potential levels of inbreeding or the variance in gene frequencies 
between generations. Ne is highly influenced by sex ratio of spawners and population bottlenecks 
(i.e. major fluctuations in abundance between generations). For example, the genetic effective size 
of a population composed of different numbers of male and female spawners is approximated by 
the following equation: 


   Ne = 4NmNf / (Nm+Nf ),      (1) 


where Nm and Nf = the number of male and female spawners, respectively. The preceding 
expression assumes that males and females are randomly mated, although the sex ratio may be 
skewed.  


A single generation of Pacific salmon is composed of several brood years where each brood year 
is produced by independent spawning events. The relationship between effective population size 
(Ne) for a single generation and the effective number of breeders in a single year (Nb) is given by 
the following relationship (Waples 1990): 


   Ne ≈ (Nb)· t,        (2) 


where t = the generation time in years, or the mean age of adults at reproduction. For example, the 
genetic effective size of a hatchery population spawning 500 chinook salmon per year, with a 
mean age at spawning of four years, is Ne ≈ 2,000, assuming that multiple brood years contribute 
to the adults spawning in a single year and all adult spawners fertilize an equal number of eggs 
(Campton 2004). 


Equation (2) does not apply to populations in which all the adults in that population spawn in a 
single year. For example, pink salmon have a discrete, two-year life cycle; hence, Ne = Nb because 
the entire population (even or odd) spawns in a single year, every other year. Similarly, Ne = Nb 
for hatchery populations of coho salmon in which jacks (2-year old males) are excluded from 
spawning and all other adults return and spawn at three years of age. In this latter situation, the 
hatchery “population” would actually consist of three discrete populations with potentially 
separate effective population sizes that reflect the number of spawners every three years. This 
latter issue for coho salmon has motivated system-wide recommendations for coho salmon that 
require jacks constitute a minimum of 10% of the male spawners in hatchery broodstocks. 
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Appendix 3: Pseudo-examples of the demographic 
relationships between numbers of adult spawners in 
hatchery broodstocks and the number of natural-origin 
adults returning to a watershed for integrated 
hatchery programs 


The following tables (Tables 1-4) represent a series of pseudo-examples for two sets of situations. 
Tables 1 and 2 examine the demographic consequences and constraints for varying numbers of 
returning, natural-origin (NOR) adults when a hatchery broodstock requirement is 500 and 1,000 
adults, respectively. Tables 1 and 2 also examine the minimum recruit-to-spawner ratio necessary 
among NOR adults for genetic integration to be successful demographically when (a) 10% or (b) 
20% of the hatchery broodstock is derived each year from NOR adults. Conversely, Tables 3 and 
4 examine the demographic consequences and constraints for varying numbers of adult spawners 
in a hatchery broodstock assuming 10% or 20%, respectively, of the broodstock is derived each 
year from 1,000 returning NOR adults. Tables 3 and 4 also examine the maximum number of 
hatchery-origin (HOR) adults and their maximum allowable stray (gene flow) rates to the naturally 
spawning component under the constraint that the percent of natural spawners composed of HORs 
has to be less than the percent of hatchery spawners composed of NORs. This latter constraint is 
necessary for the mean fitness of the population as a whole (hatchery + natural) to be closer to the 
optimum for the natural environment than the hatchery environment. Maximum stray rates are 
also given for HORs constituting a maximum of 33% of the natural spawners, a situation that 
should be considered an upper risk limit for integrated programs except those in which 
supplementation spawning is deliberate to help restore or rebuild a naturally spawning 
populations. R/S is assumed to equal 1.0 for all natural spawners (NORs + HORs) in Tables 3 and 
4 but is assumed to equal 5.0 for hatchery spawners in all four tables (Tables 1-4). 
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Table 1. Broodstock and natural spawning escapement guidelines and constraints for integrated 
hatchery programs where the goal is to maintain the hatchery broodstock and natural spawners as 
two components of a single gene pool. The table below is based on a broodstock requirement of 
500 adult fish for the hatchery each year. Each row represents a different example based on the 
number of natural-origin adults (spawners) returning to the watershed and potentially intercepted 
by the hatchery. For each row, two scenarios are presented: either 10% or 20% of the broodstock 
is derived from NOR fish; hence, either 50 (10% of 500) or 100 (20% of 500) NOR adults, 
respectively, would be retained for broodstock each year. The column “Minimum. R/S required” 
is the minimum recruit-to-spawner ratio required for the naturally spawning component to replace 
itself each year after adult NOR fish are removed for broodstock and without counting HORs 
among the natural spawners. The hatchery program is assumed to have a R/S = 5.0, thus resulting 
in 2500 HOR adult returns from the spawning of 500 adults. The column “Max. No. of HORs in 
escapement” represents the maximum number and, in parenthesis, the maximum percent of the 
total number of HORs that should be allowed to spawn naturally under each of the two scenarios, 
respectively, under the constraint that the percent of natural spawners composed of HOR adults 
should be less than the percent of the hatchery broodstock composed of NOR adults. 


______________________________________________________________________________ 


Hatchery broodstock requires 500 adults per year 
______________________________________________________________________________ 


10% of hatchery broodstock derived from NORS. 20% of hatchery broodstock derived from 
NORS 


 
 


Number of 


NORs 


 


%ofNORS 


removed 


for 


broodstock 


 


Number of 


NORs 


passed 


upstream 


 


Max.No.(%) 


ofHORsin 


escapement 


 


Minimum 


R/Srequired 


 


%ofNORS 


removedfor 


broodstock 


 


Numberof 


NORspassed 


upstream 


 


Max.No.(%) 


ofHORsin 


nature 


 


Minimum 


R/Srequired 


100 50.0% 50 6(0.2%) 2.00 100% 0 NA NA 
250 20.0% 200 22(0.9%) 1.25 40% 150 37(1.5%) 1.67 
500 10.0% 450 50(2.0%) 1.11 20% 400 100(4.0%) 1.25 
750 6.7% 700 78(3.1%) 1.07 13% 650 162(6.5%) 1.15 
1,000 5.0% 950 106(4.2%) 1.05 10% 900 225(9.0%) 1.11 
1,500 3.3% 1,450 161(6.4%) 1.03 7% 1,400 350(14.0%) 1.07 
2,000 2.5% 1,950 217(8.7%) 1.02 5% 1,900 500(20.0%) 1.05 
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Table 2. Same as Table 3 except 1,000 adult fish are required for the hatchery broodstock each 
year. Under the 10% and 20% broodstock scenarios for NORs shown below, either 100 (10% of 
1,000) or 200 (20% of 1,000) NOR adults would be retained for broodstock each year. The 
hatchery program is still assumed to have a R/S = 5.0, thus resulting in 5000 HOR adult returns 
from the spawning of 1000 adults. 


_______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 


 Hatchery broodstock requires 1,000 adults per year 


_______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 


10% of hatchery broodstock derived from NORS. 20% of hatchery broodstock derived from 
NORS| 


 
 


Numberof 


NORs 


 


%ofNORS 


removedfor 


broodstock 


 


Numberof 


NORspassed 


upstream 


 


Max.No.(%) 


ofHORsin 


escapement 


 


 


Minimum 


R/Srequired 


 


%ofNORS 


removedfor 


broodstock 


 


Numberof 


NORspassed 


upstream 


 


Max.No.(%) 


ofHORsin 


nature 


 


 


Minimum 


R/Srequired 


200 50% 100 11(0.2%) 2.00 100% 0 NA NA 
250 40% 150 17(0.3%) 1.67 80% 50 12(0.2%) 5.00 
500 20% 400 44(0.9%) 1.25 40% 300 75(1.5%) 1.67 
750 13% 650 72(1.4%) 1.15 27% 550 137(2.7%) 1.36 
1,000 10% 900 100(2.0%) 1.11 20% 800 200(4.0%) 1.25 
1,500 7% 1,400 156(3.1%) 1.07 13% 1,300 325(6.5%) 1.15 
2,000 5% 1,900 211(4.2%) 1.05 10% 1,800 450(9.0%) 1.11 
4,000 2.5% 3,900 433(8.7%) 1.03 5% 3,800 950(19.0%) 1.05 
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Table 3. Broodstock and natural spawning escapement guidelines and constraints for integrated 
hatchery programs where the goal is to maintain the hatchery broodstock and natural spawners as 
two components of a single gene pool. The table below is based on an annual return of 1,000 
natural-origin (NOR) adults back to the watershed in which the hatchery is located. The examples 
below assume a recruit-to-spawner ratio of 5.0 for hatchery spawners and 1.0 for natural spawners. 
Each row represents a different example based on the number of adults (spawners) required for the 
broodstock each year (column 1) and the requirement that 10% of the broodstock is composed of 
NOR adults each year (column 3). For each row, two scenarios for the maximum number of HOR 
adults spawning naturally are provided: (1) HOR adults constitute a maximum of 10% (= to the 
proportion of NOR adults in the broodstock) or (2) 33% of the total number of adults on the 
spawning grounds (#NORs : #HORs = 2). 


 


Hatchery-origin adults Natural-origin adults 10% of natural spawners are HORS 33% of natural 
spawners are HORs 


 
 
No.of 
spawners 
inthe 
hatchery 
 


 
NoofHO
R 
recruits 
R/S=5.0 


 
No.of 
NORsin 
broodstoc
k 
10%rule 


 
%of 
NORSre
movedfr
omwild 
 


 
No.ofNO
RS 
leftin 
wild 


 
Max.No.
ofHORs 
spawning 
naturally 
10%rule 


 
TotalNo.
of 
natural 
spawners 


 
Max. 
stray 
rateofHO
Rs 
(%) 


 
Max.No. 
ofHORs 
spawning 
naturally 
33%rule 


 
TotalNo. 
of 
natural 
spawners 


 
Max. 
stray 
rateof 
HORS 
(%) 


100 500 10 1% 990 110 1,100 22% 495 1,485 99% 
200 1,000 20 2% 980 109 1,089 11% 490 1,470 49% 
300 1.500 30 3% 970 108 1,078 7.2% 485 1,455 32% 
400 2,000 40 4% 960 107 1,067 5.4% 480 1,440 24% 
500 2,500 50 5% 950 106 1,056 4.2% 475 1,425 19% 
600 3,000 60 6% 940 104 1,044 3.5% 470 1,410 16% 
700 3,500 70 7% 930 103 1,033 2.9% 465 1,395 13% 
800 4,000 80 8% 920 102 1,022 2.6% 460 1,380 11% 
900 4,500 90 9% 910 101 1,011 2.2% 455 1,365 10% 
1,000 5,000 100 10% 900 100 1,000 2.0% 450 1,350 9.0% 
1,500 7,500 150 15% 850 94 944 1.3% 425 1,275 5.6% 
2,000 10,000 200 20% 800 89 889 0.9% 400 1,200 4.0% 
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Table 4. Same as Table 1 except that 20% of the broodstock is composed of NOR adults each year 
(column 3) and HOR adults constitute a maximum of 20% or 33% of the total number of adults on 
the spawning grounds. 


 


Hatchery-origin adults Natural-origin adults 20% of natural spawners are HORS 33% of natural 
spawners are HORs 


 
 
No.of 
spawners 
inthe 
hatchery 
 


 
NoofHO
R 
recruits 
R/S=5.0 


 
No.of 
NORsin 
broodstoc
k 
20%rule 


 
%of 
NORSre
movedfr
omwild 
 


 
No.ofNO
RS 
leftin 
wild 


 
Max.No.
ofHORs 
spawning 
naturally 
20%rule 


 
TotalNo.
of 
natural 
spawners 


 
Max. 
stray 
rateofHO
Rs 
(%) 


 
Max.No. 
ofHORs 
spawning 
naturally 
33%rule 


 
TotalNo. 
of 
natural 
spawners 


 
Max. 
stray 
rateof 
HORS 
(%) 


100 500 20 2% 980 245 1,225 49% 490 1,470 98% 
200 1,000 40 4% 960 240 1,200 24% 480 1,440 48% 
300 1.500 60 6% 940 235 1,175 16% 470 1,410 31% 
400 2,000 80 8% 920 230 1,150 12% 460 1,380 23% 
500 2,500 100 10% 900 225 1,125 9.0% 450 1,350 18% 
600 3,000 120 12% 880 220 1,100 7.3% 440 1,320 15% 
700 3,500 140 14% 860 215 1,075 6.1% 430 1,290 12% 
800 4,000 160 16% 840 210 1,050 5.3% 420 1,260 10% 
900 4,500 180 18% 820 205 1,025 4.6% 410 1,230 9.1% 
1,000 5,000 200 20% 800 200 1,000 4.0% 400 1,200 8.0% 
1,500 7,500 300 30% 700 175 875 2.3% 350 1,050 4.7% 
2,000 10,000 400 40% 600 150 750 1.5% 300 900 3.0% 
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Appendix 4. An example of a plan to restore a 
naturally spawning population of steelhead from an 
established hatchery population with the goal of 
developing a genetically integrated broodstock 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing to restore a naturally spawning population of 
steelhead in Battle Creek, California, from a native hatchery stock propagated at the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery (NFH). Battle Creek is a tributary to the upper Sacramento River near 
Anderson, California. Coleman NFH is located on Battle Creek, approximately six miles upstream 
from its confluence with the Sacramento River.  


The hatchery stock was developed during the 1950s from natural-origin adults trapped in the 
mainstem Sacramento River as partial mitigation for construction and operation of Shasta Dam, a 
mainstem barrier to upstream migration. Several small diversion dams used by a private utility for 
hydropower generation on Battle Creek are being removed or provided with fish passage which 
will provide nearly 20 miles of additional stream access to salmon and steelhead upstream from 
Coleman NFH.  


Coleman NFH is equipped with a permanent barrier weir on Battle Creek which allows the 
hatchery to trap all upstream migrating adults and control upstream passage. The long-term goal is 
to restore a naturally spawning population upstream from the hatchery and develop a genetically 
integrated broodstock with a minimum of 2,000 natural-origin spawners in the upper watershed 
and 800 spawners in the hatchery each year.56 As the number of natural-origin adults trapped at 
Coleman NFH increases over time, the number of hatchery-origin fish released upstream to spawn 
naturally will be reduced until no hatchery-origin fish are released.  


The restoration program began in 1995, when hatchery-origin fish were first passed upstream. 
During the 2002–03 return year, more than 500 natural-origin adults were trapped at Coleman 
NFH, of which approximately 40 were retained for broodstock and 487 were passed upstream to 
spawn naturally. In addition, nearly 800 hatchery-origin fish were passed upstream for 
supplementation spawning.  


The table below shows one proposed sliding scale for controlling the number of hatchery-origin 
(HOR) and natural-origin (NOR) fish passed upstream to spawn naturally, as a function of the 
total number of NOR fish trapped at Coleman NFH. 


 
56


 The plan is to spawn 800 adults for the hatchery each year, but the number of eyed eggs for each full-sib family would be culled by 
approximately 50% for those families in which both parents were of hatchery-origin. This approach is designed to double the effective 
population size of the broodstock and equalize family size. Genetic integration is being initiated by spawning 760 HOR and 40 NOR adults. 
These numbers will eventually evolve to 720 HOR and 80 NOR adults with the goal that NOR adults will make a 20% genetic contribution to 
released progeny each year. 
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_____________________________________________________________ 
 
Number of NORs Numbers of fish passed 
Trapped at Coleman NFH upstream in Battle Creek 
---------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------- 
    No. for % of 
Total  hatchery total   NORs HORs Total %HORs 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
200  40 20.0%  160  320  480  67% 
500  40 8.0%  460  920  1380 67% 
750  40 5.3%  710  1290 2000 65% 
1000 50 5.0%  950  1050 2000 52% 
1500 75 5.0%  1425 575  2000 29% 
1750 80 4.6%  1670 330  2000 17% 
2000 80 4.0%  1920 80  2000 4% 
2080 80 3.8%  2000 0  2000 0% 
>2080 80 <3.8%  >2000 0  >2000 0% 
_________________________________________________________ 
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USING HATCHERY SALMON CARCASSES FOR 
NUTRIFICATION OF FRESHWATER ECOSYSTEMS WHILE 
REDUCING ASSOCIATED FISH HEALTH RISKS. 


Returning adult salmon are a unique vector for the delivery of marine nutrients into the freshwater 
ecosystem. The importance of these nutrients to consumers such as raccoons, bear, eagles and 
even man has been recognized for some time. Recent research also suggests that a significant 
portion of nitrogen in plants and animals in streams where adult salmon are abundant is derived 
from those returning adults (Mathison 1988, Kline et al. 1993). Marine-derived nutrients from 
returning adult salmon have been found to make a significant contribution to riparian vegetation 
and even old-growth forests (Reimchen 1994, Bilby et al.1996). In streams in interior British 
Columbia, Johnston et al. (1997) found that where salmon carcasses were abundant, up to 60% of 
the nitrogen in benthic insects was derived from the carcasses. They also found that juvenile 
salmon show higher growth rates in streams where adult salmon spawn than in streams without 
spawning adults. Use of hatchery salmon carcasses as a source of these marine-derived nutrients 
was found to increase the density of age 0+ coho and age 0+ and 1+ steelhead in small, 
southwestern Washington streams (Bilby et al. 1998). 


The deliberate distribution of hatchery salmon carcasses into watersheds for purposes of 
nutrification can have a positive ecological benefit to natural salmonid stocks. This practice may, 
however, also pose a fish health risk to these stocks if not properly managed. It is well recognized 
that disease organisms present in salmon carcasses can be transmitted to other salmonids 
following the release of these organisms into water or through their direct consumption. In order 
to reduce this risk, the HSRG recommends: 


• Certifying that adult broodstock is free of viral pathogens prior to planting. The adult 
sampling level should be a minimum of 60 fish for carcass plantings within the same 
watershed and 150 fish for plantings in different watersheds within the same fish health 
management zone. 


• Freezing carcasses prior to planting to reduce the infectious titers of pathogenic organisms 
in the salmon carcasses. This measure will decrease the risk of transmission of certain of 
these disease organisms (see, for example, Margolis 1977 for a metazoan parasite, and 
Evelyn 2001 for two important bacterial fish pathogens). 


• Planting carcasses only within the historic range of the species being used for nutrient 
enhancement. 


• Avoiding the planting of adults or juveniles that may have died of infectious disease. This 
would include pre-spawning adult mortalities and juvenile mortalities from hatchery 
ponds. 
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HATCHERY SMOLT QUALITY AND ACHIEVING THE WILD 
SALMON TEMPLATE 


Smoltification 
Anadromous salmonids undertake a metamorphosis, the parr-smolt transformation, as they prepare 
for migration to the sea. Photoperiod-induced changes in physiology, body shape, and behavior 
transform the cryptic, bottom-oriented resident form, or parr, to the migratory, schooling form. 
This metamorphosis is termed smoltification and the resulting migrant is termed a smolt. The 
process of smoltification is a major life history event, with fundamental changes in body form and 
function likened to the metamorphosis of a frog to a prince (Grimm’s Fairy Tales). 


Timing and duration of the metamorphosis and downstream migration to the sea is determined by 
a species-specific, genetically-determined life history pattern and environmental events governing 
growth rate and size. For example, chum and pink salmon smoltify almost immediately upon 
absorption of their yolk sacs and swim up in the late winter or early spring. Chinook, coho, 
sockeye, and steelhead normally smolt as yearlings or two year-olds during the period of 
increasing day length in late spring. Depending on life history type (stream or ocean form), or the 
size attained in their first year of life, some Chinook may smoltify as yearlings or sub-yearlings. In 
some instances, Chinook salmon may exhibit smolt-like characteristics during declining 
photoperiod in the fall of the year, and migrate seaward to the estuary.  


Smolted salmonids exhibit rapid downstream migration, increased hypo-osmoregulatory capability 
(enhanced seawater tolerance), sustained growth in the ocean and high survival to adulthood. The 
linkage between smoltification, growth rate, and seawater tolerance and migration rate has been 
reported frequently in the literature (Wagner et al. 1969; Varnavsky et al. 1992). These processes 
are under hormonal control and mediated primarily by photoperiod. The same hormones 
controlling growth rate (growth hormone, insulin-like growth factor-I) also stimulate the 
development of seawater tolerance in salmonids (Sakamoto and Hirano 1993). It is also 
recognized that survival is not the only valuable quality measure of released hatchery fish, 
especially in integrated conservation programs,57 where fish are released to intermingle with their 
wild counterparts. 


Defining Quality Hatchery Smolts 
During the course of its regional reviews of hatchery programs, the HSRG has noted that the 
quality of hatchery-origin fish was almost always described in terms of size, numbers, or condition 
index of fish produced, and whether they meet a pre-determined time window for release. Fish size 
at release almost invariably seems to be used as a surrogate for fish quality. In some cases, the 
health of released fish is discussed as a measure of quality at the time of release from the hatchery, 


                                                 
57


 See Emerging Issues paper on Integrated vs. Segregated programs. 
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but rarely is fish quality adequately described, or monitored, prior to or following release. Most 
hatchery personnel have difficulty defining smolt or fingerling quality beyond obvious behavioral 
and silver coloration changes, yet the scientific literature is rich in descriptions of physiological, 
morphological, and behavioral definitions of a quality smolt. This deficiency may stem from past 
hatchery practices and the focus and direction of past research.  


It is interesting to note that following the advent of the coded wire tag, most hatchery 
improvement studies were aimed at manipulating the size and time of release of smolts to 
maximize survival. Additionally, some researchers concentrated on the role of nutrition 
(proximate composition, constituent quality, etc.) in optimizing adult survival. But in most cases, 
optimization has meant manipulating fish size and timing of release. In contrast to the 1970s and 
1980s, the hatchery operator now has many additional tools with which to measure and manipulate 
the quality of smolts during the culture phase.  


The quality of a smolt is embodied in the rate and completeness of the parr-smolt transformation. 
In the hatchery, the timing, magnitude, and duration of the metamorphosis are a surrogate for 
smolt quality and can be quantified using physiological, morphological, and behavioral measures. 
Therefore, it is strongly recommended that the definition of smolt quality be expanded to include 
additional physiological, morphological, and behavioral measurements taken throughout the 
culture cycle. Examples include some specific physiological measures of smoltification status 
linked to improved survival such as gill Na-K ATPase enzyme activity, blood concentrations of 
thyroid hormones, growth hormone, insulin, insulin-like growth factor, and body lipid levels, 
among others. A simple measure of physiological smolt development easily measured at the 
hatchery is the rate of change in growth rate, immediately preceding and during the parr-smolt 
transformation (Beckman et al., 1996). The definition of a quality hatchery smolt is therefore 
equal to the definition of a quality natural smolt. Smolt quality is defined as a metamorphosed, 
anadromous salmonid that exhibits rapid downstream migration, increased hypo-osmoregulatory 
capability (enhanced seawater tolerance), sustained growth in the ocean, and high survival to 
adulthood. Smolt quality is measured along a continuum of physiological, morphological, and 
behavioral changes that occur during the metamorphosis from fingerling to migrant.  


Wild Salmon Template 
In the years following ESA listings, researchers and managers have recognized the need to 
conserve and recover depleted natural stocks and have used hatcheries as one potential tool. 
Research emphasis is now concentrated on the physiological, morphological and behavioral traits 
of hatchery fish that may impart benefits when released. In these programs, the wild fish may 
provide the best template for duplicating a quality hatchery smolt. For example, mimicking the 
growth pattern, size, and out-migration timing of natural fish has been shown to produce higher 
quality hatchery smolts with greater smolt-to-adult survival. An added advantage would be an 
equivalent hatchery contribution to adult harvest with fewer smolts released. Producing, high 
quality smolts that migrate downstream rapidly reduces opportunity for hatchery-wild fish 
interactions and minimizes negative ecological impacts of hatchery fish on wild fish. Rapidly 
migrating smolts will be less likely to residualize and imprint on inappropriate stream sites, and 
therefore be less likely to stray during their homing migration. 
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If one were to use wild salmon as a template, for juvenile hatchery fish, what morphological, 
behavioral, physiological, and genetic fitness traits would characterize locally adapted stocks? The 
following dialogue gives examples of physiological, morphological and behavioral templates 
characteristic of wild fish:  


Physiology 
Conditions in the hatchery environment affect physiological fitness. Water quality affects the 
duration and rate of smolt development and other physiological processes in the hatchery 
environment. Primary amongst these are temperature and photoperiod. Physical and chemical 
characteristics such as suspended solids; dissolved gases, pH, and mineral content may also 
control physiological processes such as fish health (immune resistance) and osmoregulation.  


Energy reserves and growth rate affect physiological fitness. Growth, survival and the 
physiological processes of smoltification and maturation in salmonids are controlled in part by the 
availability and quality of forage organisms. During periods of declining day length, circulating 
levels of the metabolic hormones IGF-1 and growth hormone are low and protein synthesis rates 
in the body are reduced. Fish convert both dietary protein and lipid into stored body fat during 
these periods. In contrast, when day lengths increase, as during the period of spring smolting, body 
metabolism patterns change, with increases in protein synthesis rates and lypolysis, resulting in 
lower percentage whole body fat levels. In late autumn and early winter wild fish reduce growth 
rate, feeding activity, and metabolism and lose substantial amounts of body fat over the winter 
(Beckman et al. 1998). In late winter and early spring, wild yearlings dramatically increase 
feeding, accumulate body fat, resume growth and exhibit a dynamic pattern of physiological 
development (Dickhoff et al. 1997). In contrast, hatchery salmonids are fed diets high in lipids at 
feeding levels that encourage sustained rapid growth, even during cold winter periods when 
growth of natural fish is zero. In natural salmonids there is a positive relation between growth rate 
during the two months immediately proceeding out migration and survival to adulthood (Dickhoff 
et al. 1995). Furthermore, increased spring growth of spring Chinook salmon improves their 
downstream movement. 


In general, wild smolts differ from hatchery smolts in four ways; wild fish are generally smaller 
than hatchery fish; show more rapid growth rate during the smolting period; have less body fat 
than hatchery smolts; and show a more dynamic change in physiological and metabolic status 
from over-wintering to the spring smolting period. 


Morphology 
Conditions in the hatchery environment should promote morphological fitness by emulating 
natural fish body size, body shape, and coloration. For example, body size affects foraging 
effectiveness, vulnerability to predators, fecundity and reproductive success.  


The size of a juvenile salmonid affects its ability to compete with its peers, escape predators, adapt 
to seawater, migrate rapidly, mature early, and most importantly, survive and recruit into the 
fishery or spawning population (Bilton et al. 1982, Martin and Wertheimer 1989). Natural 
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populations generally contain fish within a size range governed by hatch time, available food 
resources, and environmental conditions.  


Releasing young, high-quality smolts within a size range similar to the natural population from 
which they are derived, as opposed to releasing larger smolts, will reduce competition with wild 
smolts and minimize selection pressures that occur when there is clear disparity in size. 


Cryptic coloration. In nature, salmonid eggs incubate, and alevins develop, in the darkened, 
matrix-rich environment of the gravel substrate of the redd. Following hatch, juveniles rear in a 
complex lighted environment of shade, sunlight filtering through riparian vegetation, and light-
absorbing dark gravel substrate. This environment produces cryptic coloration and body 
camouflage patterns most likely to reduce vulnerability to predators. At smoltification, guanine is 
deposited in the epidermal tissues, and the fish becomes silvery in appearance as it undertakes its 
downstream migration. Hatcheries can simulate these conditions through the use of enriched 
environments.  


The body shape of a wild salmonid changes with the season of the year and the availability of 
nutritional resources. During winter, a period of low feed availability or even starvation, body 
weight and condition (relationship between body length and weight) drops, resulting in a slimmer 
fish with lower body fat. In spring, prior to smoltification, resident non-migratory juveniles feed 
heavily and regain body fat and condition. During the parr-to-smolt transformation, and as the 
period of downstream migration nears, the condition index changes again and a slimmer, more 
streamlined, silvery smolt is produced.  


Overall, fecundity is generally lower in hatchery fish, owing to juvenile rearing protocols and 
smaller age at maturity. In some species, the release of large hatchery fish results in a larger 
percentage of precocious males in the population, early return of females to the hatchery, and 
smaller age and lowered fecundity at return.  


Behavior 
Conditions at the hatchery should promote the competency of juvenile fish to migrate, establish 
territory, and displace other individuals, prey and forage.  


Social behavior Juvenile salmonids have been shown to reduce their territory size as fish density 
increases. Territory size may limit the maximum density of juvenile salmonids in streams 
(McNicol and Noakes 1984). Density is an important factor in adult survival, with high-density 
culture causing a breakdown in social hierarchies in cultured salmonids. 


Migration/homing/straying Before out-migration, juvenile salmon learn odors associated with 
their natal streams, which guide their homing migrations as adults. Imprinting in salmon may 
occur at multiple life history stages. To maximize imprinting opportunity, juvenile salmon must 
experience the odors of their natal system at various times and physiological states when the odors 
can be learned. It is well-known that olfactory imprinting occurs during sensitive periods 
associated with surges in plasma thyroxin levels during parr-smolt transformation (Dittman et al 
1995). This may indicate the occurrence of multiple pre-smolt imprinting periods. 
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Predation avoidance behavior Natural salmon juveniles experience and observe predation of their 
cohorts by birds, fish and a variety of mammals. Observed predation, or attempted predation on 
themselves and other salmonids, results in expression of an innate predator-avoidance response 
that protects natural salmon juveniles. Because they are protected in the hatchery environment, 
hatchery salmon are lacking this naturally learned predator-avoidance response.  


Foraging ability From the time of first feeding to returning as adults, natural salmon learn to feed 
on a variety of swimming, moving, prey organisms. The recognition of a specific type of prey 
movement is probably recognizable to naturally rearing salmon juveniles. By comparison, 
hatchery salmon are fed a regimen of prepared feeds that are generally uniform in size, color and 
movement. Hatchery fish have been shown to be less successful in stalking and capturing natural 
prey organisms.  


Genetics 
Genetic changes from artificial propagation can affect both the productivity and viability of wild 
populations (Reisenbichler and Rubin 1999). To produce a quality smolt for use in conservation 
and recovery of wild populations, hatchery practices should minimize both random and directional 
selective changes that contribute to domestication and loss of local adaptation. Domestication is 
the process of a population changing over time in response to an artificial or human-controlled 
environment and is manifested in directly-measurable genetic characteristics (e.g. allele 
frequencies) as well as in physiological, morphological, and behavioral traits discussed above. 
Principal factors that lead to domestication include relaxation of natural selection that would 
naturally occur in the wild, natural selection to the hatchery environment, and direct human-
controlled selective breeding.  


Maintenance and Selection of Broodstock 


The goal of developing a wild-template smolt is to minimize the changes that contribute to 
domestication. The level of domestication selection is affected by both hatchery practices and the 
amount of exchange between hatchery and wild populations. Hatchery practices that minimize 
changes in physiological, morphological and behavioral traits, as well as such traits as time, age 
and size of return will decrease the risk of domestication, as many of these traits have inheritable 
components. 


Broodstocks should be selected from locally-adapted populations. Introduction of spawners from 
exogenous populations should be avoided, to minimize risks of outbreeding depression. The 
periodic infusion of adults of natural-origin spawners retards the rate and level of domestication, 
but may not completely eliminate its effects (Ford, in press).  


Effective population size  


Hatchery practices should be designed to maximize effective population size to maintain genetic 
diversity and reduce potential detrimental effects of inbreeding. Small effective population sizes 
can increase the likelihood of deleterious effects by random drift, even in the absence of an altered 
selective environment. Effective population size is defined in terms of numbers of reproducing 
adults (breeders) per year and the generation time of the population. Techniques that ensure every 
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adult has an equal probability of producing progeny maximize effective population size. These 
techniques include equal sex ratio, equal family size, and mating protocols that equalize 
contributions among individuals. 


The effective population size of the hatchery program can also directly affect the health and 
viability of the wild population. A reduction in diversity and in the effective size of the wild 
population can result from “genetic swamping,” where a large number of hatchery fish from 
relatively few parents interbreed with wild fish. This is particularly likely if the effective 
population size of the hatchery population is substantially less than that of the wild population, 
(Ryman and Laikre 1991). 


Achieving the Wild Fish Template in the Hatchery 
How would a hatchery manager rear fish to approximate the wild fish template? The following 
section describes hatchery methods that can be employed to mimic the wild fish template in 
hatchery fish: 


Physiology 
Swimming efficiency (stamina, stride efficiency)  


Solution: exercise, growth modulation. 


Smolt development (silvering-guanine deposition, hormonal and enzyme cycles, hypo-
osmoregulatory ability) 


Solution: growth modulation, dietary salt, photoperiod control, rearing density. 


Energy stores (whole body proximates, liver glycogen, hepatosomatic index) 


Solution: feed amount, growth modulation. Simulate proximate composition by 
controlling diet composition.  


Morphology 
Growth pattern (seasonal change in length, weight, and condition factor). 


Solution: growth modulation. Simulate growth rate and body size by controlling water 
temperature and feeding rates. Slow growth during winter followed by rapid growth 
during spring ensures better quality smolts. 


Length frequency distribution (mean length/weight, variance, skewness) 







 
 


B-36 Emerging Issues – Smolt Quality and the Wild Salmon Template 


Solution: feed amounts and frequency of feeding, staggered egg take, thermal control of 
incubation, rearing density, feed schedule. Fish are grown using methods of feed ration 
and/or water temperature manipulations to match growth cycles of hatchery fish to growth 
patterns of wild fish. Growth of hatchery fish will be reduced in the winter and accelerated 
in the spring.  


Smolt development (condition factor, coloration, body shape, fin quality, dentition, cloacal folds) 


Solution: dietary salt, growth modulation, rearing density, environmental enrichment. 


Out-migration timing  


Solution: volitional, forced, staggered release. 


Behavior 
Competition for feed.  


Solution: environmental enrichment, forage training on live foods, rearing density. 


Competition for space (territoriality)  


Solution: environmental enrichment, reduced rearing density. 


Migratory behavior (schooling, downstream orientation, restlessness, migration) 


Solution: growth modulation, exercise?  


Predator avoidance  


Solution: exercise, predator conditioning, avoid human feeder imprinting. 


Genetics 
Minimize Domestication Selection (selection in the hatchery environment) 


Solution: select locally adapted broodstock, periodically infuse wild spawners. 


Run timing  


Solution: monitor run timing, adjust egg take to emulate wild timing, modulate 
developmental rates to emulate wild timing, cull as needed. 


Age at maturity (age structure, precocity) 
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Solution: utilize cohorts in proportion to wild run. 


Size at maturity (average size at age) 


Solution: monitor size at age changes within hatchery relative to wild populations; 
minimize directional changes in hatchery by equalizing contributions of individuals 
irrespective of size within age cohort within the bounds of the wild template. 


Maximize effective population size (inbreeding and variance effective population size) 


Solution: equalize sex ratio, follow fertilization protocols that equalize contributions 
among individuals (e.g. factorial matings, pairwise matings), equalize family size, cull as 
needed. 
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BENEFITS OF HATCHERY FISH AS A SOURCE OF FOOD 
In the development of its Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and 
Steelhead, the Hatchery Scientific Review Group recognized that hatcheries will likely experience 
more frequent large surpluses of returning adults because of increased protection of co-mingled 
natural stocks. Because of this, it is important for the hatchery operators and fishery managers to 
devise creative solutions for providing harvest opportunities, and to use surplus returns in ways 
that provide additional benefits from the hatchery programs. 


One creative use of hatchery surplus fish is as a source of food. Historically, a small portion of 
fish returning to state hatcheries has been used as food for state institutions or distributed to tribes 
for subsistence purposes. The majority has been sold to buyers who use the carcasses primarily for 
products such as fish meal for pet food. Tribal hatcheries have generally been the exception to this 
rule. Most tribal hatcheries have considered distribution of salmon to tribal members as the 
preferred use of this resource. Some, like the Nisqually and Skokomish tribes, have expanded their 
distribution system to include charitable organizations, food banks and even members of the 
general public that visit the hatchery on spawning days specifically to pick up fish to be used for 
food. In the last ten years, the Nisqually Tribe alone has distributed an average of 70,000 pounds 
of hatchery returns annually for use as food (Bill St. Jean, Nisqually Indian Tribe and Dave 
Herrera, Skokomish Indian Tribe, personal communications). 


In the past few years, the State of Washington has also recognized the value of fish returning to 
hatcheries as a food source. Under state law, the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW) has the authority to donate hatchery returns, as excess state property, to needy 
citizens of the state. Current recipients of hatchery fish include 40 different organizations ranging 
from small groups such as senior centers, Salvation Army branches, churches and gleaning 
organizations that receive from 10–200 fish per visit, to a large, statewide distribution network 
that has an outlet in every county of the state.  


The small organizations arrange to pick up hatchery adults from a specific hatchery in their area 
and handle the processing and distribution to their organization themselves. In the case of the 
statewide network, a contracted processor picks up the hatchery adults, processes and freezes them 
as skinless fillets, and distributes them statewide through Seattle First Harvest. In order to defray 
his cost, the processor keeps the by-products: skeletal remains, skin, and eggs (which are used for 
fish meal), bait eggs and caviar.  


In the first year of operation (2000), this program took 30,000 pounds of hatchery adults and 
distributed them as food. In 2001, 450,000 pounds of fish were used to produce fillets. Projections 
for 2002 were for 1.5–2.0 million pounds of fish to be used to produce 500,000–700,000 pounds 
of frozen skinless fillets; the equivalent of 2.0–2.8 million servings of protein. Because of the 
success of this program, providing hatchery fish to feed needy residents is now a high priority for 
good quality fish, second only to meeting the needs of the hatchery program and providing fish for 
natural spawning areas (Andy Appleby, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, personal 
communication).  
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In 2002, the State of Oregon placed a higher priority on using surplus hatchery adults as a food 
source. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has made arrangements with the same 
processor used by WDFW. In exchange for the right to process and sell the by-products, fish are 
processed into skinless fillets and distributed frozen by the Oregon Food Bank. Projections for the 
2002 contribution from Oregon hatcheries were similar to Washington’s—approximately 140,000 
fish to be processed into 500,000 pounds of food (Bill Otto, Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, personal communication). 
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MARINE CARRYING CAPACITY 
The present hatchery system for Pacific salmon was developed to produce increasingly higher 
numbers of fish in a constant oceanic ecosystem, believed to be near limitless in its capacity to 
accommodate hatchery salmon. Until recently, these oceanic systems were believed to be stable, 
internally regulated, and to behave in a deterministic manner. The more current view is of an open 
system in near constant flux - a system without long-term stability, and one that is often under the 
influence of stochastic factors, many originating outside the ecosystem itself. The modern view of 
the ecosystem is one characterized by ecological uncertainty (Mahnken et al. 1998). 


Based on the assumption that ocean carrying capacity was unlimited, or had not yet been reached, 
the goal of increasing the size of a fishery was simply achieved by building more hatcheries and 
releasing more fish. As a result, for more than 20 years there has been massive growth in salmon 
hatchery releases in the Pacific Northwest (Mahnken et al. 1998), with more smolts entering the 
ocean from the Pacific Northwest hatchery system than at any time in the past. An example of this 
general increases in hatchery output is the Columbia River Basin. The Northwest Power Planning 
Council (NWPPC 1986) estimated that annual natural abundance before 1850 was 264 million 
smolts. Since the late 1980s, public hatcheries in the Columbia River Basin have reared between 
200 - 300 million juveniles annually for release (Chapman 1986, Schiewe et al. 1989). In 1992, for 
example, based on releases of nearly 203 million hatchery fish and an estimated 145 million wild 
fish, almost 350 million smolts were in the Basin that year, or 32 % above the historic high of 
1850. Such vast numbers of out-migrants clearly place a heavy demand on the food production 
capabilities of any ecosystem, whether in the natal streams and rivers, the coastal estuaries, or in 
the ocean itself. Furthermore, in the intense competition for food, which must occur, the dramatic 
increases in numbers of hatchery fish have obviously affected the chances for survival of the 
smaller numbers of native stocks. 


Studies on abundance of stocks in widely separate geographic areas over time have indicated 
oceanic conditions are primarily responsible for changes in annual returns of adult salmon (Cooper 
and Johnson 1992, Beamish and Bouillon 1993, Lichatowich 1993, Olsen and Richards 1994). 
The way in which these physical, chemical, and biological processes conditions can impact fish 
populations and production trends are reasonably well known.  


Based on analysis of climatic trends and the productivity of salmon fisheries in the North Pacific, 
Beamish and Bouillon (1993) noted that the strategy of releasing large numbers of artificially 
reared smolts during a period of decreasing marine survival was not appropriate. Concerns over 
the limits of ocean carrying capacity, and other factors, are conspiring to force a re evaluation of 
industrial hatchery production of North Pacific salmonids (Mahnken et al. 1998). Concerns 
include (i) high harvest rates of wild fish in fisheries targeted on the more abundant hatchery 
stocks, (ii) over-production of hatchery chum salmon in Japan, and both pink and chum salmon in 
Alaska, (iii) declining fish size, and (iv) altered return timing and age at maturity, and (v) widely 
varying ocean survivals. Concern for declining size and increasing age at maturity observed in 
North Pacific stocks of five salmon species suggests that large-scale hatchery production may be 
resulting in density-dependent growth reduction (Kaeriyama and Urawa 1992, Rogers and 
Ruggerone 1993, Bigler and Helle 1994).  
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Although ocean harvest rates are generally scaled back when the abundance or productivity of 
wild stocks is low and regime shifts become evident, hatchery production is not. Rather, the 
tendency in the 1970-90 period has been to increase hatchery production in the Pacific Northwest 
as ocean productivity decreased (Mahnken et al, 1998). Given that the carrying capacity of the 
ocean has a primary impact on salmon returns, it is eminently sensible that hatchery releases 
should be reduced during periods of poor ocean survival to protect wild fish. Scientific ignorance 
of oceanic regime shifts, and their impact on the variability of fish abundance and survival, has 
acted against wild fish populations through poorly informed or ill-considered hatchery production 
and harvest policies.  


Regime shifts, or major changes in ocean productivity, occur only infrequently but are becoming 
increasingly predictable. By interpreting physical, chemical, and biological signals of changing 
oceanic productivity, certain impacts can now be anticipated. Fishery managers now know they 
should decrease harvest rates during periods of lower productivity, that is, they should scale 
fisheries to the natural spatial and temporal patterns of abundance of wild fish populations. 
Likewise, hatchery production should be curtailed during periods of increased density dependant 
mortality to protect wild stocks and to reduce monetary waste. Modern hatcheries should program 
their production to accommodate the natural spatial and temporal patterns of abundance in wild 
fish populations.  
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OUTPLANTING AND NET PEN RELEASE OF HATCHERY-
ORIGIN FISH 


A large system of fish hatcheries exists in the Pacific Northwest for propagating Pacific salmon 
and steelhead (Oncorhynchus spp). A significant proportion of those released fish support 
commercial, Tribal, and recreational fisheries to specifically mitigate for fish and habitat losses 
associated with land- and water-use development. For example, approximately 85% of all 
returning adult salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River are of hatchery origin. 


The vast majority of salmon hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest operate largely as adult spawning 
and juvenile rearing facilities through the smolt stage of development. Upstream-migrating adults 
are trapped and/or are diverted into adult holding ponds and then spawned when they reach sexual 
maturity. The fertilized eggs are incubated and hatched, and the resulting progeny are reared to the 
smolt stage prior to release into a freshwater stream. Age at release varies considerably among the 
various species of Pacific salmon (including steelhead), ranging from a few days or weeks after 
yolk absorption for pink and chum salmon (O. gorbuscha and O. keta, respectively) to 
approximately 15–20 months post-fertilization for steelhead, coho salmon (O. kisutch), and spring 
Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha).  


The standard method of propagation is to release juveniles into the stream areas where returning 
adults can be recaptured for broodstock. The homing and recapture of returning adults may be 
further maximized if smolt releases and adult trapping occur “on-station” at the hatchery. Fish 
returning elsewhere where they cannot be trapped are known as “strays”. The recapture and 
removal of unharvested, hatchery-origin adults reduces potential genetic and ecological risks to 
naturally spawning populations when the purpose of those hatchery-origin fish is strictly harvest. 


On the other hand, smolts are often released from a site where adult collection facilities do not 
exist. In many situations, smolts are transported by hatchery truck—oftentimes into other 
watersheds and sometimes over relatively large distances (e.g. >100 km)—and then released. In 
general, salmon and steelhead return as adults to the areas where they are released, not where they 
are reared (reviewed by Quinn 1993).  


Releasing smolts into streams geographically removed from a hatchery or adult collection facility 
is commonly called “outplanting.” Steelhead programs in Washington state, for example, have 
often used outplanting to support recreational fisheries in a large number of small streams where 
no hatchery or adult collection facilities exist. More recently, saltwater net pens have been used 
increasingly to acclimate and release salmon smolts in marine areas where a targeted marine 
fishery on returning adults is desired. In these latter net pen releases, juvenile salmon are 
transferred to brackish or salt water (i.e., at a nearshore, estuarine location) at the early stages of 
smoltification and then fed in the net pens for one to three months prior to release. Significant 
harvests on returning adults can then occur in the near shore marine areas in the general vicinities 
of the net pens. 
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A common feature of outplanting and net pen programs is the release of smolts where no facilities 
exist to trap returning adults that escape target fisheries. In these latter situations, non-harvested 
adults may spawn unintentionally in streams far-removed from the source hatchery or geographic 
location where their parents were trapped for broodstock. Outplanting juvenile and/or adult 
salmonids also occurs in restoration and recovery programs where natural spawning by hatchery-
origin adults is explicitly desired; however, these latter programs are not the subject of the 
discussion here.  


Homing to natal streams is an important biological characteristic of salmonid fishes, allowing 
evolution of local adaptations in life history and other fitness traits (Quinn 1993; Altukhov and 
Salmenkova 1994; Quinn et al. 2001). Stock-specific, genetically-based adaptations include size 
and age at sexual maturity, adult return and spawn timing, pre-hatch developmental rate, length of 
freshwater residence prior to outmigration, and marine migration patterns (e.g., Smoker et al. 
1998). Despite the biological importance of homing, natural straying also plays an important role 
related to colonization of new habitats and maintaining connectivity between geographically 
adjacent populations (Shapovolov and Taft 1954; Milner 1997; Quinn 1997). 


Many studies have shown that salmon and steelhead seek alternative spawning habitats if no 
appropriate habitat is immediately available (Pascual and Quinn 1994). Such behavior is most 
apparent when natal streams are blocked by catastrophic, environmental events. For example, 
siltation resulting from the 1980 eruption of Mount St. Helens resulted in significant numbers of 
Chinook salmon and steelhead straying from the Cowlitz River to the Kalama and Lewis rivers 
(Leider 1989; Quinn et al. 1991).  


Tagging and genetic studies have shown that outplanting and net pen programs promote stray rates 
that far exceed natural levels (Candy and Beacham 2000; Mackey et al. 2001). The absence of 
freshwater imprinting by fish released from saltwater net pens can lead to unpredictable straying 
by large numbers of unharvested adults to streams where natural spawning is not desired. 
Similarly, significant numbers of adults returning to outplanted streams typically escape targeted 
fisheries and potentially spawn with natural-origin fish. Consequently, outplanting and net pen 
releases can pose significant genetic risks to natural populations by promoting high stray rates to 
freshwater areas where interbreeding with naturally spawning populations is not desired.  


Outplanted smolts may also outmigrate from freshwater at a much slower rate compared to smolts 
resulting from on-station releases (Hawkins and Tipping 1999; Pearsons and Fritts 1999). Such 
delayed outmigraton rates may result in increased predation on, and competition with, wild fish. 
Although side-by-side comparisons have not been done, outmigration rates of outplanted steelhead 
smolts have been documented at 2.9 km/day (Tipping and Byrne 1996) and 1.6 km/day (Tipping 
et al.1995), whereas on-station releases have documented 33 km/day (Dawley et al.1977; Harza 
1998). This travel time difference could substantially increase smolt predation opportunities on 
wild salmonid fry. Also, the desired benefit of changing adult distributions within a river for 
supporting fisheries may be minimally affected by outplanting smolts in rivers downstream of a 
hatchery. Tipping and Hillson (2002) found that on the Lewis River—where steelhead smolts 
were reared near the upstream anadromous terminus—adult returns of winter steelhead were only 
slightly changed by downstream smolt release location, and summer steelhead were unaffected.  
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Outplanting and net pen releases from segregated hatchery programs58 are especially problematic 
because of the potentially high level of genetic divergence between the hatchery stock and natural 
populations where straying and natural spawning may occur. Although the natural spawning 
success of hatchery-origin fish may be less than that of natural-origin fish when they occur in the 
same stream, those same data indicate that significant numbers of hatchery-origin fish from non-
native or long-standing “domesticated” populations do indeed spawn successfully and can 
contribute significant numbers of progeny to naturally spawning populations (Chilcote et al. 1986; 
Campton et al. 1991; Mackey et al. 2001; Kostow et al. 2003; McLean et al. 2003). Kostow et al. 
(2003) presented data supporting a conclusion that hatchery summer steelhead adults and their 
offspring may have contributed to wild winter steelhead population declines through competition 
for spawning and rearing habitats.  


Many studies have further indicated a genetic component to homing such that non-native fish, or 
their hybrid progeny, stray at higher rates than identically-reared native fish (Bams 1976; McIsaac 
and Quinn 1988; Pascual et al. 1995; Candy and Beacham 2000). This latter characteristic further 
confounds the genetic risks associated with straying of returning, outplanted fish by potentially 
increasing stray rates among natural-origin fish representing the progeny of hatchery-origin adults 
that reproduced successfully in nature. Consequently, based on the available scientific and fishery 
research data, both published and unpublished, the HSRG concludes that outplanting and net pen 
releases of hatchery-origin smolts pose significant, and potentially unacceptable, genetic risks to 
naturally spawning populations. 


The HSRG has concluded that the simplest way to reduce risks associated with outplanting and net 
pen releases is to reduce the number and/or size of existing programs. However, the HSRG also 
recognizes that many of these programs support important tribal, commercial and/or recreational 
fisheries. As a result, significant trade-offs may exist between the fishery benefits of such 
programs and the risks they pose to naturally spawning populations. Consequently, the HSRG 
recommends that the biological risks of outplanting and saltwater net pen programs also be 
reduced by implementing the following actions: 


• Mark all net pen released and outplanted fish each year, and tag a significant proportion of 
released fish with coded-wire tags, to assess the direct contribution of those fish to 
targeted fisheries and to assess stray rates and biological risks to natural populations. 
Systematically tagging a portion of the released fish each year, coupled with marking all 
outplanted and net pen released fish, will allow the co-managers to assess the degree to 
which these programs meet harvest goals while posing risks to natural populations. 


• Conduct intensive harvest of hatchery-origin fish and/or use adult traps to reduce potential 
natural spawning of unharvested, hatchery-origin fish. 


• Restrict releases of hatchery-origin fish to areas where adult collection facilities exist or 
can be easily developed. In some cases, adult traps can be added to existing smolt release 
ponds. In other cases, release sites can be restricted to streams with existing adult 
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collection facilities. The wild steelhead management zones recommendations for steelhead 
would also help meet this recommendation (see below). 


• Use locally-adapted and genetically integrated59 hatchery stocks for net pen releases and 
outplanting wherever possible. That is, minimize—or eliminate—the use of “out-of-
region” stocks and fish from genetically segregated hatchery stocks for these high-risk 
programs. Fish outplanted or net-pen reared for harvest-driven programs should be 
obtained from genetically integrated hatchery stocks and/or stocks native to the region or 
watershed where the net pen or outplanting programs occur. One possible exception to this 
latter recommendation would be hatchery populations that have been selectively bred, or 
otherwise manipulated genetically or phenotypically, for reproductive traits (e.g. spawn 
timing) that result in low probabilities of successful natural reproduction in the specific 
streams or geographic area where smolts are released. For example, hatchery-propagated 
populations of steelhead have often been selectively bred for early run and spawn timing, 
and these fish may have low reproductive success in watersheds driven hydrodynamically 
by snow-melt. However, these latter assumptions must be carefully tested and evaluated 
for such actions to be considered scientifically defensible. 


• Implement the HSRG’s recommendation for wild steelhead management zones to 
substantially reduce outplanting and thereby reduce risks to naturally spawning 
populations.60 Similar region-wide guidelines and changes are needed to reduce biological 
risks of net pen releases and other outplanting programs, especially where no adult 
collection facilities are present for trapping non-harvested adults.  


• Evaluate the benefits and risks of each program every two to three years. Programs 
imposing significant risks relative to benefits should be reduced or terminated. 


• Monitor and evaluate high-risk programs annually to ensure that adverse effects to wild 
populations are minimal, that straying risks are appropriately managed, and that off-
station releases are appropriately located such that non-harvested, hatchery-origin adults 
do not spawn in undesirable locations. 


• Develop system-wide risk management guidelines and protocols for outplanting and net 
pen programs. 


The HSRG believes these recommendations should be implemented as soon as possible as a first 
step alternative to terminating outplanting and saltwater net pen programs that are conferring 
significant fishery benefits. Many of the HSRG’s specific recommendations within each region 
reflect the more generalized recommendations presented above. 
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ASSESSING THE POTENTIAL FOR PREDATION ON WILD 
SALMONID FRY BY HATCHERY-REARED SALMONIDS IN 
WASHINGTON61


Juvenile salmonids are subject to predation by a variety of avian, mammalian, and piscine 
predators, and predation has been implicated as an important source of mortality in a number of 
salmon populations (Fresh 1997; Mather 1998). Recently, concern has been expressed about the 
potential for hatchery-reared salmon and steelhead to prey on wild juvenile Pacific salmonids 
(Oncorhynchus spp.) and the impact that this predation may have on threatened or endangered 
salmonid populations (Lichatowich 1999; Levin et al. 2001). 


The potential for predation of wild salmonids by hatchery-reared smolts will depend on the sizes, 
numbers, and spatial distribution of predators and prey, the functional and numerical responses of 
the predators, and the amount of time that predators and prey are in proximity. Here we review the 
evidence for predation on wild salmonids by hatchery-reared fish and propose a strategy to 
estimate risks to wild salmonid populations from predation by hatchery-reared salmonids.  


Evidence for Intrageneric Predation by Oncorhynchus 
Spp.  


Freshwater 
Predation on wild salmonid fry by salmonids is probably most likely in the freshwater 
environment, where potential salmonid predators are concentrated and exposed to large numbers 
of prey in a relatively small area. There is abundant evidence that salmonid smolts may prey on 
wild Pacific salmon fry in streams. Ricker (1941) reported that coho salmon were an important 
predator of sockeye fry in Cultus Lake, British Columbia (BC). Hunter (1959) reported that coho 
salmon smolts preyed on chum and pink salmon fry in Hooknose Creek, BC, and used his and 
other data from BC to estimate that each coho smolt might have consumed 1.5–2.0 fry per day. 
McCart (1967) reported that coho salmon smolts, rainbow trout, and cutthroat trout were 
important predators of sockeye salmon fry in the Babine River, BC, with coho smolts consuming 
an estimated mean of 3.7 sockeye per fish. Parker (1971) suggested that the primary source of 
mortality of chum and pink salmon fry was predation by coho salmon, but presented no data to 
support this. Fresh and Schroder (1987) reported that coho salmon consumed a large number of 
chum salmon fry in Big Beef Creek, Washington (WA), as did resident rainbow and cutthroat 
trout. Hargreaves and LeBrasseur (1986) found that coho salmon smolts selectively preyed on 48–
50 mm chum salmon fry. Ruggerone and Rogers (1992) estimated that 59% of the sockeye fry 
population in the Chignik Lakes, Alaska (AK), was consumed by juvenile coho. Seiler et al. 
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(2002) found salmonid prey in the stomachs of juvenile steelhead, coho, Chinook and cutthroat 
trout that were captured in a screw trap on the Green River, WA.  


There are several studies that have reported predation by hatchery salmonids on wild salmonid fry. 
Sholes and Hallock (1979) estimated that millions of wild Chinook were consumed by hatchery-
reared Chinook and steelhead in the Feather River, California (CA), and Cannamela (1993) 
estimated that hatchery-reared steelhead smolts consumed up to 24,000 wild Chinook fry in the 
Salmon River, Idaho (ID), over the course of 50 days; these estimates were based on extrapolation 
from small sample sizes. Menchen (1981) found that steelhead smolts released into Battle Creek, 
CA, were significant predators on naturally-produced Chinook fry. Beauchamp (1995) reported 
that wild steelhead smolts were the primary predator of sockeye salmon fry in the Cedar River, 
although hatchery-reared steelhead smolts, which were released during the latter half of the 
sockeye migration, did not appear to prey on sockeye fry. Hawkins and Tipping (1999) observed a 
small proportion of hatchery reared coho, steelhead, and cutthroat smolts preying on wild Chinook 
smolts. Beauchamp (1990) found that rainbow trout stocked into Lake Washington did not 
become primarily piscivorous until they reached approximately 250 mm, and did not consume 
many salmonids at any size, although sockeye salmon fry were available in the lake.  


Because hatchery-reared salmonids may not feed as well as wild conspecifics (Sosiak et al. 1979; 
Bachman 1984; Olla et al. 1998), one might expect that they would be less efficient as predators, 
although wild and hatchery-reared brown trout in a Norwegian reservoir were observed to have 
similar rates of piscivory (L’Abée-Lund et al. 2002). Moreover, any reduced feeding might be 
offset by the generally larger size of hatchery-reared smolts. Although there is evidence that 
predation of salmonid fry by migrating smolts may be common in streams, the estimation of risk 
to wild salmonid fry from predation by hatchery-reared smolts in WA streams is hindered by a 
lack of published data on the comparative feeding habits of hatchery and wild smolts. Recent 
sampling by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) indicates that migrating 
smolts of hatchery and wild coho and steelhead may prey on chum salmon fry in Washington 
rivers (H. J. Fuss, WDFW, Olympia, personal communication).  


The high potential for encounters between hatchery-reared predators and wild salmonid prey in 
freshwater environments may be tempered by the fact that hatchery-reared smolts generally spend 
very little time in rivers before migrating to sea. Although we are unaware of any published data 
on residence times of hatchery-reared smolts in freshwater, it is widely believed that the majority 
of these fish migrate out of rivers very quickly. Recent work in Willapa Bay tributaries suggests 
that over 95% of steelhead, coho and Chinook smolts leave the immediate area of release within 
several hours (Riley et al. 2001; 2002). 


Although most hatchery-reared smolts may migrate out of rivers relatively quickly, some 
steelhead smolts released from hatcheries have been observed to remain in rivers for months or 
years after release; these fish are known as ‘residual’ steelhead. Recent snorkeling in WA coastal 
streams has reported counts of residual steelhead between 1.25–37.7 fish per km several months 
after release, and stomach sampling on one stream revealed that five of 44 (11%) residual 
steelhead sampled contained salmonid remains, and a further 11% contained unidentifiable fish 
remains (Riley et al. 2001). McMichael and Pearsons (2001) found that residual hatchery-reared 
steelhead migrated up to 12.8 km upstream of their release point and outnumbered wild salmonid 
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yearlings in several stream reaches. Martin et al. (1993) reported that residual hatchery-reared 
steelhead preyed on wild Chinook fry in the Tucannon River. Predation by residual steelhead on 
wild salmonids may represent an important impact on wild salmon populations and deserves 
further study. 


Estuarine and Nearshore Marine Environments  
Juvenile salmon and steelhead may spend considerable time in estuaries and nearshore 
environments before moving into offshore marine habitats (Healey 1980; Simenstad et al. 1982; 
McCabe et al. 1986; Pearcy 1992). The amount of time spent in estuaries by different salmonid 
species varies from several days to several months among estuaries and among years, and is 
probably related to environmental conditions (e.g., temperature, prey availability, stream flow) 
and the physical characteristics of individual estuaries (Simenstad et al. 1982). There is evidence 
that all five species of Pacific salmon may co-occur in habitats within the Campbell River estuary, 
BC (Korman et al. 1997), indicating that the potential for intrageneric predation exists in these 
habitats, although Macdonald et al. (1987) found that larger fish tended to occupy deeper water in 
these habitats. 


Compared to freshwater studies, there is little evidence that wild salmonids are preyed on by other 
salmonids in estuarine or nearshore environments. Diets of juvenile Pacific salmon in the 
nearshore marine environment are often dominated by invertebrates (Manzer 1969; Feller and 
Kaczynski 1973; Craddock et al. 1976; Kjelson et al. 1982; Shreffler et al. 1992; Simenstad et al. 
1992; Perry et al. 1996; Miller and Simenstad 1997; Moulton 1997; Gray et al. 2002), but may 
contain fish after the fish grow larger and move offshore (Healey 1991b; Tadokoro et al. 1996; 
Landingham et al. 1998), although salmonids have rarely been identified as prey. Emmett (1997) 
and Simenstad et al. (1992) suggested that the primary fish predators of juvenile salmon in 
estuaries were cutthroat trout and steelhead smolts, but did not cite any data to support this, and 
McCabe et al. (1983) suggest that intrageneric predation on salmonids was rare in the Columbia 
River estuary. Durkin (1982) reported that the diet of coho salmon smolts (128–138 mm) in the 
Columbia River estuary was composed almost entirely of invertebrates, and found no evidence 
that salmonids were utilized as prey. Murphy et al. (1988) found no evidence that coho salmon 
smolts preyed on chum or pink fry in a southeast AK estuary. Macdonald et al. (1987) did not 
report any salmonids in the diets of coho or Chinook smolts in the Campbell River estuary. 
Similarly, no salmonids were identified in the stomachs of juvenile Chinook salmon captured in 
nearshore habitats in Puget Sound (Miller et al. 1977; Fresh and Schroder 1984; Buckley 1999). 
Recent sampling in Puget Sound, however, has revealed that cutthroat trout may be significant 
predators of wild salmonid fry in nearshore areas (D. Beauchamp, UW, personal communication).  


The results of numerous investigations suggest that intrageneric predation of wild juvenile 
salmonids is not common in estuarine or nearshore marine environments, but this may reflect 
difficulties in sampling and the relative paucity of work that has been conducted in these 
environments compared to freshwater. Because predation of juvenile salmonids by marine fishes 
may be significant in these environments (e.g., Beamish et al. 1992), the relative risk of predation 
by hatchery-reared salmonids may be low. However, we are not aware of any studies that have 
been specifically designed to look for predation by hatchery-reared salmonids in estuarine or 
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nearshore habitats. Hatchery-reared Chinook salmon smolts may spend less time (Levings et al. 
1986) and use different habitats (Levings et al. 1986; Macdonald et al. 1987) in the Campbell 
River estuary than wild smolts, which may affect their predation potential compared to wild fish. 
More research on the feeding habits of hatchery-reared salmonids in nearshore and estuarine 
environments is necessary if predation risk to wild salmonids is to be estimated.  


Offshore Marine Environment 
There is little evidence of intrageneric predation among salmonid species in the offshore marine 
environment. Although fish may make up a significant component of the diets of juvenile Chinook 
and coho in offshore marine environments, salmonid remains have rarely been identified as prey 
(Manzer 1969; Peterson et al. 1982; Brodeur 1989; Brodeur and Pearcy 1990; Pearcy et al. 1990; 
Brodeur et al. 1992; Landingham et al. 1998; Buckley 1999; Hunt et al.1999). In a sample of 
stomach contents collected between 1996 and 2002 from 86,266 ocean age-0 salmon (12,005 of 
which were hatchery-origin) from Puget Sound and the waters off Vancouver Island, only one fish 
was observed to have salmonid remains in its stomach (Ruston Sweeting, Canadian Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans, Pacific Biological Station, Nanaimo, BC, unpublished data). Although 
many of these studies used small sample sizes and were not designed to look for evidence of 
intrageneric predation, the fact that virtually all of the data collected indicate that salmonids do not 
feed on other salmonids offshore indicates that offshore predation by salmonids is probably not an 
important source of mortality to Washington salmon and steelhead stocks.  


Offshore predation on wild salmonids by hatchery-reared smolts may be rare because encounter 
rates between the two may be low. Larger fish may move offshore earlier than smaller fish (Pearcy 
1992), and the two may not co-occur in the marine environment when wild fry are small enough to 
be preyed upon by hatchery smolts. Future studies of salmonid diets in the offshore environment 
should estimate the density of potential predators and prey to evaluate how likely they are to 
encounter each other. 


Relative Size of Predators and Prey 
There is evidence that salmonids are capable of preying on fish that are up to approximately 50% 
of their body length, but the majority of prey is probably much smaller. Keeley and Grant (2001) 
provide linear regression relationships for salmonid body size and prey size based on a variety of 
salmonid diet studies. Their results for salmonids feeding on fish in streams suggest that the mean 
prey size for 100–200 mm salmonids is between 13–15% of predator body size. There was very 
little variability among salmonid species in these predator/prey size relationships. Damsgard 
(1995) developed a maximum prey size relationship for salmonids (based on mouth size) which 
suggests that salmonids are physically capable of consuming prey that are 49–51% of their body 
length. 


In a laboratory experiment, Pearsons and Fritts (1999) found that hatchery-reared coho salmon 
consumed Chinook salmon that were up to 46% of their body length. Several other studies suggest 
that small juvenile salmonids will prey on fish up to about 40–45% of their body length (Martin et 
al. 1993; McConnaughey 1998), although Hargreaves and LeBrasseur (1986) found that yearling 
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coho salmon very occasionally preyed on juvenile chum that were up to 75% of their body length. 
A recent study of Arctic char feeding on conspecifics suggests that the maximum relative prey size 
was approximately 47% of predator length (Finstad et al. 2001). It is therefore reasonable to 
assume that salmonid predators are capable of consuming prey up to approximately 50% of their 
body length. 


The relative sizes of downstream-migrating smolts or fry of different species of salmonids in 
Washington suggest that several possible predator/prey combinations are likely to occur. Virtually 
all Oncorhynchus species could be potential prey for larger salmonids in freshwater when they are 
small, but those that migrate to sea at a small size are probably most vulnerable because they 
become concentrated in the downstream reaches of rivers. The relative vulnerability of wild 
juvenile salmonids to predation in freshwater depends on the release location of hatchery fish; if 
fish are released near the mouth of the river, then migrating fry are probably most vulnerable to 
predation. Hatchery fish that are released further upstream may encounter concentrations of all 
species of salmonid fry that occur in a given river. 


Pink and chum salmon typically migrate at the smallest size of all species of Pacific salmonids 
(Heard 1991; Salo 1991; Hard et al. 1996; Johnson et al. 1997), often less than 50 mm in length. 
Ocean-type Chinook migrate as fry or smolts at sizes ranging from 30–100 mm (Myers et al. 
1998, Healey 1991a). Smolts from WA sockeye salmon populations usually migrate to sea as 90–
150 mm yearlings, but fry may be vulnerable to predation during earlier migrations to lake habitat 
and within lakes (Gustafson et al. 1997). These species are probably most likely to be preyed upon 
by hatchery-reared salmonids in WA. 


Hatchery-reared chum, pink, sockeye, and ocean-type (underyearling) Chinook are unlikely to 
prey on wild salmonids due to their relatively small size at release and their non-piscivorous 
feeding habits. Yearling coho, Chinook, and steelhead smolts are typically released from WA 
hatcheries at sizes ranging from 115–140, 150–180, and 180–240 mm, respectively (H. Fuss, 
WDFW, personal communication); these species have the greatest likelihood of preying on wild 
salmonid fry due to their large size. Although some hatchery-reared smolts, particularly steelhead, 
are large enough to feed on wild yearling salmonids, it is less likely that they would do so because 
yearlings would be far less abundant than fry. Hatchery-reared steelhead might be expected to 
prey on the largest size-range of prey due to their larger size; at 50% of body size, coho, Chinook 
and steelhead smolts could consume prey up to 70, 90 and 120 mm in length, respectively (Figure 
1). Hatchery-reared coho, however, are probably the most likely species to have significant effects 
on wild salmonid populations in WA due to the large numbers released: WDFW released 
approximately 32.7 million coho in 2000, compared with 10 million steelhead and 3.5 million 
yearling Chinook (H. Fuss, WDFW, personal communication).  
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Figure 1. Relative sizes of hatchery-reared salmonid predators (at release) and their potential 
migratory salmonid prey in Washington, assuming that predators may consume fish up to 50% of 
their body size. 


Spatial and Temporal Overlap of Potential Predators 
and Prey 
Predators and prey must show significant overlap in time and space in order for predation to have 
an impact on prey populations. Estimation of the risk to wild salmonid populations in WA from 
hatchery-reared salmonid predation is complicated because both predators and prey may be 
migratory and the spatial and temporal overlap between predators and potential prey may vary 
among locations and years. The likelihood that hatchery-released juvenile salmonids will prey on 
wild salmonids will depend on, among other factors, the spatial and temporal distribution of wild 
salmonids relative to hatchery-reared predators.  


Spatial Overlap 
Hatchery-reared yearling coho, Chinook and steelhead are released from a number of hatcheries 
throughout WA. For example, yearling Chinook are released from hatcheries on 15 rivers in 
coastal (Sol Duc, Dungeness), Puget Sound (Skagit, Nooksack, Skykomish, Green, Deschutes), 
and Columbia River (Cowlitz, Kalama, Lewis, Klickitat, Tucannon, Yakima, Wenatchee, 
Methow) regions (H. Fuss, WDFW, personal communication). The distribution of potential wild 
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salmonid prey within WA varies widely by species. For example, sockeye salmon populations 
occur in only six drainages in WA (Gustafson et al. 1997), pink salmon occur in eleven (Hard et 
al. 1996), while coho occur in most drainages capable of supporting salmon. An initial step that 
should be taken, as we suggest below, is to tabulate the distribution of hatchery-reared yearling 
salmonid smolts and their potential salmonid prey to identify basins where predation by hatchery-
reared fish might be expected to be most important. 


The previous section suggests that predation on wild salmonid fry by hatchery-reared salmon and 
steelhead is most likely to occur in freshwater, although the potential for predation in estuarine 
and nearshore environments deserves more study. Relatively little is known about the distribution 
and habitat use of wild and hatchery-reared salmonids in estuarine and nearshore environments, 
which makes it difficult to determine the potential for spatial overlap of hatchery predators and 
wild prey. For example, the likelihood that hatchery-reared salmonids might migrate within the 
nearshore environment (e.g., among estuaries) is unknown. Further research on salmonid use of 
nearshore and estuarine environments is necessary to determine the potential for predation of wild 
salmonids by hatchery-reared fish. 


Temporal Overlap 
Chum salmon fry emerge from the gravel between late-January and June and usually begin 
migrating downstream immediately after emergence (Johnson et al. 1997), although some reside 
in freshwater for up to one month before migrating (Simenstad et al. 1982). Peak chum migrations 
usually occur between March and April in WA streams (Healey 1982). In WA, juvenile 
migrations are usually short, ranging from just a few hours to a few days, because chum salmon 
generally spawn in the lower reaches of rivers. Simenstad et al. (1982) found that the average 
residence time per estuary was ten weeks and 24.5 days for individuals. Chum salmon juveniles 
spend more time rearing in estuaries than most other anadromous salmonid species.  


Pink salmon have the shortest freshwater residence phase of all Oncorhynchus species. Most adult 
returns occur in odd years in WA (except for an even-year run in the Snohomish River), so 
juveniles are primarily present in freshwater in even years (Hard et al. 1996). Juvenile pink salmon 
begin migrating immediately upon emerging from the gravel (Simenstad et al. 1992). Emergence 
and migration typically occur between March and April in WA, but may extend into May. The 
duration of residence in the estuary ranges from a few days to three months, but is generally short 
(Healey 1982). Later emerging fry tend to move directly into salt water without pausing long in 
the estuary (Hurley and Woodall 1968). 


During the period of emergence and migration to the nursery lake, sockeye fry are highly 
vulnerable to predation by other fish and birds (Gustafson et al. 1997). Fry emerge in the Cedar 
River, WA between January and early June, with peak emergence from early-March through mid-
May (Stober and Hämäläinen 1979, 1980; Seiler and Kishimoto 1996). Most sockeye in WA 
smolt and migrate seaward after one year of lake residence (Gustafson et al. 1997).  


Ocean-type Chinook salmon migrate seaward as subyearlings during one of three distinct phases, 
here referred to as immediate, fry, and fingerling migrants. The immediate phase fish migrate soon 
after yolk resorption (Lister et al. 1971, Healey 1991a). Most Chinook salmon migrate as fry 
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between March and June after rearing for 60-150 days in freshwater. Fingerling migrants stay in 
the river until late summer of their first year (Myers et al. 1998). Juvenile fall Chinook salmon are 
therefore likely to be present in freshwater anytime between emergence in late-January or 
February through September. Ocean-type Chinook juveniles make greater use of estuaries for 
rearing than their spring-type counterparts, and earlier migrating smolts spend proportionately 
more time rearing in the estuary environment. Levings et al. (1986) reported that individual wild 
Chinook fry resided in the Campbell River, BC estuary for 40 to 60 days. Estuary residence times 
in southern BC (e.g. Campbell River estuary) may be shorter than elsewhere due to the abundant 
sheltered coastal habitat available in that region. Simenstad et al. (1992) found individuals residing 
in large WA estuaries for up to 189 days. McCabe et al. (1986) reported subyearling Chinook 
present in the Columbia River estuary year-round, but most numerous from May through 
September. Fall Chinook are present in the estuary environment throughout the spring, summer 
and fall (Healey 1982).  


In summary, chum and Chinook salmon have the longest estuary residencies whereas pink and 
sockeye typically spend less time rearing in this environment (Healey 1982; Simenstad et al. 
1992). Pink and chum salmon typically migrate to the estuary soon after emergence, whereas 
Chinook and sockeye spend a few months to a year rearing in freshwater before migration. The 
active rather than passive migration, nocturnal movement, and schooling behaviors of pink, 
sockeye and to a lesser extent chum salmon are behavioral adaptations to reduce predation risk 
during migration (Burgner 1991). 


We have identified hatchery-reared yearling coho, fall and spring Chinook, and steelhead smolts 
as potential predators of wild salmonid fry, and a comparison of their release dates with the stream 
and estuary residencies of wild fry may identify periods when intrageneric predation could occur. 
In Puget Sound, hatchery-reared yearling coho smolts are released from late-April through June 
(Fuss and Ashbrook 1995). Yearling fall Chinook are released between March and May; yearling 
spring Chinook are released in April and May. Yearling summer Chinook smolts are released from 
late-March through early-April. Hatchery steelhead generally smolt after one year and are released 
from April through June. As we suggest below, determining the potential temporal overlap 
between hatchery-reared smolts and their potential prey in rivers where hatchery smolts are 
released is an important first step in determining the likelihood of predation by hatchery-reared 
smolts.  


Predator Functional and Numerical Responses 
The functional response of a predator is the relationship between the consumption rate of a 
predator and the abundance of prey. For example, predator consumption may be limited unless 
sufficient numbers of prey are available, and predators may be ‘swamped’ at high prey densities. 
There is relatively little information on the functional response of salmonid predators to 
congeneric prey, although Fresh and Schroder (1987) found that consumption of chum fry by fish 
predators (primarily rainbow trout and coho) leveled off at higher densities of prey, suggesting 
that relative predator consumption was limited at higher prey densities. Peterman and Gatto 
(1996), however, suggested that predators on salmonid fry were not likely to be swamped by all 
but the largest prey populations.  
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The functional response of hatchery-reared salmonids may depend on a number of factors, 
including prey behavior (e.g., schooling, sheltering), habitat use of predators and prey, 
physiological condition of predators (e.g., smolt status), habitat availability, temperature, 
discharge, and turbidity. For example, chum salmon do not form tight schools and typically 
migrate at night (Mason 1974; Salo 1991), while pink salmon fry migrate in tight schools near the 
water surface. This may mean that chum fry may be more widely dispersed than pinks, which may 
make them less vulnerable to predation by larger fishes.  


The numerical response describes how predators respond in terms of numbers to prey abundance. 
For example, some predators have been shown to aggregate in areas where salmonid prey are 
abundant (Larsson 1985; Beamish et al. 1992). We are aware of no published studies that describe 
the migratory behavior of hatchery-reared salmonids with respect to the abundance of potential 
prey. For example, if hatchery-reared smolts delay migration in order to feed on wild fry in 
freshwater or estuarine environments, the impact of predation on wild salmon populations might 
be greater.  


A Strategy to Estimate Risks to Wild Salmon and 
Steelhead Populations from Hatchery-Reared Salmonid 
Predation  


1. Describe Spatial and Temporal Overlap of Predators and Prey 
Based on WDFW and other agency stocking programs, the spatial distribution, migration timing, 
and size of yearling hatchery-reared salmonids should be tabulated for freshwater, estuarine, and 
offshore habitat. The spatial distribution, migration timing and size of potential prey in basins 
where hatchery predators are present should similarly be tabulated. This information will allow the 
identification of areas where predation on wild fry by hatchery-reared fish is likely to be 
important. 


2. Conduct Research to Estimate Predation Rates on Wild 
Salmonids 
Within areas identified in step 1, field research should be conducted to determine the importance 
of predation by hatchery-reared salmonids on wild salmonid fry in freshwater and estuarine 
environments. The data collected should include, but not be limited to, predation rates by hatchery 
fish, density and habitat use of hatchery and wild fish, residence time of wild and hatchery-reared 
fish in freshwater and estuarine environments, the proportion of wild fry consumed by predators, 
and the relative importance of predation by hatchery fish versus other predators.  


Laboratory research could be combined with field work to examine questions about how predator 
and prey behavior and habitat use may affect predation rates, how environmental factors 
(temperature, flow, turbidity) may affect predation, and the functional response of predators to 
multiple prey types. The ultimate goal of this research would be to obtain estimates of predation 
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rates of hatchery-reared fish on wild salmonid fry and to determine how these are likely to vary in 
order to develop models to estimate risk to wild salmonid populations from predation by hatchery 
fish.  


3. Develop Models to Estimate the Risk of Predation by 
Hatchery-Reared Smolts.  
The risk to wild salmon and steelhead populations associated with predation by hatchery-reared 
fish should be estimated by developing models based on data collected from specific locations 
where predation is determined to be likely. These models could then be applied to other areas to 
determine the likelihood that predation by hatchery-reared smolts effects wild salmonid 
populations throughout the state. 


Models have previously been developed to estimate the impacts of predators on migrating 
salmonids (e.g., Petersen and DeAngelis 1992). Recent research indicates that the scale at which 
modeling is conducted may have significant effects on results, and that modeling should be 
undertaken at the smallest temporal and spatial scales that are relevant (Petersen and DeAngelis 
2000; DeAngelis and Petersen 2001). The type of models that are to be developed should be 
determined before data collection begins in order to ensure that data are collected at the 
appropriate scale to provide relevant results.  
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USING ACCLIMATION PONDS IN THE REARING OF 
SALMON62


Introduction 
Acclimation ponds are frequently used in Pacific Northwest anadromous salmonid hatchery 
programs to redistribute adult salmon and steelhead returns. A literature review indicates that coho 
salmon, spring Chinook salmon and steelhead home to acclimation locations, but not fall Chinook 
salmon released as sub-yearlings (Slatick et al 1988; Vander Haegen and Doty 1995; Castle et al. 
2002). Because returning adult fish often spawn near acclimation ponds, some conservation 
programs use acclimation ponds to increase spawning in under seeded areas. In harvest programs, 
homing to acclimation ponds can help managers by allowing returning adult fish to be removed 
before the fish spawn, important in the genetic management of wild fish. 


Many acclimation ponds provide a more natural rearing environment, including aquatic 
macrophytes and dirt bottoms, and produce fish with increased post-release survivals (Tipping 
1998; Tipping 2001). Acclimation ponds also allow smolt release directly at the site, which may 
decrease smolt travel times compared to trucked releases (Dawley et al.1977; Harza 1998; Tipping 
et al.1995; Tipping and Byrne 1996), and reduce the time that hatchery smolts prey on or compete 
with wild fish.  


Homing to Acclimation Ponds 
The homing ability of salmon and steelhead to natal areas has long been recognized. This ability 
has been shown to be heavily influenced by olfactory responses to chemical characteristics of 
natal waters (Brannon et al. 1984) and may also be genetically influenced (McIsaac and Quinn 
1988). Imprinting appears to occur when fish undergo smoltification and emigration (Dittman et 
al. 1996).  


The practice of outplanting smolts from hatcheries is being increasingly scrutinized due to the 
potential genetic damage to wild fish caused by straying of returning hatchery adults. Homing to 
acclimation ponds provides managers with the opportunity to remove adult hatchery fish before 
they spawn naturally. 


Coho 
Slatick et al. (1988) reported that most Columbia River coho salmon imprinted for 48 hours 
demonstrated a positive homing response to their point of release, be it a hatchery or upper or 
lower river release site. Vander Haegen and Doty (1995) analyzed the homing of coho salmon 
from Washington state hatcheries and found that similar rates of straying were observed for 
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hatchery coho released on-station and wild coho. However, the stray rate increased for coho 
transported and released in-basin.  


Fall Chinook 
Slatick et al. (1988) found that fish released from Columbia River hatcheries generally homed 
back to those hatcheries. However, homing of adults to a mid-river site where juveniles had been 
imprinted for 9–44 days was considered poor. The majority of these fish strayed to the hatchery of 
origin and elsewhere. Quinn et al. (1991) reported that straying of fall Chinook in the lower 
Columbia River ranged from 8–19.3%. Vander Haegen and Doty (1995) reported that in-basin and 
out-of-basin releases resulted in more adult strays than on-station releases.  


Spring Chinook 
Castle et al. (2002) found that subyearling spring Chinook homed to the North Fork Nooksack 
River at a slightly higher rate than transported fish when acclimated to a pond on a North Fork 
tributary (Deadhorse Creek) (Table 1).  


 
Table 1.Adult return distribution of spring Chinook salmon on the Nooksack River with and 
without use of an acclimation pond on a tributary of the North Fork Nooksack Rive (note that the 
hatchery is located relatively low on the North Fork).  


______________________________________________________________________________ 


Recovery Location  


Year Release strategy  North Fork Middle Fork Hatchery South Fork


1996 Acclimated  61.1%  1.0%  36.3%  1.5% 


  Unacclimated  54.4%  2.0%  41.1%  2.5% 


 
1997 Acclimated  80.2%   0.0%  12.5%  7.3% 


  Unacclimated  68.7%  12.1%  16.6%  2.6% 


 
Mean Acclimated  70.7%  0.5%  24.4%  4.4% 


  Unacclimated  61.6%  7.1%  28.9%  2.6% 


______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Steelhead 
Kenaston et al. (2001) found no difference in homing rates between steelhead that were acclimated 
for 30 days in portable raceways and those trucked from a hatchery and directly released. They 
concluded that acclimation of juvenile steelhead is not necessary to achieve a high rate of homing 
to a release site. Slatick et al. (1988) reported that for the Columbia River, indigenous stocks of 
adult steelhead showed a high fidelity of return rates to the release site, but non-indigenous stocks 
did not. On rivers with an upstream hatchery, adult return distribution may be minimally affected 
by downstream smolt releases. Slaney et al. (1993) found small but significant release-site fidelity 
differences, but also observed substantial dispersal of lower-river-released fish to the upper river 
near the rearing hatchery. Tipping and Hillson (2002) found that adult return distributions from 
downstream smolt releases were only slightly changed for winter steelhead, while summer 
steelhead were unaffected. 


Survival 
The act of acclimating salmonids does not appear to enhance fish survival. Survival enhancements 
from acclimation ponds are probably due to the more natural rearing environment and/or trucking 
stress mollification. Kenaston et al. (2001) acclimated steelhead in portable raceways, similar to 
hatchery concrete raceways, and found no post-release survival enhancement over fish that were 
directly released into the same waters. Further, Kenaston et al. (2001) mentioned an ongoing 
evaluation of acclimated steelhead groups that showed no clear survival advantage. Using similar 
rearing raceways for acclimated and non-acclimated spring Chinook yearlings, Appleby et al. 
(2002) reported similar post-release survival for both groups. Acclimated subyearling spring 
Chinook in an asphalt bottom pond had lower survival than unacclimated fish on the Nooksack 
River (Castle et al. 2002). 


Acclimation ponds with a more natural rearing environment have been shown to improve post-
release survival of fish. Adult survival of hatchery sea-run cutthroat trout was doubled for fish 
reared in an acclimation-type semi-natural rearing pond versus a concrete raceway (Tipping 1998; 
Tipping 2001). The improved survivals may be associated with reduced rearing densities (Banks 
1994; Ewing and Ewing 1995); possible cryptic coloration differences for pond-reared fish that 
helps them avoid predation (Donnelly and Whoriskey 1991; Maynard et al. 1996); increased 
exposure to natural feed that may help in post-release foraging ability (Savino et al. 1993; 
Maynard et al. 1996); and the acclimation process allowing trucking stress to be mollified prior to 
release (Specker and Schreck 1980; Schreck et al. 1989). Trucking stress was shown to reduce 
post-release survival in coho salmon by 20% (Johnson et al. 1990). However, for steelhead, no 
survival enhancement was observed for trucked smolts that were allowed to rest before release, 
suggesting that an acclimation pond for stress mollification would not benefit survival (Tipping 
1998). In addition, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat reared in acclimation ponds have lower 
condition factors (measure of plumpness) than fish from raceways. This lower condition factor has 
been associated with improved survivals (Ewing et al. 1984; Tipping et al. 1995).  


Duration of exposure to natural-type acclimation ponds appears to influence post-release 
survivals. Survival of sea-run cutthroat increased an average of 31% for fish placed in an 







 
 


Emerging Issues – Using Acclimation Ponds in the Rearing of Salmon B-71 


acclimation pond for four to seven months prior to release, compared to fish exposed for one 
month prior to release (Tipping 2001). Importantly, fish exposed for even one month prior to 
release had 2.0 times better survival than fish reared in raceways; fish reared for four to seven 
months in acclimation ponds had 2.6 times better survival than fish reared in raceways. 


Due to the large size and surface water source of many acclimation ponds, water temperatures 
within may fluctuate. Wagner (1974) found that hatchery steelhead smolts exposed to a variable 
temperature cycle emigrated in larger numbers than did those under constant temperature. Bjorn 
and Ringe (1984) reported that steelhead transferred to a pond with cold water (four to ten degrees 
centigrade) for two to three months prior to release had higher survivals than fish held in 15°C 
water until release. Wedemeyer (1982) showed that gill ATPase activity in coho salmon and 
steelhead could be markedly increased with a sudden temperature change. Temperature 
fluctuations were used to accelerate smolt development and downstream movement in yearling 
Chinook salmon (Muir et al. 1994). However, yearling spring Chinook that were acclimatized in 
the same rearing vessels from 10°C well water to four to ten degree centigrade surface water for 
three or six weeks prior to release had no survival enhancement (Appleby et al. 2002). 


Smolt Travel Times 
Although side-by-side comparison data are lacking, there is some evidence that outplanted smolts 
may have longer travel times compared to smolts from on-station releases. Mean travel time for 
ten groups of trucked steelhead smolts in one study was 2.9 km/day (Tipping and Byrne 1996), 1.6 
km/day in another study (Tipping et al.1995) and 7.1 km/day in another instance (Pat Hulett, 
WDFW, personal communication). Meanwhile, travel times of steelhead released directly from a 
hatchery was 33 km/day in two studies (Dawley et al.1977; Harza 1998). Smolt emigration time is 
important because faster emigration reduces the time that hatchery smolts can compete and prey 
(Hawkins and Tipping 1999) on wild fish. 
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C. Operational Guidelines 


OVERVIEW 
The Hatchery Scientific Review Group’s Operational Guidelines are intended to describe 
operational practices that are most likely to meet conditions for success, as defined in the 
Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and Steelhead. They were 
developed primarily for use by the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) in its regional 
hatchery reviews, but can also be useful in future reviews of these and other programs. The 
guidelines were then turned into a series of questions for each operational phase that can be asked 
about every hatchery program. A positive response to a question implies consistency with the 
conditions for success from the scientific framework. A negative response to a question identifies 
a potential risk to meeting the conditions for success. 


Since objectives, as well as habitat and stock status, vary among hatchery programs, conditions for 
success may also vary among programs. No program is expected to meet all guidelines described 
in his document. Hatcheries are by their very nature a compromise, where risks must be balanced 
against benefits. For example, to meet survival objectives, some genetic or ecological risks may be 
acceptable. To meet objectives for proper ecological function, certain risks to fish health goals 
may be acceptable. The purpose of these guidelines is to assure that potential risks and benefits are 
clearly identified and managed.  
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BROODSTOCK CHOICE 
 
 
 
 
 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 4.2, 5.1


Does the broodstock chosen represent 
natural populations native or adapted to the 
watersheds in which hatchery fish will be 
released?


The broodstock chosen should represent the 
natural populations native or adapted to the 
watersheds in which hatchery fish will be 
released.


B B - SH


3.1, 4.2, 5.1
Have eggs or adults been introduced from 
outside the watershed since the inception of 
the hatchery program?


Program should avoid the use of stocks 
from outside the watershed. B B


5.2 Does the broodstock chosen minimize 
negative ecological interactions?


A broodstock should be chosen that will 
minimize negative ecological interactions. S H


4.2 Does the broodstock chosen have a history 
of no pathogens?


The broodstock chosen should have a 
history of no pathogens. S H


4.4.1
Does the broodstock chosen or developed 
have the desired life history traits to meet 
harvest goals?


The broodstock chosen or developed should 
have the desired life history traits to meet 
harvest goals.


S H


Applicability
Operational Guidelines for Choice of Broodstock


Framework 
Section


Program Type
(S = Segregated, I = 


Integrated, B = 
Both)


Program 
Purpose


(C = Conservation, 
H = Harvest, B = 


Both)
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BROODSTOCK COLLECTION 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 4.1 Are adults randomly selected among all 
returning adults?


Broodstock should be selected at random 
from all returning adults. B B


3.1, 4.1


Are representative samples of donor and 
hatchery populations collected with respect 
to size, age, sex ratio, run and spawn timing, 
and other traits important to long-term 
fitness?


Representative samples of donor and 
hatchery populations should be collected 
with respect to size, age, sex ratio, run and 
spawn timing, and other traits important to 
long-term fitness.


B B - SH


4.1, 5.1
Were sufficient numbers of donors collected 
from the natural stock to minimize founder 
effects when the program was initiated?


 When initiating a hatchery program, 
sufficient numbers of donors should be 
collected from the natural stock to minimize 
founder effects.


B B - SH


3.2, 4.1
Are sufficient broodstock collected to 
maintain an effective population size of 
1000 fish per generation?


Sufficient broodstock should be collected to 
maintain an effective population size of 
1000 fish per generation.


B B


3.1, 4.1, 5.1 Is the composition of hatchery and wild fish 
in the broodstock known and controlled?


The composition of the broodstock should 
be monitored and controlled. I B


3.1, 4.1
 If goal is to minimize genetic divergence, is 
10 - 20% of the broodstock derived from 
wild fish each year?


 If goal is to minimize genetic divergence, 
10-20% of the broodstock should be derived 
from wild fish each year.


I B


3.2 Is the necessary security of the stocks 
maintained?


Necessary security of the stocks should be 
maintained. B B


3.2
 If the wild population has 150 fish or more, 
is collection of wild broodstock limited to 
30% of the population? 


If the wild population has 150 fish or more, 
limit collection of wild broodstock to 30% 
of the population. 


I C


3.2, 4.1 Does prespawning mortality exceed 10%? Prespawning mortality should not exceed 
10%. B B


3.1, 4.1, 4.2.4
 Does the program avoid stock transfers and 
subsequent releases of eggs or fish from 
outside the watershed?


 Program should avoid stock transfers and 
subsequent releases of eggs or fish from 
outside the watershed.


B B


3.1, 4.1, 5.1
Do you have guidelines for acceptable 
contribution of hatchery origin fish to 
natural spawning? 


Hatchery programs should adopt explicit 
guidelines for acceptable contribution of 
hatchery fish to all potentially affected 
natural spawning populations.


B B


3.1, 4.1, 5.1 Is the proportion of naturally spawning fish 
that are of hatchery origin known?


The annual contribution of hatchery fish to 
natural spawing should be directly or 
indirectly estimated.


3.1, 4.1, 5.1
Are guidelines for hatchery contribution to 
to natural spawning met for all affected 
naturally spawning populations?


Guidelines for hatchery contribution to to 
natural spawning should be met. B B


Framework 
Section


Operational Guidelines for Collection of Broodstock
Applicability


Program Type
(S = Segregated, I = 


Integrated, B = 
Both)


Program 
Purpose


(C = Conservation, 
H = Harvest, B = 


Both)
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 4.1  Is the duration of the program clearly 
defined?


The duration of the program should be 
clearly defined. I C


4.2


Is the broodstock maintained on natural 
water temperature profiles to provide 
optimum maturation and gamete 
development?


The broodstock should be maintained on 
natural water temperature profiles to 
provide optimum maturation and gamete 
development.


B B - SH


2.1, 2.1, 5.2
Does the number of broodstock collected 
maintain program size within carrying 
capacity of the natural environment?


The number of broodstock collected should 
maintain program size within carrying 
capacity of the natural environment.


B B


2.3, 5.2 Are adult fish or carcasses provided for 
upstream planting?


Consideration should be given to provide 
adult fish or carcasses for upstream 
planting.


B B


4.2.4


If broodstock choice is from another 
drainage, are eggs preferentially 
transferred? Are fish or eggs held in 
quarantine as described in the Salmonid 
Disease Control Policy of the Fisheries Co-
Managers of Washington State (disease 
control policy). 


If broodstock choice is from another 
drainage, are eggs should be preferentially 
transferred. Fish or eggs should be held in 
quarantine as described in the Salmonid 
Disease Control Policy of the Fisheries Co-
Managers of Washington State (disease 
control policy). 


B B


4.2.4 Are broodstock maintained on pathogen-
free and/or fish-free water supply?


Broodstock should be maintained on 
pathogen-free and/or fish-free water supply. B B


4.2.4
Does attending fish pathologist monitor and 
recommend treatments to maximize survival 
as needed?


Attending fish pathologist should monitor 
and recommend treatments to maximize 
survival as needed.


B B


5.2
Are pre-spawning mortalities disposed of in 
a manner that prevents pathogen 
transmission to the receiving watershed?


Pre-spawning mortalities should be 
disposed of in a manner that prevents 
pathogen transmission to the receiving 
watershed.


B B
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SPAWNING 
 
 
 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 4.1 Are males and females available for 
spawning on a given day randomly mated?


Males and females available for spawning 
on a given day should be randomly mated. B B - SH


3.1, 3.2, 4.1
Do fish selected for broodstock have an 
equal opportunity to make a genetic 
contribution to the progeny gene pool?


Fish selected for broodstock should have an 
equal opportunity to make a genetic 
contribution to the progeny gene pool.


B B - SH


4.2.4


Is pathogen sampling at spawning sufficient 
to provide quantitative and qualitative 
information for needed pathogen control 
measures that may be necessary for resultant 
transfers or rearing of progeny?


Pathogen sampling at spawning sould be 
sufficient to provide quantitative and 
qualitative information for needed pathogen 
control measures that may be necessary for 
resultant transfers or rearing of progeny.


B B


4.2.4
Are eggs water-hardened in iodophor 
solution as described in the disease control 
policy?


Eggs should be water-hardened in iodophor 
solution as described in the disease control 
policy.


B B


4.2.4
Are disinfection procedures implemented 
that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


 Disinfection procedures should be 
implemented that prevent pathogen 
transmission between stocks of fish on site.


B B


5.2  Is spawning waste collected and disinfected 
prior to discharge to receiving water?


 Spawning waste should be collected and 
disinfected prior to discharge to receiving 
water.


B B


5.2
Are carcasses disposed of in a manner that 
prevents pathogen transmission to the 
receiving watershed?


Carcasses should be disposed of in a 
manner that prevents pathogen transmission 
to the receiving watershed.


B B
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C-6 Operational Guidelines 


INCUBATION 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 3.2, 4.1


Are eggs incubated under conditions that 
maximize the probability that all segments 
of the population contribute equally to the 
release population?


Eggs should be incubated under conditions 
that maximize the probability that all 
segments of the population contribute 
equally to the release population.


I B


3.1, 3.2, 4.1


Are eggs incubated under environmental 
conditions that tend to maximize survival of 
all segments of the population? (e.g. control 
temperature of incubation water to 
synchronize ponding of fry)


Eggs should be incubated under 
environmental conditions that tend to 
maximize survival of all segments of the 
population. (e.g. control temperature of 
incubation water to synchronize ponding of 
fry)


I B


3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2


Are eggs incubated under environmental 
conditions that tend to maximize individual 
fitness of fry? (e.g. allow volitional ponding 
of fry, incubate under environmental 
conditions that simulate the natural rearing 
environment)


Eggs should be incubated under 
environmental conditions that tend to 
maximize individual fitness of fry. (e.g. 
allow volitional ponding of fry, incubate 
under environmental conditions that 
simulate the natural rearing environment)


B B


3.1, 3.2, 4.1 Does incubation take place in home stream 
water?


Incubation should be take place in home 
stream water. I C


3.2, 4.1  Are full sib families incubated separately? For integrated programs, full sib families 
should be incubated separately. I C


4.2, 5.2


Does the program use water sources that 
result in hatching/emergence timing similar 
to that of the naturally produced 
population?


Program should use water sources that 
result in hatching/emergence timing similar 
to that of the naturally produced population.


I B


2.1, 2.2, 5.2
Does the number of eggs incubated maintain 
program size within the carrying capacity of 
the natural environment?


The number of eggs incubated should 
maintain program size within the carrying 
capacity of the natural environment.


B B


4.2.4 Does incubation occur on pathogen-free 
and/or fish-free water supply?


Incubation should occur on pathogen-free 
and/or fish-free water supply. B B


4.2.4


Are species-specific incubation 
recommendations followed for water 
quality, flows, temperature, substrate, and 
density parameters to prevent syndromes 
such as “gas bubble disease”, “cold water 
disease”, “blue sac”, etc.)?


Species-specific incubation 
recommendations should be followed for 
water quality, flows, temperature, substrate, 
and density parameters to prevent 
syndromes such as “gas bubble disease”, 
“cold water disease”, “blue sac”, etc.).


B B
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


4.2.4 Are incubating eggs treated when 
recommended by attending fish pathologist?


Incubating eggs should be treated when 
recommended by attending fish pathologist. B B


4.2.4


Following eye-up stage, are eggs 
inventoried, and dead or undeveloped eggs 
removed and disinfected, as described in the 
disease control policy?


Following eye-up stage, eggs should be 
inventoried, and dead or undeveloped eggs 
removed and disinfected, as described in the 
disease control policy.


B B


4.2.4
 Are disinfection procedures implemented 
that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


Disinfection procedures should be 
implemented that prevent pathogen 
transmission between stocks of fish on site.


B B


4.2.4
Are eggs monitored when needed to 
determine fertilization efficiency and 
embryonic development?


Eggs should be monitored when needed to 
determine fertilization efficiency and 
embryonic development.


B B


4.2.4


Are fry removed from incubation units when 
80-90% of observed fry have yolk-sac 
material that is 80-90% utilized and 
contained within body cavity (“button-up”)


Fry should be removed from incubation 
units when 80-90% of observed fry have 
yolk-sac material that is 80-90% utilized 
and contained within body cavity (“button-
up”).


B H


4.2.4
Are appropriate water temperature profiles 
maintained to provide optimum embryo 
development?


Appropriate water temperature profiles 
should be maintained to provide optimum 
embryo development.


B B


4.2.4
Are incubator loading and densities 
maintained at levels that ensure optimum 
survival of eggs and fry?


Incubator loading and densities should be 
maintained at levels that ensure optimum 
survival of eggs and fry.


B B


4.2, 4.2.4
Is substrate used to promote suitable fry 
distribution, optimum size, and appropriate 
emergence timing?


Substrate should be used to promote 
suitable fry distribution, optimum size, and 
appropriate emergence timing.


B B


5.2
Are eggs (dead or culled) discarded in a 
manner that prevents pathogen transmission 
to the receiving watershed?


Eggs (dead or culled) should be discarded 
in a manner that prevents pathogen 
transmission to the receiving watershed.


B B
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C-8 Operational Guidelines 


REARING 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


3.1, 3.2, 4.1


Are fish reared under conditions that 
maximize the probability that all segments 
of the population contribute equally to the 
release population?


Fish should be reared under conditions that 
maximize the probability that all segments 
of the population contribute equally to the 
release population.


I B


3.1, 3.2, 4.1
Are all fish reared under environmental 
conditions that tend to maximize survival of 
all segments of the population?


 All fish should be reared under 
environmental conditions that tend to 
maximize survival of all segments of the 
population.


B B - SH


3.1, 4.1
Are families within spawning groups mixed 
randomly at ponding so that unintentional 
rearing differences affect families equally?


Families within spawning groups should be 
mixed randomly at ponding so that 
unintentional rearing differences affect 
families equally.


I B


3.1, 3.2, 4.1 Are excess juveniles culled randomly when 
necessary?


Excess juveniles should be culled randomly 
when necessary. B B - SH


3.1, 3.2, 4.1
Are fish reared in multiple facilities or with 
redundant systems to reduce the risk of 
catastrophic loss?


Fish should be reared in multiple facilities 
or with redundant systems to reduce the risk 
of catastrophic loss.


B C


3.1, 4.1 Are fish reared for the shortest period 
possible?


Fish should be reared for the shortest period 
possible. I C


3.1, 3.2, 4.1


For captive broodstocks, are fish maintained 
on natural photoperiod to ensure normal 
maturation and water temperatures below 
120C to minimize disease?


For captive broodstocks, fish should be 
maintained on natural photoperiod to ensure 
normal maturation and water temperatures 
below 120C to minimize disease.


S C


3.1, 3.2, 4.1


For captive broodstocks, are diets and 
growth regimes selected that produce 
potent, fertile gametes and reduce excessive 
early maturation of fish?


For captive broodstocks, diets and growth 
regimes should be selected that produce 
potent, fertile gametes and reduce excessive 
early maturation of fish.


S C


3.2, 4.1 Are families reared individually to maintain 
pedigrees?


Families should be reared individually to 
maintain pedigrees. B C


3.2, 4.1 If required, are larger families culled to 
minimize family size variation?


If required, larger families should be culled 
to minimize family size variation. I B


2.3, 3.1, 4.1, 
5.1, 5.2


Are fish reared under conditions that 
maximize homing fidelity?


Fish should be reared under conditions that 
maximize homing fidelity. B B - SC


4.2, 5.2 Does the program use a diet and growth 
regime that mimics natural growth patterns?


Program should use a diet and growth 
regime that mimics natural growth patterns. B B - SH
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


4.2, 5.2


Are natural rearing conditions simulated for 
rearing density, temperature, photoperiod, 
hydraulic characteristics, feeding 
conditions, and predator avoidance training?


Natural rearing conditions should be 
simulated for rearing density, temperature, 
photoperiod, hydraulic characteristics, 
feeding conditions, and predator avoidance 
training.


I B


4.2, 5.2


Are the fish produced qualitatively similar 
to natural fish in size, morphology, 
behavior, growth rate, physiological status, 
health, and other attributes?


Fish produced should be qualitatively 
similar to natural fish in size, morphology, 
behavior, growth rate, physiological status, 
health, and other attributes.


I B


2.1, 2.2, 5.2
Does the number of fish reared maintain 
program size within carrying capacity of the 
natural environment?


The number of fish reared should maintain 
program size within carrying capacity of the 
natural environment.


B B


2.4 Are adequate flows maintained in the by-
pass reach?


Adequate flows should be maintained in the 
by-pass reach. B B


2.4


Has a riparian management plan been 
implemented that incorporates vegetation 
management, herbicide and pesticide use, 
and surface water management provisions?


A riparian management plan been should be 
implemented that incorporates vegetation 
management, herbicide and pesticide use, 
and surface water management provisions.


B B


2.3, 2.4
Does the facility operate within the 
limitations established in National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System permit?


The facility should operate within the 
limitations established in National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System permit.


B B


2.4 Has an on or off-site habitat mitigation plan 
been implemented?


An on or off-site habitat mitigation plan 
should be implemented. B B


4.2.4  Does rearing occur on pathogen-free and/or 
fish free water supply?


Rearing should occur on pathogen-free 
and/or fish free water supply. B B


4.2.4
Are fish health examinations performed at a 
minimum of once per month and more 
frequently when required?


Fish health examinations should be 
performed at a minimum of once per month 
and more frequently when required.


B B


4.2.4
Whenever possible, are vaccines used to 
minimize the use of antimicrobial 
compounds?


Whenever possible, vaccines should be used 
to minimize the use of antimicrobial 
compounds.


B B


4.2.4
Are fish treated with appropriate chemicals 
or drugs as recommended by fish 
pathologist?


Fish should be treated with appropriate 
chemicals or drugs as recommended by fish 
pathologist.


B B


4.2.4
Are disinfection procedures implemented 
that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


Disinfection procedures should be 
implemented that prevent pathogen 
transmission between stocks of fish on site.


B B
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


4.2.4
Are predators excluded from ponds to 
prevent the spread of pathogens between 
containers?


Predators should be excluded from ponds to 
prevent the spread of pathogens between 
containers.


S B


4.2.4


In the event of an epizootic, are: Treatment 
recommendations of attending pathologist 
followed? Are affected containers isolated? 
Is effluent sanitized if possible?


In the event of an epizootic: Treatment 
recommendations of attending pathologist 
should be followed. Affected containers 
should be isolated? Effluent should be 
sanitized if possible.


B B


2.4, 4.2.4
Are settleable solids, unused feed and feces 
periodically removed to ensure proper 
cleanliness of rearing container?


Settleable solids, unused feed and feces 
should be periodically removed to ensure 
proper cleanliness of rearing container.


B B


4.2


Does the operator follow proper feeding 
rates, conduct periodic feed quality analysis, 
and store feed under proper conditions to 
prevent nutritional disorders?


The operator should follow proper feeding 
rates, conduct periodic feed quality analysis, 
and store feed under proper conditions to 
prevent nutritional disorders.


B B


4.2


Are appropriate physical and chemical 
characteristics of water inflow and effluent 
(suspended solids, temperature, dissolved 
gases, pH, mineral content, and potential 
toxic metals) maintained to promote growth 
and survival?


Appropriate physical and chemical 
characteristics of water inflow and effluent 
(suspended solids, temperature, dissolved 
gases, pH, mineral content, and potential 
toxic metals) should be maintained to 
promote growth and survival.


B B


4.2
Are accurate fish inventory data maintained 
(e.g. Hat-Pro) with a minimum of handling 
stress?


Accurate fish inventory data should be 
maintained (e.g. Hat-Pro) with a minimum 
of handling stress.


B B


4.2
 Are appropriate flow and density indexes 
maintained for the species and life stage 
being reared?


 Appropriate flow and density indexes 
should be maintained for the species and life 
stage being reared.


B B


4.2


Is the correct amount and type of food 
provided to achieve the desired growth rate, 
body composition, and condition factors for 
the species and life stage being reared?


The correct amount and type of food should 
be provided to achieve the desired growth 
rate, body composition, and condition 
factors for the species and life stage being 
reared.


B B


4.2.5, 5.2
Are mortalities removed daily and disposed 
of in a manner that prevents pathogen 
transmission to the receiving watershed?


Mortalities should be removed daily and 
disposed of in a manner that prevents 
pathogen transmission to the receiving 
watershed.


B B


4.4.1


Are facility and species-specific 
recommendations for water quality, 
temperature, loading, and density followed 
to maximize recruitment to fisheries?


Facility and species-specific 
recommendations for water quality, 
temperature, loading, and density should be 
followed to maximize recruitment to 
fisheries.


S H
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RELEASE AND ADULT MIGRATION 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


2.3, 3.1, 4.1, 
5.1, 5.2


Are fish released at life stages and locations 
that maximize homing fidelity?


Fish should be released at life stages and 
locations that maximize homing fidelity. B B - SC


3.1, 4.1, 5.1


Are marking/tagging techniques used to 
distinguish among segments of the hatchery 
population and between the hatchery and 
natural populations?


Marking/tagging techniques should be used 
to distinguish among segments of the 
hatchery population and between the 
hatchery and natural populations.


B B


4.1, 5.1 Are fish identified with nonlethal detectable 
identification marks or tags?


Fish should be identified with nonlethal 
detectable identification marks or tags. I C


2.3, 3.1, 4.1, 
5.1, 5.2


Is the straying of hatchery fish into the wild 
controlled?


Straying of hatchery fish into the wild 
should be controlled. B H


2.3, 3.1, 5.1, 5.2 Is the attraction of hatchery fish maximized 
and that of wild fish minimized?


The attraction of hatchery fish should be 
maximized and that of wild fish minimized. S H


3.2, 5.3 Are hatchery fish identified so the status of 
the natural population is not masked?


Hatchery fish should be identified so the 
status of the natural population is not 
masked.


B B - SC


4.2, 5.2
Are fish released within the size range of 
naturally produced fish from which the 
hatchery population is derived?


Fish should be released within the size 
range of naturally produced fish from which 
the hatchery population is derived.


I B


3.1, 4.1, 4.2, 5.2 Are volitional releases during natural out-
migration timing practiced? 


Volitional releases during natural out-
migration timing should be practiced. I B


4.2, 5.2
Are fish released at sizes and life history 
stages similar to those of natural fish of the 
same species?


Fish should be released at sizes and life 
history stages similar to those of natural fish 
of the same species.


I B


2.3, 5.2


Are fish released in areas or at life history 
stages where they are unlikely to encounter 
or prey upon natural fish of the same or 
other species?


Fish should be released in areas or at life 
history stages where they are unlikely to 
encounter or prey upon natural fish of the 
same or other species.


B B - SC


2.3, 5.2
Are fish released in a manner so they are 
unlikely to encounter or prey upon natural 
fish of the same or other species?


Fish should be released in a manner so they 
are unlikely to encounter or prey upon 
natural fish of the same or other species.


B B - SC


2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 5.2
Are fish released in numbers that do not 
exceed the carrying capacity for the natural 
population?


Fish should be released in numbers that do 
not exceed the carrying capacity for the 
natural population.


B B - SC
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


2.3, 5.2  Are fish released in stream reaches within 
the historic range of that species?


Fish should be released in stream reaches 
within the historic range of that species. B B - SC


3.1, 4.2, 5.2 Are fish released in a manner that simulates 
natural migratory patterns?


Fish should be released in a manner that 
simulates natural migratory patterns. B B - SC


2.3, 3.1, 4.1, 
5.1, 5.2


Are fish released in areas with adequate 
imprinting to the facility or desired stream 
reach?


Fish should be released in areas with 
adequate imprinting to the facility or desired 
stream reach.


B B - SC


2.3, 5.2
Are fish released at locations where they are 
unlikely to encounter natural fish that are 
negatively affected by hatchery fish?


Fish should be released at locations where 
they are unlikely to encounter natural fish 
that are negatively affected by hatchery fish


B B - SC


2.1, 5.2 Are fish released into properly functioning 
freshwater, estuarine and marine habitat?


Fish should be released into properly 
functioning freshwater, estuarine and marine 
habitat.


B B - SC


2.4


Does the hatchery operate to allow all 
migrating species of all ages to pass through 
hatchery related structures to maximize use 
of natural habitat?


The hatchery should operate to allow all 
migrating species of all ages to pass through 
hatchery related structures to maximize use 
of natural habitat.


B B - SC


2.4 Are adults distributed upstream of hatchery 
to meet habitat capacity?


Adults should be distributed upstream of 
hatchery to meet habitat capacity. I B


2.4
Is unimpeded passage provided for wild fish 
through hatchery structures and by-pass 
reaches?


Unimpeded passage should be provided for 
wild fish through hatchery structures and by-
pass reaches.


B B - SC


4.2.4


Are all fish examined for presence of 
“reportable pathogens” as defined in the 
disease control policy at the assumed 
pathogen prevalence Level (APPL) of 5% 
no less than 3 weeks prior to release?


All fish should be examined for presence of 
“reportable pathogens” as defined in the 
disease control policy at the assumed 
pathogen prevalence Level (APPL) of 5% 
no less than 3 weeks prior to release.


B B - SC


4.2.4
Are attending fish pathologist 
recommendations followed for treatments 
prior to release?


Attending fish pathologist recommendations 
should be followed for treatments prior to 
release.


B B - SC 


4.2.4 Are fish released in same drainage as 
rearing facility? 


Fish should be released in same drainage as 
rearing facility. B B - SC
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


4.2.4


Are transfers out of drainage inspected as 
above and accompanied by appropriate 
notifications to responsible/regulatory 
parties as described in the disease control 
policy?


Transfers out of drainage should be 
inspected as above and accompanied by 
appropriate notifications to 
responsible/regulatory parties as described 
in the disease control policy.


B B


2.1, 3.1, 4.1
Are fish released at times of the year and 
sizes to allow adoption of multiple life 
history strategies?


Fish should be released at times of the year 
and sizes to allow adoption of multiple life 
history strategies.


B B - SC


4.4.1
Are fish released at a time, size, location, 
and in a manner that maximizes recruitment 
to fisheries?


Fish should be released at a time, size, 
location, and in a manner that maximizes 
recruitment to fisheries.


S H
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ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


6.1
Are all hatchery personnel aware of the 
goals for the hatchery with respect to 
conservation, harvest and other purposes?


All hatchery personnel should be aware of 
the goals for the hatchery with respect to 
conservation, harvest and other purposes


B B


6.1
Are expenditures tracked to assure that 
funds are expended as intended for the 
hatchery program?


Expenditures should be tracked to assure 
that funds are expended as intended for the 
hatchery program.


B B


6.1


Are KEY staff aware of the funding 
available for carrying out the various 
activities in the production cycle so that it 
can be done the most cost effective manner?


Key staff should be aware of the funding 
available for carrying out the various 
activities in the production cycle so that it 
can be done the most cost effective manner.


B B


6.1


Is all new relevant information from 
research or other sources made available to 
hatchery staff and others and used for 
attaining goals?


All new relevant information from research 
or other sources should be made available to 
hatchery staff and others and used for 
attaining goals.


B B


6.1


Is the most recent information obtained 
from monitoring and evaluation programs 
for the production cycle, including 
performance indicators and progress toward 
goals, taken into consideration when 
determining whether hatchery operations 
should be changed or not?


The most recent information obtained from 
monitoring and evaluation programs for the 
production cycle, including performance 
indicators and progress toward goals, should 
be taken into consideration when 
determining whether hatchery operations 
should be changed or not.


B B


6.1


Is there a management program in place that 
assures that information pertaining to items 
1-4 is available on a “real-time” basis and 
that changes warranted by that information 
are implemented?


There should be a management program in 
place that assures that information 
pertaining to items 1-4 is available on a 
“real-time” basis and that changes 
warranted by that information are 
implemented.


B B


6.1
Are standards specified for in-culture and 
post release performance of hatchery fish 
and their offspring?


Standards should be specified for in-culture 
and post release performance of hatchery 
fish and their offspring.


B B


6.1
Are there state or federal laws that constrain 
the program by specifying objectives, such 
as numbers and size of smolt produced? 


State or federal laws that constrain the 
program by specifying objectives, such as 
numbers and size of smolt produced, should 
be reviewed and conflicts reported. 


B B
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EDUCATION 
 
 
 
 
 


QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


1.13 Is the hatchery facility open to the public 
during hours of operation?


The hatchery facility should be open to the 
public during hours of operation. B B


1.13 Are the hatchery operations visible to 
facility visitors?


Hatchery operations should be visible to 
facility visitors. B B


1.13
Are hatchery operations (egg take, 
incubation, rearing) demonstrated to the 
public?


Hatchery operations (egg take, incubation, 
rearing) should be demonstrated to the 
public.


B B


1.13
Does the facility have a fish ladder and/or 
adult holding facilities that are open to the 
public?


If the facility has a fish ladder and/or adult 
holding facilities they should be are open to 
the public.


B B


1.13
Does the hatchery have signage describing 
the facility, fish production goals, ties to 
management goals, ecosystem function?


The hatchery should have signage 
describing the facility, fish production 
goals, ties to management goals, ecosystem 
function.


B B


1.13 Is there a visible link to riparian zone such 
as viewing boardwalk or bridge?


There should be a visible link to riparian 
zone such as viewing boardwalk or bridge. B B


1.13 Is the facility used by other fish and wildlife 
programs?


When beneficial, the facility should be used 
by other fish and wildlife programs. B B


1.13 Does the hatchery schedule tours for 
groups?


The hatchery should schedule tours for 
groups. B B


1.13 Does the program provide opportunities for 
student interns?


The program should provide opportunities 
for student interns. B B


1.13 Does the program provide opportunities for 
citizen volunteer involvement?


The program should provide opportunities 
for citizen volunteer involvement. B B


1.13 Does the agency maintain a web page 
describing the hatchery program?


The agency should maintain a web page 
describing the hatchery program. B B


1.13 Is a pamphlet or brochure describing agency 
or hatchery programs available?


A pamphlet or brochure describing agency 
or hatchery programs should be available. B B
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QUESTIONS GUIDELINES


1.13 Are eggs or fish provided to volunteer 
groups?


Are eggs or fish provided to volunteer 
groups? B B


1.13 Are eggs or fish provided to educational 
groups i.e. “Salmon in the Classroom”?


Are eggs or fish provided to educational 
groups i.e. “Salmon in the Classroom”? B H


1.13
Is hatchery staff involved in 
community/volunteer meetings or outreach 
programs?


Hatchery staff should be involved in 
community/volunteer meetings or outreach 
programs.


B B


1.13 Does hatchery staff regularly give classroom 
presentations?


Does hatchery staff regularly give classroom 
presentations? B B


1.13 Does hatchery staff participate in formal 
professional presentations/seminars?


Hatchery staff should participate in formal 
professional presentations/seminars. B B


1.13 Is the facility used or does staff participate 
in agency research projects?


Where appropriate and benficial, the facility 
should be used and staff should participate 
in agency research projects.


B B


1.13
Is the facility used or does staff participate 
in university or other cooperative research 
projects?


Is the facility used or does staff participate 
in university or other cooperative research 
projects?


B B


1.13
Are data and information pertaining to the 
program accessible to interested 
researchers?


Data and information pertaining to the 
program should be accessible to interested 
researchers.


B B
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D. Monitoring and Evaluation Criteria 


INTRODUCTION 


Accountability and adaptive management are two of the cornerstones of hatchery reform. They require 
collecting and using information that tell us (1) if hatchery programs are successfully contributing to 
resource goals and (2) if they are not how they should change. A conceptual outline of a monitoring 
and evaluation strategy to achieve accountability and support adaptive management is contained in 
Chapter 6 of the Scientific Framework (Appendix A). The purpose of this Appendix is to show how a 
monitoring plan can be developed that generates the information needed to assess the performance of a 
hatchery program relative to its goals. The co-managers and the HSRG are currently engaged in an 
effort to develop a comprehensive, operational monitoring and evaluation plan, therefore this 
Appendix should be viewed as a preliminary report on a work in progress. 


This appendix first identifies and describes the conditions for success based on the concepts in the 
Scientific Framework. A set of evaluation questions, derived from the operational guidelines 
(Appendix C), are then identified that relate hatchery operations to the conditions for success. The 
monitoring criteria that follow identify the data that must be collected to answer the evaluation 
questions. The answers to the evaluation questions tell us to what extent a hatchery program is 
meeting specific conditions for success. In other words, the conditions for success represent the 
scientific rationale for the program: if the program is conducted consistent with the specified 
guidelines it will be successful (i.e. contribute to resource goals as intended), when guidelines are not 
met, resource goals may be at risk.  


SUMMARY OF CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS 
The following conditions for success are derived from the concepts decribed in the Scientific 
Framework. 
 


a) Genetic Conditions 
The productivity of a hatchery population is determined jointly by the environment and by genetic 
conditions in both the hatchery population and any naturally spawning populations connected to it. 
Genetic conditions affect not only productivity; they also determine adaptability to environmental 
change, and include genetic composition, genetic diversity, and genetic population structure. 
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b) Biological Conditions 
The survival and reproductive success of juvenile hatchery fish depends upon their physiological, 
morphological, behavioral, and health characteristics at the time of their release. The success is 
also shaped by their genetic makeup and the environmental conditions they are exposed to in the 
hatchery. One template for achieving healthy/viable hatchery populations is the biological 
characteristics of local, wild fish populations. Therefore, in order to achieve productivity similar to 
wild fish, the hatchery environment should produce fish that reflect the natural life history patterns 
of locally adapted stocks in: physiology, morphology, and behavior.  


c) Fish Health 
Fish health, in the fish hatchery context, is a term used when considering the well-being of fish 
populations in hatcheries. The term does not indicate whether the fish are diseased or free of 
disease, be it of infectious or non-infectious cause. Health of the fish is important to the 
productivity and success of the hatchery for a number of reasons. First, losses experienced during 
rearing of healthy fish are usually much less than those for diseased fish. Second, the cost of trying 
to correct disease problems in hatcheries can be considerable. Third, rearing healthy fish obviates 
the need for using anti-microbial compounds. Some of these (e.g., formalin), may be harmful to 
hatchery personnel if not used strictly according to directions. Others (e.g., antibiotics) can result 
in the selection/production of antibiotic-resistant fish pathogens (Dixon 1994) and enhance levels 
of the resistant forms present in the environment (Herwig et al. 1997). Finally, healthy fish are 
more likely to survive following release from the hatchery than are sick fish. 


d) Hatchery and Receiving Environment 
The health and viability of hatchery populations are affected by the environment in which the fish 
are reared and are dependent upon the culture techniques these fish experience. Each hatchery has 
a unique combination of water sources, rearing facilities, and release parameters. The viability of 
hatchery populations is also affected by the receiving habitat or environment into which fish are 
released. Providing proper hatchery and environmental conditions optimizes potential fish 
production.  


e) Hatchery Structures 
The physical structures of hatcheries are located in riparian areas. Some hatchery structures have 
severe adverse effects on wild fish populations by creating obstacles to migration, changes in 
instream flows, and loss of water quality. Hatchery structures may affect wild fish and the 
environment in various ways: downstream fish passage (i.e., water intake screens), upstream fish 
passage, volitional entry into hatchery, water discharge quality, riparian alterations, and human 
harassment. 
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f) Ecological Effects 
After their release, hatchery fish become components of the ecosystem, affecting it in various 
ways. While many of these effects are difficult to predict, it is important to evaluate some of these 
consequences and consider them in the course of planning and evaluating hatchery programs. 
Released hatchery salmonids can interact with their wild cohorts to reduce survival, growth, 
migration, and reproduction. Ecological interactions caused by the release of hatchery-reared 
juveniles include: predation, competition, disease transmission, and ecological function. 


g) Genetic Interactions 
Hatchery populations directly affect the genetic composition of natural populations through gene 
flow, the transfer of genes from hatchery populations into naturally spawning populations. Gene 
flow is influenced by the straying or stocking rate of hatchery populations into natural populations, 
as well as by the reproductive success of the hatchery fish. The effects of this gene flow are 
unpredictable and depend on the genetic composition of the hatchery population. Factors affecting 
genetic interactions include: change of diversity among populations, change of diversity within 
populations, decrease in fitness of a population, and changes in abundance. Hatchery releases may 
also have positive demographic effects on natural populations. 


h) Contribution to Conservation 
Conservation hatcheries can play a vital part in the recovery of threatened and endangered species 
by maintaining their genetic diversity and natural behavior, and by reducing the short-term risk of 
extinction. Under proper conditions, conservation hatcheries can maintain severely depleted 
natural stocks in captive culture in gene banks to avoid extinction. Hatcheries have the capability 
to maintain large breeding populations of wild stocks to minimize the risk of demographic loss 
from unpredictable environmental events. Hatcheries, when operating in the conservation mode, 
can supplement under-recruited wild populations that are below their natural carrying capacity. 
Finally, in cases where wild stocks have been extirpated, conservation hatcheries have the 
capability to introduce and maintain naturally spawning stocks until they are self-sustaining. The 
conservation hatchery concept implies that following the recovery of target populations and 
receiving habitat, these programs will be terminated. In order to be effective, conservation 
hatchery programs must be integrated with habitat and harvest management programs that provide 
for rebuilding of self-sustaining, naturally spawning populations. 


i) Contribution to Harvest 
The range of harvest issues and integration of harvest with artificial production are very complex. 
They are best addressed under comprehensive management plans developed by the fisheries co-
managers. This section of the framework is meant to identify the general harvest conditions 
necessary for hatcheries to be successful, rather than to prescribe specific harvest management 
policies or solutions, which while important, is beyond the scope of the HSRG’s assignment. One 
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of the principal goals for hatcheries is to provide for sustainable harvest in subsistence, 
recreational, ceremonial, and commercial fisheries. In order to meet this goal, harvest methods and 
policies, as well as the repositioning of hatchery programs must be taken into consideration. 
Fisheries must have access to harvestable hatchery fish without significant adverse impacts to fish 
stocks of concern. Harvest access implies that hatcheries and harvest operations must be 
coordinated. They must also provide for: opportunity to meet harvest goals, protection of hatchery 
spawning requirements, and protection of co-mingled stocks of concern. 
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
Like the operational guidelines (Appendix C), the evaluation questions that follow are organized by 
operational phases of a hatchery program. The relative importance of the questions and monitoring 
criteria depends on the context (in terms of habitat and stock status), the goals (for conservation and 
harvest), and uncertainties associated with each program. Thus the order of the questions and the 
associated monitoring criteria do not reflect their priority order. 


BROODSTOCK CHOICE 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the origin of the broodstock (SASI stock, GDU membership; include both major and 
minor sources)?  


• What is the stock-specific replacement rate (R/S)?  
• (Estimate recruitment in adult equivalents by brood year.) 
• Do the morphological, behavioral & physiological traits of the adults returning to the hatchery 


match those of the local stock?  
• What are the history of translocations to other facilities and the history of outplantings within 


and out of the watershed? 
• What is the genetic relationship of the extirpated stock to the donor stock? 
• Are the life history patterns of the extirpated stock similar to those of the donor stock? Are the 


freshwater and marine environments of the donor and receiving watersheds similar? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 


• Are allele frequencies being monitored for changes between broodstock and progenitor wild 
populations?  


• What are the morphological, behavioral & physiological traits of local stocks?  


c) Fish Health 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the disease history of the broodstock over the last decade? 
• What are the most serious pathogens in terms of pre-spawning mortality?  
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e) Ecological Effects 
Evaluation questions applicable to segregated programs and to harvest programs 


• Has the hatchery stock been isolated from the wild population through such purposeful 
mechanisms as run timing differences, or weirs, or is the hatchery stock of local origin? 


i) Contribution to Harvest 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to harvest 
programs 


• What are the morphological, behavioral & physiological traits of local stocks?  
• Do the morphological, behavioral & physiological traits of the adults returning to the hatchery 


match those of the local stock?  
• What desirable harvest traits does the broodstock possess (size at maturity, distribution in the 


marine environment, return time, percent jacks, etc.)? 
 
 


Monitoring Criteria for Broodstock Choice by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Broodstock origin (GDU,ESU,SASSI) for introductions; provide rationale (similarity to 


native stock) - annually 
2. Composition (NOR vs. HOR) - annually 
3. Population characteristics (run timing, sex/age, fecundity, egg size, length) - annually 
4. Tag recoveries in fisheries and escapement (to reconstruct recruitment and estimate 


productivity) - annually 
5. Disease history for each broodstock - annually  


In addition for integrated programs determine and/or record: 
1. Population characteristics of natural spawners (as above plus morphology-body shape, 


coloration) - every generation 
2. Gene (allele) frequencies in hatchery and natural stocks - 3 BY/decade (1 BY/generation, 


each cohort every other generation)  
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BROODSTOCK COLLECTION 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What are the location, time, and method of broodstock capture? 
• What are the historical trends for size and age at maturity, and return and spawn timing, and 


other critical life history traits? 
• What are the morphological characteristics unique to the local and hatchery stocks (size and 


age at maturity, body form, secondary sexual characteristics, etc.)?  
• What is the hatchery entry date, over time for the population?  
• What is the number of NORs and HORs used for broodstock by sex by date?  
• What safeguards are employed to maintain the biosecurity of the broodstock(s)?  
• What are the history of translocations to other facilities and the history of outplantings within 


and out of the watershed?  
• What strategies are employed if the hatchery broodstock goal is not met? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 


• What is the number of NORs and HORs used for broodstock by sex by date? 


b) Biological Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• Is there sufficient water of proper temperature to ensure good maturation and gamete 
development?  


• Are the flows sufficient to attract and separate adults into the hatchery?  
• Are there hatchery barriers to upstream passage or that would impede entry to hatchery? 


c) Fish Health 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the disease history of the broodstock over the last decade?  
• What are the most serious pathogens in terms of pre-spawning mortality?  
• How are the eggs of non-local species quarantined? 
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• How are pre-spawning mortalities collected and disposed of?  
• What is the cause of pre-spawning mortality? If infectious invoke pathogen treatment 


protocols. 
• How are pre-spawning mortalities collected and disposed of?  
• If maintained on-site, are the carcasses maintained under quarantine conditions?  
• Describe disinfection procedures for adult holding containers, equipment and personnel during 


and following spawning?  


d) Hatchery and Receiving Environment 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What are the adult holding densities? 
• What is the diurnal temperature cycle in the holding ponds?  
• What is the average pre-spawning mortality over the preceding decade?  
• How does the current year pre-spawning mortality compare?  
• How frequently are the spawners handled to determine ripeness?  
• Is the holding pond deep enough and flow adequate to minimize stress, and is human activity 


minimized?  
• Are night lights extinguished during adult holding?  


f) Ecological Effects 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• Is sufficient escapement on natural/hatchery spawners allowed to maximize the natural 
productivity of the watershed?  


• Is the watershed deficient in nutrients?  
• Are hatchery carcasses sufficient to reach nutrient requirements of watershed? 


g) Genetic Interactions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What are the history of translocations to other facilities and the history of outplantings within 
and out of the watershed? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to conservation programs 


• What is the number of NORs and HORs used for broodstock by sex by date? 
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• What is the size of the naturally spawning population? 
• What is the composition of the natural spawning escapement in terms of NORs and HORs? 
• What is the duration of the program? 


h) Contribution to Conservation 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to conservation 
programs 


• What is the relative probability of survival of the hatchery and wild components?  


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 


• What is the composition of the natural spawning escapement in terms of NORs and HORs? 
 
 


 


Monitoring Criteria for Broodstock Collection by Species/Race/stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Number, composition (HOR, NOR), life stage (eggs, juveniles, or adults), and method of 


broodstock collection (Rationale for number and method of collection)- annually 
2. Number of fish entering hatchery and number passed upstream of hatchery - weekly during 


run  
3. Disposition of all broodstock transferred out of hatchery - annually 
4. Incidents of broodstock losses and their causes - each event 
5. Water temperature and flow in holding ponds - Daily 
6. Holding pond volume, temperature (daily), dissolved oxygen level (weekly) and flow 


(weekly) 
7. Natural spawners (HOR and NOR) in watershed - annually 
8. Incidence and prevalence of pathogen in the broodstock - annually 
9. Methods used to quarantine and/or disinfect ponds, equipment and personnel - annually 
10. Type and duration of disease treatment of adults - annually 


In addition for integrated programs determine and/or record:  
1. Indicators of biological significance and viability of natural population - annually 
2. Quantity and quality of habitat (factors affecting whether to alter or terminate program) - 


annually 
3. Water temperature in stream – continuously
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SPAWNING 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What are the spawner selection protocols (e.g. random, size, ripeness, wild or hatchery 
origin)?  


• How are the gametes handled (pooling of milt and/or eggs?  
• What is the mating scheme (e.g. 1:1, factorial, multiple pooling)? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs  
• Was a representative subsample of the population used for spawning? 


b) Biological Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What are the sex, age, and size composition of the spawning population? 
• What are the procedures for sexing and determining ripeness? 
• What is the age-specific fecundity of hatchery and wild fish (number eggs/female, distribution 


of fecundities, mean egg size, etc.)? 
• What is the relative reproductive success of hatchery-origin/wild-origin spawners? 


c) Fish Health 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What procedures are used for water hardening of eggs in iodophor solution (iodophor 
concentration, duration, etc.)?  


f) Ecological Effects 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• Are adult fish or carcasses provided for upstream planting? 
• Are carcasses disposed of in a manner that prevents pathogen transmission to the receiving 


watershed? 
• Is spawning waste collected and disinfected prior to discharge to receiving water? 
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Monitoring Criteria for Spawning by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Number of NORs and HORs spawned by sex, fecundity, length, date and age - annually 
2. Spawner selection protocol (e.g. random,,,) wrt size, run timing, HOR/NOR - annually 
3. Number of NORs and HORs NOT spawned by sex, fecundity, length, date and age - annually
4. Mating scheme (e.g. 1:1, factorial, pooled gametes) - annually  
5. Number of carcasses distributed to watershed - annually 
6. Method of carcass disposition - annually 
7. Incidence and prevalence of pathogens - annually 
8. Type and duration of disease treatment of eggs - annually 
9. Disinfection methods for ponds, equipment and personnel - annually 


In addition for captive brood programs determine and/or record: 
1. Genotype of selected mated pairs - annually 


In addition for integrated programs determine and/or record: 
1. Genotype of selected mated pairs (where needed to separate stock components) - annually 
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INCUBATION 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• How are the gametes handled (pooling of milt and/or eggs?  
• What is the mating scheme (e.g. 1:1, factorial, multiple pooling)?  
• How are the gametes handled (pooling of milt and/or eggs?  
• What is the mating scheme (e.g. 1:1, factorial, multiple pooling)? 
• Evaluation questions applicable to integrated and to conservation programs 
• What is the incubation water source? (Essential IC, annually) 


Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to conservation 
programs 
• How are families incubated? 


b) Biological Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• How does fertility, eyeing, hatch time, emergence timing and egg survival of hatchery fish 
compare to their naturally spawning counterparts? 


c) Fish Health 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the source of water in the incubation containers (well water, surface water, etc.)?  
• Are other salmonids of the same or other species present in the source water? 
• What diseases are indigenous to the source water?  
• What are the egg densities?  
• What is the diurnal temperature cycle in the incubators?  


d) Hatchery and Receiving Environment 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 
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• What is the percent egg mortality per day?  
• What are the cause(s) of egg losses (poor fertilization, disease, environmental, etc)? 
• What is the diurnal temperature cycle in the incubators?  
• What type of substrate used in incubators? 


f) Ecological Effects 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• Will the juveniles resulting from the egg take equal or exceed the habitat carrying capacity 
(quantity and quality of rearing habitat and accessibility)? 


• What are the progeny to parent ratios of the hatchery and naturally spawning populations? 
• How are dead eggs collected and disposed of?  
• If maintained on-site, are the eggs sequestered under quarantine conditions? 


 
 


 


Monitoring Criteria for Incubation by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Incubation water source, flow, temperatures, and water quality by lots (to estimate 


developmental rates) - daily 
2. Spawning dates, hatching dates, ponding dates by lots (to estimate developmental rates) - 


annually 
3. Counts of fertilized eggs, eyed eggs, dead eggs, and ponded fry (to estimate survival by lots) - 


annually 
4. Incubator type, substrate used, number of eggs per incubator - by lot  
5. Size of fry and % yolk absorption at ponding - by lot 
6. Method of disposal of eggs - by lot 
7. Presence of pathogens in water - when water source changes 
8. Egg treatments (by event); disinfection procedures for incubating eggs, incubators, 


equipment, effluent water, and personnel - by lot 


In addition for integrated and conservation programs determine and/or record: 
1. How families (or family groups) of eggs are incubated - annually 
2. Hatching dates, developmental rates for natural population - annually 
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REARING 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What hatchery rearing protocols are used?  
• What is the mean size (length & weight) and length frequency distribution at release? 
• Are families reared individually? 
• What protocols are used to randomize distribution of family groups? 
• What culling procedures are used?  


Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to conservation 
programs 
• What biosecurity procedures are used to minimize the risk of catastrophic loss during juvenile 


rearing? 
• Are families reared individually? 
• What protocols are used to randomize distribution of family groups?  
• Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to conservation programs  
• What protocols are used to randomize distribution of family groups? 
• How long are fish reared in hatchery environment?  


b) Biological Conditions  
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• Are growth patterns of hatchery fish similar to natural counterparts? 
• Does the rate of development compare favorably with natural fish in the receiving 


environment?  


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 
• How does the hatchery water temperature cycle vary from ambient stream conditions?  
• Are the fish reared and incubated on ground water?  
• Are hatchery work/security lights used at night to extend the normal photoperiod? 
• What is the feeding regimen (times per day, amounts in %bow/day, etc.)?  
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• Is environmental enrichment (cover, structure, substrate, etc.) employed and are the fish 
conditioned to avoid predators?  


c) Fish Health  
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• What is the source of water in the rearing containers (well water, surface water, etc.)?  
• Are other salmonids of the same or other species present in the source water? 
• What diseases are indigenous to the source water?  
• Based on water flow, numbers and biomass of fish, what are the loading and densities?  
• What are the diurnal and seasonal temperature cycles in the raceways/ponds?  
• What is the date and developmental stage of fish at time at the time of vaccination?  
• What type, dosage and method of delivery of drugs and therapeutants used to treat diseases?  


d) Hatchery and Receiving Environment  
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• Are settleable solids, unused feed and feces periodically removed to ensure proper cleanliness 
of rearing container? 


• Does the operator follow proper feeding rates, conduct periodic feed quality analysis, and 
store feed under proper conditions to prevent nutritional disorders? 


• Are appropriate physical and chemical characteristics of water inflow and effluent (suspended 
solids, temperature, dissolved gases, pH, mineral content, and potential toxic metals) 
maintained to promote growth and survival? 


• Are accurate fish inventory data maintained (e.g. Hat-Pro) with a minimum of handling stress? 
• Are appropriate flow and density indexes maintained for the species and life stage being 


reared? 
• Is the correct amount and type of food provided to achieve the desired growth rate, body 


composition, and condition factors for the species and life stage being reared?  


e) Hatchery Structures  
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• What is the extent of the riparian zone in the immediate vicinity of the hatchery?  
• What is the quality of the riparian habitat impacted by hatchery structures? 
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• How much riparian habitat has been lost or impacted by hatchery structures and what actions 
have been taken to mitigate for this loss? 


• Is the hatchery in compliance with limitations established in National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System permit for hatchery wastewater discharge? 


• Does the hatchery and effluent water meet water quality standards for normal growth & 
survival of the cultured species? 


• What are the objectives of the mitigation plan? 
• Is there a monitoring component to the mitigation plan?  


f) Ecological Effects  
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• Will the resulting juveniles equal or exceed the habitat carrying capacity (quantity and quality 
of rearing habitat and accessibility)?  


• How are dead fish collected from the raceways/ponds and disposed of? 
• If maintained on-site, are the dead fish sequestered under quarantine conditions?  


g) Genetic Interactions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs  


• What is the source of rearing water?  
• What is the range in size and smoltification at release?  
• Is the rate of development just prior to release adequate to maximize homing fidelity?  
• Are acclimation ponds used?  


i) Contribution to Harvest 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to harvest 
programs  


• Are facility and species-specific recommendations for water quality, temperature, loading, and 
density followed to maximize recruitment to fisheries?  
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Monitoring Criteria for Rearing by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Count of fish at ponding or subsequent pooling - by lot/family group at each event 1. Count of fish at ponding or subsequent pooling - by lot/family group at each event 
2. Culling numbers and methods - each event 2. Culling numbers and methods - each event 
3. Water sources, flows, volumes - as changes occur 3. Water sources, flows, volumes - as changes occur 
4. Temperatures, dissolved oxygen levels - daily  4. Temperatures, dissolved oxygen levels - daily  
5. Pond types, substrate, structure, cover, pond cleaning frequency - as changes occur  5. Pond types, substrate, structure, cover, pond cleaning frequency - as changes occur  
6. Incidents of security or other kinds of failures affecting rearing survival - by event 6. Incidents of security or other kinds of failures affecting rearing survival - by event 
7. Length and weight distribution (e.g. from random samples of 100 fish) - weekly/monthly 


(varies by species and life stage) 
7. Length and weight distribution (e.g. from random samples of 100 fish) - weekly/monthly 


(varies by species and life stage) 
8. Mortalities - Daily 8. Mortalities - Daily 
9. Status of smoltification (silvering, migratory behavior) - weekly during smoltification 9. Status of smoltification (silvering, migratory behavior) - weekly during smoltification 
10. Rearing methodology, including: densities, duration, behavioral conditioning - annually by lot10. Rearing methodology, including: densities, duration, behavioral conditioning - annually by lot
11. Kinds and quantities of herbicides and pesticides used in riparian zone- each event 11. Kinds and quantities of herbicides and pesticides used in riparian zone- each event 
12. Kinds, quantities, and procedures of chemicals and drugs used for fish treatments and for 


disinfecting ponds, equipment and personnel - each event 
12. Kinds, quantities, and procedures of chemicals and drugs used for fish treatments and for 


disinfecting ponds, equipment and personnel - each event 
13. Water quality upstream and downstream: temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, ammonia, 


nitrite, phosphorus, hardness, alkalinity, total suspended solids, settleable solids, and water 
flow through facility - as needed and consistent with NPDES 


13. Water quality upstream and downstream: temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, ammonia, 
nitrite, phosphorus, hardness, alkalinity, total suspended solids, settleable solids, and water 
flow through facility - as needed and consistent with NPDES 


14. Feeding regimes: diet and ration, schedule (by lot), results of feed quality analyses - annually 14. Feeding regimes: diet and ration, schedule (by lot), results of feed quality analyses - annually 
15. Types and concentrations of contaminants in water source(s) (e.g. of dioxins, PCBs, dieldrin, 


mercury, cadmium, lead) - as needed 
15. Types and concentrations of contaminants in water source(s) (e.g. of dioxins, PCBs, dieldrin, 


mercury, cadmium, lead) - as needed 
16. Method of disposal of culls and mortalities - by event for each lot 16. Method of disposal of culls and mortalities - by event for each lot 
17. Presence of microbial pathogens and parasites in water supply - as changes occur 17. Presence of microbial pathogens and parasites in water supply - as changes occur 
18. Fish health examinations - monthly 18. Fish health examinations - monthly 
19. Incidence of observed predation on hatchery fish - by event 19. Incidence of observed predation on hatchery fish - by event 


In addition for captive brood programs, determine and record: In addition for captive brood programs, determine and record: 
1. Length, weight and maturity of individuals - annually 1. Length, weight and maturity of individuals - annually 
2. Day length - daily 2. Day length - daily 
3. Spermatocrit, sperm motility, egg quality, fecundity, egg size  3. Spermatocrit, sperm motility, egg quality, fecundity, egg size  
4. Individual pedigrees 4. Individual pedigrees 


In addition for integrated programs, determine and record: In addition for integrated programs, determine and record: 
1. Length and weight distribution for naturally produced fish (e.g. from random samples of 100 


fish) - weekly/monthly (varies by species and life stage)  
1. Length and weight distribution for naturally produced fish (e.g. from random samples of 100 


fish) - weekly/monthly (varies by species and life stage)  
2. Status of smoltification for naturally produced fish (silvering, migratory behavior) - weekly 


during smoltification 
2. Status of smoltification for naturally produced fish (silvering, migratory behavior) - weekly 


during smoltification 
3. ATPase on hatchery fish - every two weeks until pattern is established. 3. ATPase on hatchery fish - every two weeks until pattern is established. 
4. Cryptic coloration - at release 4. Cryptic coloration - at release 


Monitoring Criteria for Rearing by Species/Race/Stock:  
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RELEASE 


a) Genetic Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 


• When does natural out migration occur? 


b) Biological Conditions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• How do the size and growth parameters the cultured fish compare to the natural fish?  
• What are the fish’s energy stores (whole body proximates, liver glycogen, hepatosomatic 


index)?  
• What is the developmental stage of the released fish (fry, pre-smolt, smolt, precocity)? 
• Does the rate of smolt development compare favorably with natural fish in the receiving 


environment? 
• What is the age at release? 
• What is their swimming efficiency (stamina, stride efficiency)? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated programs and to both conservation and harvest 
programs 


• When does natural out migration occur? 
• When and how are hatchery fish liberated? 


d) Hatchery and Receiving Environment 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the origin of the broodstock (SASI stock, GDU membership; include both major and 
minor sources)?  


• What is the distribution of release sites both in and out of the basin? What is the disease 
history of the juveniles over the last decade?  


• What are the most serious pathogens in terms of pre-release mortality?  
• Are the fish certified and appropriate responsible parties notified? 


Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to harvest 
programs 
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• What are the number and size of fish released by location, time & date? 
• How many fish were marked/tagged? 
• What is the tag type & tag code(s) (cwt, PIT, otolith, etc.)? 
• What is the percent of marked and tagged fish in the fishery? 
• What is the contribution to the fishery? 


f) Ecological Effects 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What pathogens are present and what is their prevalence in the populations?  
• Were diseases present?  
• What drugs and chemotherapeutants were used and what were the treatment protocols? 
• Did the drugs/chemotherapeutants used to trace the disease(s) conform to recommendations of 


the attending fish pathologist? 
• How were the fish released (mass, volitional, staggered)?  
• What are the similarities/dissimilarities between wild and hatchery fish regards size, timing, 


and duration of release period? 
• Is there sufficient attraction water at the hatchery or stream reach to adequately imprint the 


migrants?  
• Are natural fish entering the hatchery facility? 
• What numbers, species and life stages of natural fish bypass hatchery structures?  
• What is the magnitude of fish release (numbers, size, biomass, etc.)?  
• Do these cultured fish exceed the carrying capacity of the receiving stream, and is there excess 


carrying capacity?  
• Are receiving habitats in properly functioning condition? 
• How do the size and growth parameters the cultured fish compare to the natural fish?  
• What are the fish’s energy stores (whole body proximates, liver glycogen, hepatosomatic 


index)? What is the developmental stage of the released fish (fry, pre-smolt, smolt, precocity)?  
• Does the rate of smolt development compare favorably with natural fish in the receiving 


environment? 
• What is the age at release?  
• What is their swimming efficiency (stamina, stride efficiency)? 
• If planted out (trucking, barging, release site, etc.), where are the fish released in the target 


watershed, and what is the distribution and density of natural fish within that watershed?  
• Are fish released into properly functioning habitat? 
• If planted out (trucking, barging, release site, etc.), where are the fish released in the target 


watershed, and what is the distribution and density of natural fish within that watershed?  
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• Are acclimation ponds used?  
• If released at the hatchery, what is the manner of release (volitional, staggered, forced, etc)?  
• What is the magnitude of fish release (numbers, size, biomass, etc.)?  
• Do these cultured fish exceed the carrying capacity of the receiving stream, and is there excess 


carrying capacity?  
• If planted out (trucking, barging, release site, etc.), where are the fish released in the target 


watershed?  
• Are acclimation ponds used?  
• If released at the hatchery, what is the manner of release (volitional, staggered, forced, etc)?  
• Is there sufficient attraction water at the hatchery or stream reach to adequately imprint the 


migrants? 
• If planted out (trucking, barging, release site, etc.), where are the fish released in the target 


watershed, and what is the distribution and density of natural fish within that watershed?  
• Are fish released into properly functioning habitat? 
• What is the magnitude of fish release (numbers, size, biomass, etc.)?  
• Do these cultured fish exceed the carrying capacity of the receiving stream, and is there excess 


carrying capacity?  
• What is the magnitude of fish release (numbers, size, biomass, etc.)? Do these cultured fish 


exceed the carrying capacity of the receiving stream, and is there excess carrying capacity?  
• How do the size and growth parameters the cultured fish compare to the natural fish?  
• What are the fish’s energy stores (whole body proximates, liver glycogen, hepatosomatic 


index)?  
• What is the developmental stage of the released fish (fry, pre-smolt, smolt, precocity)? Does 


the rate of smolt development compare favorably with natural fish in the receiving 
environment? 


• What is the age at release?  
• What is their swimming efficiency (stamina, stride efficiency)? 
• What is the prevalence of disease in co-mingling wild and hatchery fish? 
• How do the hatchery fish interact with their natural counterpart (territoriality, displacement, 


foraging ability, etc.)? 
• How are the fish likely to be impacted by water quality and the riparian zone?  
• Is there a management plan for vegetation, herbicide and pesticide use, and surface water 


allocation? 


g) Genetic Interactions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 
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• How are fish released? 
• What treatments are used to encourage homing fidelity? 


i) Contribution to Harvest 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to harvest 
programs 


• What is the contribution to the fishery? 
• (How many fish were marked/tagged?  
• What is the tag type & tag code(s) (cwt, PIT, otolith, etc.)? ) 


 
 


 


Monitoring Criteria for Release by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Release method, locations, life stage, length and weight (for individuals in random 100 fish 


sample), and result of required pre-release fish health tests, smoltification - by event 
2. Numbers and types of marks and tags used (to distinguish among segments of the hatchery 


populations and between hatchery and natural populations) - by lot 
3. Approximate numbers of precocious males - by lot 
4. Health status prior to release or transfer, and disposition of diseased fish -by lot 
5. Disease treatments prior to release (type, date and duration) - by lot 
6. Distribution of naturally-produced and hatchery juvenile fish in the receiving habitat - 


periodically 
7. Quantity and quality of the receiving marine and freshwater habitat - annually. 
8. Distribution of other potentially affected species  
9. Behavioral characteristics of released fish and their interaction with naturally produced fish 


through feeding behavior, aggressive behavior, group size, territory size, and habitat use 


In addition for integrated programs, determine and record: 
1. Natural outmigration timing (date and duration) - annually 
2. For naturally produced fish, length, weight (for 100 fish) - annually 
3. For naturally produced fish, timing of smoltification (silvering, migratory behavior) - 


annually 
4. For naturally produced fish, nutritional condition (proximate composition, liver glycogen) - 


annually 
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ADULT RETURN 


e) Hatchery Structures 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• Is there unimpeded passage for wild fish through hatchery structures and bypass reaches? 
• What species of salmonids and non-salmonids use the migratory corridor past the hatchery?  
• Are there hatchery structural barriers to upstream passage or entry to hatchery?  
• Is there adequate stream flow below the hatchery water intake and in the by-pass reach to 


allow passage of adults upstream?  
• Are there thermal or odorant barriers that impede or block upstream migration?  
• Is there sufficient upstream spawning habitat to attract adults to the upstream reaches? 


Evaluation questions applicable to integrated and to conservation programs 


• What is stream carrying capacity?  
• Do adults adequately utilize habitat capacity? 


g) Genetic Interactions 
Evaluation questions applicable to both integrated and segregated programs and to both 
conservation and harvest programs 


• What is the extent of straying of hatchery fish into natural spawning areas 
• What measures are used to control straying and/or natural spawning of hatchery fish? 
• What is the extent of straying of naturally produced fish into the hatchery? 
• What measures are used to control attraction of wild fish into the hatchery? 
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Monitoring Criteria for Adult Return by Species/Race/Stock: 


For all programs determine and/or record: 
1. Potential barriers to upstream migration of adults and movement of adults into and past the 


hatchery - annually 
2. The number of HORs from any hatchery program found in spawning areas, and the number 


of NORs attracted into the hatchery - annually 
3. Straying rates of individual hatchery populations - periodically 
4. Reproductive success of HORs from a particular hatchery program in nature - periodically 
5. Abundance and distribution of hatchery- and natural-origin spawners - annually 
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E. Regional Information Key Questions Form 


This form is provided to regional participants not affiliated with the management agencies, to guide 
them in assembling information for the HSRG’s regional briefing book. 
 
The HSRG feels it is essential to receive input or knowledge from those who are most familiar with 
the region and its hatchery system. Having been identified as one of these persons, you are requested 
to provide written information for a Regional Briefing Book to be provided to the HSRG. The HSRG 
is requesting information on: 1) regional management goals for conservation, harvest, and other 
priorities; 2) stock status (biological significance and viability of salmonid populations within the 
region); 3) habitat; and 4) hatchery programs.  
 
The HSRG and regional managers have divided natural and artificially propagated anadromous 
salmonids in the region into appropriate individual stocks (see attached list), reflecting management 
units. It is at this level that the HSRG requests you to provide information. The HSRG will provide 
their evaluations and recommendations based on the stock management goals provided by this same 
grouping. 
 
Below are a series of questions the HSRG would like you to address. Address any or all questions for 
which you have pertinent information. Please provide this information in memo form, with author, 
affiliation, date, and sources noted. Please provide soft copy in Microsoft Word or Rich Text Format 
to Michael Kern, mkern@lltk.org. 
 


1. Do you feel that the conservation, harvest, and other goals for the region’s hatchery system 
are appropriate, given current habitat conditions and other factors? If not, what adjustments 
or suggestions do you have to resolve the conflict? 


 
2. Are monitoring and evaluation programs adequate to determine if goals are being met? 


 
3. Do you see the quality of the habitat in this region changing for the worse or better in the next 


ten to twelve years? Fifty years? What are the long-term goals for habitat in this region? 
 


4. Using the definitions given below, what would your overall rating be for the habitat available 
to each sub-regional species? Please provide using the table format below, one table per sub-
regional species. The general habitat ratings are defined as: 


a. High (H) = Healthy: Productivity of the target species is high and the population is 
capable of growth and supporting significant terminal harvest. 


b. Medium (M) = Limiting: The target species is productive enough for the population to 
sustain itself at a low level terminal harvest. 


c. Low (L) = Inadequate: The target species is unproductive and the population will go 
extinct, even without terminal harvest. 
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Sub-Region Species: 
 Spawning Habitat Freshwater Rearing 


Habitat 
Migration Habitat Estuarine 


Habitat 
 Hatchery Wild Hatchery Wild Hatchery Wild  


Rating 
(H/M/L) 


       


 
5. Are there exceptions or “islands” of greater or lesser productivity in this sub-region that the 


HSRG should be aware of in reviewing the hatchery programs? 
 
6. Are there habitat improvement projects that could elevate the rating for this sub-region or that 


could elevate the productivity of “islands” of inferior production within this sub-region? If so, 
what are they and are they in the proposed or planning stages? 


 
7. How would you rate the stock status (biological significance and population viability) of each 


sub-regional species (high, medium or low)? Please provide using the table format below, one 
set of ratings per sub-regional species. For biological significance, please take into account 
factors such as whether the species is native to the watershed; whether it exhibits any unique 
or distinctive biological attributes that are not shared with other stocks within the GDU; and 
the history of introductions, hatchery fish releases, and hatchery fish strays from other 
watersheds. For population viability, high = healthy, medium = at risk, low = critical. 


 
 Sub-Region Species: Sub-Region Species: Sub-Region Species: Sub-Region Species: 


 Biol. 
Sig. 


 Viability Biol. Sig.  Viability Biol. Sig.  Viability Biol. Sig.  Viability 


Rating (H/M/L)         


 
8. How well are current hatchery programs contributing towards meeting regional goals? In the 


future, could hatchery programs make better or different contributions toward meeting these 
goals? 


 
9. Are regional hatchery facilities designed and operated to optimize benefits to and reduce 


negative interactions with naturally produced stocks? 
 


10. In your opinion, what is the most valuable use of these facilities for the future? 
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F. Regional Information Instruction Form 


This form is provided to regional participants from the management agencies, to guide them in 
assembling information for the HSRG’s regional briefing book. 
 
Purpose 
 
This document provides information to the co-managers regarding the Hatchery Reform Project and 
the Regional Review Process. This document asks the co-managers questions about hatchery-related 
regional issues. Replies to these questions will be compiled in a briefing book. This book will enable 
the scientists participating in the Hatchery Reform Project to make recommendations for hatchery 
facilities and programs within Washington’s Puget Sound and coastal regions. 
 
Benefits  
 
The managers will receive as a result of this review of the hatchery system: 1) independent appraisal 
of the regional hatcheries; 2) documentation of their existing and potential benefits to both salmonid 
conservation and sustainable fisheries; 3) documentation and tools for evaluating potential risks of 
hatchery programs; and 4) recommendations for improvement. These will be in the form of a written 
report. Implementation of these recommendations will be made possible through Washington state and 
US Congressional legislative appropriations and private sector resources. To date, Congress has 
provided $12.6 million for this effort.  
 
The regional review process involves the following steps: 
 


1. Managers identify regional and other agency support staff to participate in regional review. 
The facilitation team creates and maintains a regional participant contact list. 


2. Managers and others (such as funding entities) meet with the HSRG and the facilitation team 
to introduce the regional review process and to discuss issues and concerns specific to this 
region. 


3. Managers receive this form; other interested parties receive the HSRG Key Questions form. 
4. Agency staff meet internally and with other regional participants to discuss the best method to 


assemble the information requested on this form.  
5. Managers submit the requested information to the facilitation team who compile it into the 


Regional Briefing Book.  
6. The facilitation team visits and photographs the region and its facilities prior to the regional 


review. 
7. The facilitation team works with regional participants to design a regional tour for the 


beginning of the regional review.  
8. HSRG and facilitation team tour the region’s hatchery and other relevant sites, meeting with 


managers along the way. This regional tour is first day or more of the review. 
9. Managers meet with the HSRG to discuss the regional habitat and goals as they relate to 


hatchery programs. This is primarily to clarify information and gather new data as needed.  
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10. The HSRG finishes their review and gives regional managers their preliminary 
recommendations verbally in an informal meeting (last day of the schedule review). 


11. Regional managers meet to consider the HSRG’s preliminary recommendations and provide 
feedback prior to the report writing process. 


12. HSRG drafts its report to include recommendations for all regions reviewed. 
13. The draft report is provided to the management agencies to allow them an opportunity to 


include a response to each set of recommendations, including their implementation plans. 
14. Regional review report is provided to the managers, US Congress, Washington state 


legislature and other appropriate parties. 
15. Available funding is prioritized for implementation of recommendations.  


 
Regional Information Briefing Book – What We Need From You 
 
The HSRG feels it is essential to receive answers to their questions from the regional managers and 
staff that are most familiar with the region and its hatchery system. Your peers have identified you as a 
regional expert. The HSRG requests your written responses to the questions on this form for a 
Regional Briefing Book. We encourage working together to avoid duplication of efforts and use 
existing documents such as HGMPs, planning documents, etc. as source material (cut and paste as 
needed). The HSRG recognizes that some information may be incomplete, anecdotal, or not well 
documented – it is still important and should be included. If you have little or no information for a 
particular question, please give the information you do have. The HSRG may recognize a lack of 
information, and the corresponding need to learn more as a part of their recommendations. 
  
This Regional Briefing Book will be provided to the HSRG and regional participants in advance of the 
review for your region. You will be provided with due dates and information on where to send the 
material. Please provide the information as soft copy in Microsoft Word or Rich Text Format with 
author(s), affiliation(s), sources, and date noted. You will also be requested to meet with the HSRG to 
participate in the review. 
 
The HSRG is requesting information on:  
 


A. Habitat  
B. Salmon and steelhead stock status – both hatchery and wild 
C. Management goals for harvest, conservation and other priorities  
D. Current hatchery programs. 


 
The HSRG and regional managers will work with you to divide natural and artificially propagated 
anadromous salmonids into appropriate individual stocks. The grouping should reflect management 
units. The HSRG will provide their evaluations and recommendations based on the stock management 
goals provided by this same grouping. 
 
Questions: WDFW or NWIFC hatchery reform staff members or the facilitation team staff (Kathleen 
Hopper at 206-382-9555 ext. 24, Michael Kern at 206-382-9555 ext. 25, or Michael Schmidt at 206-
382-9555 ext. 26) can be contacted for more information. 
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A. General Description of the Region  
 
This description is a general overview of the region for the members of the HSRG who are unfamiliar 
with your area. Use existing material if it is available (such as Watershed Lead Entity documents).  
 
Provide a general narrative description of the regional landscape. This description should include, if 
available: watershed topography, rivers and significant tributaries, land ownership, and land use. 
Feel free to use maps. We ask that this description be as concise as possible. 
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B. Status of the Habitat by Stock 
 
Appropriate habitat or other agency policy staff should answer the following questions for each 
hatchery and naturally spawning stock: 
 
1. Please fill out the table below for each stock using the general definitions provided: 
 
Stock Name: 
 
 
 Spawning Habitat Freshwater Rearing 


Habitat 
Migration Habitat Estuarine 


Habitat 
 Hatchery Wild Hatchery Wild Hatchery Wild  
Rating 
(H/M/L) 


       


 
Three categories of habitat are defined in terms of conditions that support the target stocks, with the 
assumption that these conditions would also provide for the needs of other native stocks of salmonids 
(assume that pre-terminal harvest is part of the environment during the fish’s whole life cycle). 
 
These habitat ratings are: 


a. High (H) = Healthy: Productivity of the target stocks is high and the population is 
capable of growth and supporting significant terminal harvest. 


b. Medium (M) = Limiting: The target stocks is productive enough for the population to 
sustain itself at a low level terminal harvest. 


c. Low (L) = Inadequate: The target stocks is unproductive and the population will go 
extinct, even without terminal harvest. 


 
2. Are there exceptions or “islands” of habitat that are in better or worse condition and do not 
correspond with the rating given in question? 
 
3. What habitat improvement projects could elevate the rating for this sub-region or the “islands” of 
inferior production? If so, please list them and indicate if they are in the proposed or planning stages. 
 
4. Do you see the quality of the habitat in this region become better or worse in the next ten to twelve 
years? Fifty years? What are the long-term goals for habitat in this sub-region? 
 
5. What other habitat information should the HSRG consider (for example, salmonid or non-salmonid 
stocks not native to the watershed)? Please describe. 
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C. Status of the Salmonid Stocks 
  
Appropriate management or other agency policy staff should answer the following questions for 
each hatchery and naturally spawning stock: 
 
I. Trends  
Please answer the following for each stock. 
 


1. Fill out a table as completely as possible that resembles the template below. We will generate 
a general trend for this stock with this information. 


 


Y e a r S u r v i v a l C a t c h E s c a p e m e n t
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
1 9 _ _ _
2 0 _ _ _
2 0 _ _ _


F i l l  O u t  T h i s  T e m p l a t e
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2. What is the age class structure of this stock (by sex) and do historical data exist on potential 
changes over time? For example, five year-old adults may have constituted 20% of returning 
adults 30 years ago, but those fish may now be rare. 


 
3. Do you know if hatchery origin fish comprise a portion of natural spawning fish? If so, please 


give your estimation of the number of hatchery spawners and a timeline. These numbers can 
be estimated through escapement or carcass counts. 


 
4.  For hatchery stocks - what proportion of hatchery eggs, fry or adults are from wild fish or 


another hatchery?  
 


5.  Is this stock a coded wire tag index stock? If not, which index stock is it most closely aligned 
with? Provide any additional relevant information from previous coded wire tag groups. 
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II. Biological Significance 
Please answer the following for each stock: 
 


1. Within each watershed, what is the history of introductions (e.g. stock transfers), hatchery fish 
releases, and hatchery fish strays from other watersheds? 


a. Are naturally spawning populations considered “native” with little or no history of 
stock transfers, introductions, or artificial propagation within the watershed? or 


b. Have little or no stock transfers occurred, but the species has been artificially 
propagated within the watershed to some extent (how extensive has artificial 
propagation been?)? or 


c. Have significant stock transfers into the watershed occurred historically, with the 
potential for significant interbreeding between native and introduced fish? or 


d. Was the species extirpated from the watershed historically, but stock introductions 
reestablished the species within the watershed? or 


e. Is the species not native to the watershed, but currently exists as a naturalized 
population resulting from past stock transfers? 


 
2. Biological Attributes - Does the stock exhibit any unique or distinctive biological attributes 


within the watershed with respect to life history characteristics (e.g. age/size at maturity, run 
timing, freshwater migration distance, morphology, physiology, disease resistance, genetics, 
etc.?) Use the following questions to guide your answer: 


a. Are the distinctive traits potentially irreplaceable or not typical of other stocks within 
the same GDU? Or 


b. Does the stock have no unique, biological attributes but share some unique attributes 
with other stocks in the same GDU? Or 


c. Are all known biological attributes shared with other GDUs? 
 


3. Population Subdivisions - How diverse is the metapopulation structure within the watershed? 
Use the following questions to guide your answer: 


a. How many distinct spawning aggregations (e.g., tributary creeks) exist within the 
stock under consideration? 


b. What genetic data exist for this stock? Please provide agency reports or publication 
citations that contain these data, or provide summary tables of population allele 
frequencies if such reports or publications do not exist. 


c. What is the total number of stocks within the same GDU as the stock under 
consideration? 


d. What it the mean and range of viabilities (i.e. status) of the other stocks within the 
same GDU? 
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D. Co-Manager Goals for Salmonid Stocks 
 


Appropriate management or other agency policy staff should answer the following questions for 
each hatchery and naturally spawning stock:  


 
1. For each hatchery stock program, is the program goal conservation, harvest or both? 
 
2. Please list your harvest management goals for each of the following time frames: present day, 


short-term (10 years in the future) and long-term (50 years in the future.) Use the following 
definitions for harvest goals: 


High – harvest opportunity each year, spread over seasons 
Medium – opportunity most years, for some seasons 
Low – occasional opportunity, single run 
0 – no harvest opportunity 


 
Goals Present Short-Term Long-Term 


Harvest 
Opportunity 


      


 
3. What are your conservation goals? The answer to this question is typically qualitative. The 


answer should include local as well as regional (i.e., ESU) and/or statewide goals for each 
stock. 


 
4. For hatchery programs, please summarize the production goals:  


a. How many fish at what size are planned for release? Transferred off-station? 
b. Where are eggs taken and incubated? Where are fish reared and released? 
c. Does this program stay relatively constant or does it change regularly? If it changes, 


what is the process for this change?  
d. Is the duration of this program clearly defined? 


 
5. Are there other goals for this stock that are important to the co-managers? Some examples 


include: use of a stock as an indicator for survival or fishery contribution, cultural importance 
to tribal members, educational programs, mitigation for lost habitat or access to spawning 
area, scientific research, etc.  


 
6. Do you have a monitoring and evaluation program that is adequate to determine if the goals 


are being met? If so, please describe. 
 
7. Are the current goals being achieved? What are the levels of achievements being realized for 


each of these goals? 
 
8. Is there a conflict between the present goals based upon current management practices or 


habitat conditions? If so, what adjustments or suggestions do you recommend (example: 
hatchery coho production vs. natural chum production)? 


 
9. Are regional decisions based upon adaptive management? How do you incorporate new 


information to adjust existing programs and goals? 
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E. Current Regional Hatchery Programs 
 
Appropriate hatchery or hatchery support staff should answer these questions with regard to 
current hatchery programs.  
 
The first set of questions deals with the general features of each hatchery facility that could affect all 
stocks and activities on station. There should be one set of answers per facility. (Questions 1 through 
9, 20)  
 
The second set of questions is for each stock that you rear or handle on site. (Questions 10 through 19) 
You can “lump” stocks if the same answer applies. For example, if all your eggs on site are incubated 
in a similar manner, state that the answer will, “Apply To All Stocks.”  
 
For hatchery stocks that are reared and/or transferred between sites, provide a summary set of answers 
for that stock, rather than splitting up the answers between facilities (include a chart or other graphic to 
express what stage of culture takes place at what site). If a stock released at your site is reared for part 
of the time outside of the region, please include this same information for that facility. 
 
One answer per facility – questions 1-9 
 


1. Describe the property location and ownership. Give the funding and operating organization 
names, approximate size of the property (acres), number of buildings, any unique attributes of 
the site worth noting. 


 
2. What is the primary goal of the facility? (Examples: conservation of Shirley creek summer 


chum because of degraded habitat, harvest augmentation of Michael River coho salmon 
primarily for north Puget Sound commercial fisheries, community education) 


 
3. What stocks of fish are handled and/or reared at this facility?  
 
4. Describe the water supply, including the following components:  


a. Each water source: Available flow – stable, increasing, decreasing? Spring, well, 
surface? Normal year’s temperature regime? Pumped or gravity flow? Water 
chemistry profile, if available? 


b. If surface water, is it fish- or specific-pathogen free? Do you experience problems 
with “dirty water” that limits your ability to reach your goals? 


c. Surface water intake structures on station – are they screened or sited in a way that 
excludes fish or other animals from entering the water supply? 


d. If you use surface water, is there adequate water in the by-pass reach throughout the 
year?  


e. Are there unique physical characteristics of the water supply on site or nearby that 
you feel should be noted? 


 
5. Describe the fish health/pathogen history, including the following components:  


a. How often does a fish health professional visit your site? 
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b. What is the most significant fish health problem at your facility (this could be a fish 
pathogen, inability to correct a situation, poor water, etc.)? 


c. Have you had any significant epizootics on your facility? Please explain. Were you 
able to isolate the affected containers? Sanitize the effluent? 


d. Do you have a history of viral isolations at your facility in the past five years? This 
excludes epizootics as described above. 


e. Do you disinfect equipment between rearing units or banks of ponds? What method do 
you use? 


f. Are you able to keep distinct lots or stocks of fish physically separated? Please 
answer for each of these life stages – adults, eggs, and juveniles. 


 
6. Describe the waste removal/pollution abatement system including the following components:  


a. What is the general frequency of pond cleaning? 
b.  How is pond waste disposed of (vacuum, brush, dry and remove, etc.)? 
c. Describe pollution abatement pond or settling pond, if one exists. 
d. Status of permits for discharging pollutants? 
e. Any particular challenges you would like to share on this subject? 
 


7. Other general questions:  
a.  What are your predator control methods/facilities (nets, wires, etc)? Do you have 


unresolved predator problems? 
b. Describe how you inventory your fish (frequency, size of weight sample, etc.).  
c. How do you keep your inventory and other data? (Hatpro, spreadsheets of your own, 


agency forms, etc.) 
d. How do you decide which food to use (mandatory contract, fish health 


recommendations, etc.)? 
e. How do you store your feed?  
f. Does your facility have any habitat improvements on site (wetlands, riparian 


improvements, etc.)? 


8. Education – please give details regarding the following: 
a. Is your facility open to the public?  
b. Do you have signs, pamphlets, or other materials for the public to self-tour? 
c. Do hatchery staff or others schedule and conduct tours of the facility? 
d. Are there citizen involvement opportunities such as volunteer programs, student 


interns, etc?  
e. Are hatchery operations visible to facility visitors? 
f. Do other fish and wildlife programs use the facility?  
g. Do you have regular involvement with community or school groups?  
h. Do you give fish or eggs to educational groups? If so, please estimate the amount of 


time this activity takes. 


9. General Administration 
a. Does key staff have a good understanding of the facility goals, budget, and 


expenditures? If not, what tools do you need for correcting this? 
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b. Is new relevant information from research and other sources made available to 
hatchery staff and used for attaining goals? 


c. As fish culture and other related scientific understanding evolves, are you able to 
make changes to your programs? If not, what ideas do you have for changing this? 


d. Are there state or federal laws that constrain the program, such as numbers and size 
of smolts produced? 


 
 
 
 
 


One answer per hatchery stock (Questions 10-19) .The production goals for these stocks are 
summarized under “Co-Manager Goals for Salmonid Stocks”, question 4.  


 
10. Describe the broodstock as follows: (These may be a repeat of some questions asked under 


stock status - you may refer to those answers or cut and paste.) 
a. How was the broodstock chosen?  
b. Do you consider it an integrated (goal is to maintain a single gene pool and prevent 


divergence) or segregated (isolated in the hatchery ,managed to restrict gene flow) 
population?  


c. Does this broodstock have a history of reportable pathogens? 
d. Are you are able to collect representative samples each year of the population, with 


respect to size, age, sex ratio, and run and spawn timing? If not, please explain the 
limitation. 


e. What has your run size been for the last five years? 
f.  What is the sex ratio at spawning? 
g. Do you have any information on the sex ratio by age? If so, please provide. 
 


11. Describe the broodstock collection process, including the following components. Differentiate 
by Natural Origin Recruit (NOR) and Hatchery Origin Recruit (HOR) if they are collected in 
a different manner: 


a.  Describe/give the location of adult collection relative to the physical plant where fish 
are held or spawned?  


b. Describe how fish are collected (ladder, sorter, trap, in river, etc.)  
c. Do you have the ability to handle or sort individual fish? If so, please describe your 


process. 
d. If you transport adults from one site to another, describe method of transport. Have 


you had problems with mortality from handling because of this? 
e. If the fish enter the adult holding structure on their own, describe the process for 


handling and counting. Include details on how and when you pass fish upstream, and 
about your ability to do so. 


f. In what type of container do you hold these adults? Is it covered? Do you use 
overhead sprinklers? Do you have a problem with predation?  


g. Which water supply is used for this purpose?  
h. Are you able to hold these fish within recommended guidelines for temperature, water 


flow, and density? 
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i. Do you have adequate security? 
j. How do you deal with numbers of fish in excess of your egg take needs? Do you feel 


you have the tools you need for this? 
 


12. Please describe how you handle adults:  
a. What is the method for choosing and mating your broodstock (include how many 


adults of each sex are used per mating)? 
1. What are the spawner selection protocols (e.g. random, size, ripeness, wild 


or hatchery origin?)? 
2. Record how the gametes are handled (pooling of milt and/or eggs? If so, 


how?). What is the mating scheme (e.g. 1:1, factorial, multiple pooling?) 
b. Do you use anesthesia? 
c. Describe the pathogen-sampling regime. 
d. Describe mark sampling program, if any. 
e. Is there any other biological sampling done on adults? 
f. How do you dispose of spawning waste? 
g. How do you dispose of pre-spawning mortalities? 
h. How do you dispose of spawned adults? 


 
13. Please describe your method for putting down green eggs:  


a. Do you have adequate “clean” and “dirty” areas for handling eggs? 
b. Describe your water hardening procedure. 
c. Describe your green egg enumeration process. 
d. Where are these eggs incubated (What type of incubator, water supply used)? 
e. Do you incubate in single-family units? If you had the capacity, would that be 


desirable? 
f. How many eggs per incubation unit? 
g. What is the typical flow used? 
  


14. Please describe your methods for handling and putting down eyed eggs: 
a. How do you monitor egg development? (Temperature units, visual check, fish 


pathologist check, etc.) 
b. Have you had any chronic (or difficult to control) losses of eggs to the eyed stage? If 


so, please explain.  
c. How do you dispose of dead eggs? 
d. Do you disinfect eyed eggs prior to putting down to hatch?  
e. What type of container do you use for hatching?  
f. Do you use any type of substrate?  
g. What is your loading density? (eggs per unit) 
 


15.  Other incubation questions: 
a. Is your water temperature regime similar to that in the natural environment?  
b. Are eggs incubated under environmental conditions that tend to maximize individual 


fitness of fry? (e.g. allow volitional ponding of fry, incubate under environmental 
conditions that simulate the natural rearing environment) 
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c. Do you heat or cool your water during incubation? If so, please explain what you do 
and the purpose of the temperature manipulation. 


d. Do you cull eggs during incubation for any purpose? (ELISA results, spawn timing, 
etc.) 


e. Are excess eggs/fry culled randomly when necessary? 
f. How do you deal with eggs in excess of your egg take needs? 
g. Do fry have the ability to emerge volitionally?  
h. If you have to remove fry from rearing units, how do you determine appropriate stage 


of development (Temperature units, visual check, pathologist check, etc.)? 
 


16.  Rearing conditions: 
a. Explain what type of container this stock is rearing in from first ponding to release 


(size and types of each kind of rearing unit).  
b. What water supply is used for rearing this stock (from first ponding to release)? 
c. Are the rearing units covered? 
d. Do you attempt to provide any type of “natural rearing” for this stock (cover, 


substrate, food, etc.)? Please describe. 
e. How do you decide which fish to combine in a rearing unit (individual families, 


results of ELISA, size of fish, etc.)? 
f. What do you use for keeping fish within recommended density and/or poundage 


targets (Flow Index, Density Index, pounds/gallon/minute, etc.)?  
g. Are you typically able to stay at or below this guideline? If not, what are your limiting 


factors?  
h. Are fish produced similar to natural fish in size, growth rate, morphology, behavior 


physiological status, health, etc.? 
 
17. Stock-specific fish health questions 


a. Do you use any prophylactic treatments? If so, describe drug/chemical used, targeted 
pathogen, life stage treated, and method of delivery. 


b. Do you vaccinate this stock? If so, for what pathogen and with what vaccine? 
c. Are you able to remove and enumerate mortalities easily? If not, what are your 


limitations?  
d. Is this stock sampled for pathogens at spawning? 
e. Do you or your fish health specialist perform any fish health assessments on this 


stock? If so, what sort and at what frequency? 
f. What is your most challenging fish health problem with this stock? If you could, what 


would you do to resolve the problem? 
 


18.  Marking  
a. Is this stock marked or tagged in any way prior to release? Please describe (numbers, 


replications, quality control).  
b. What is the purpose of this mark or tag?  
c. How many years has it been identified in this way? 
d. Are there historic marks or tags we should know about? 
e. Please provide all tag recovery information for this program. 
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19.  Release/transfer of fish 
a. How is time of release decided?  
b. How do you measure the size of fish at release (fish per pound, average length, 


other)? 
c. What is the typical size range in millimeters of these fish at release? If you do not 


know the size range, what is average weight?  
d. What other smolt quality monitoring do you perform, if any (fish pathologist checks, 


on-going research projects, smoltification indicators, etc.)? 
e. Are fish released with adequate imprinting to facility or desired stream reach? 
f. Describe your on-station release procedure for this stock (volitional vs. forced, time 


of day, typical date, length of time of release, etc.). 
g. If you truck this stock off station, where do they go (acclimation pond, stream plant, 


transfer to another facility, etc.)? 
h. Are you or others able to monitor the fish after they enter the river (snorkeling, smolt 


trapping downstream, etc.)? 
i. Do you have any idea if these fish have interactions with other salmonids in the 


receiving environment? If so, what do you know? 
 
20. Migration of returning adults 


a. Is the straying of hatchery fish into the wild controlled? 
b. Is the attraction of wild fish into the hatchery minimized? 


 
 
 
 
 


One answer per facility – question 2 
 
21. Wish list and other comments  


a. What is the most-needed piece or pieces of equipment for your facility and why? 
b. What capital improvements are most needed at your facility and why? 
c. What do you think would be the most valuable use of your facility? 
d. Is there anything else that we have not covered that you would like to add? 
 


THANK YOU  
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G. Benefit/Risk Tool 


OVERVIEW 
The Hatchery Scientific Review Group’s (HSRG) Benefit/Risk Tool was adapted and simplified 
from a tool developed by the co-managers.63 It allows the HSRG and the managers to evaluate the 
relative benefits and risks associated with specific actions and choices in hatchery management, in 
a scientifically sound, methodical manner. It is the vehicle by which scientists and managers can 
compare the best available science contained in the scientific framework64 and the best operational 
practices in the operational guidelines65 to current hatchery program purposes and operations. As 
such, its use in evaluating hatchery programs is key to meeting the HSRG’s principle that 
hatcheries be operated in a scientifically defensible manner.66


The tool has been used by the HSRG during the regional reviews and contains three worksheets. 
“Generic” (not specific to a region) versions of these worksheets are presented on the following 
pages, after a description of each worksheet and how it is used. 


The HSRG understands that the terms "risk" and "benefit" are sometimes used to convey a specific 
legal or policy status, condition or decision about the results of a particular action, policy or 
program. For the purposes of the HSRG's review and recommendations, these terms are not being 
used in this manner, but rather in the general sense of whether a hatchery program, or some aspect 
of that program, is likely to be affecting one or more regional salmonid stocks in a positive and/or 
negative way. The intent is to provide policy makers with a sense of the trade-offs involved in 
different options or courses of action. 


Part One 
The Part One worksheet is titled Summary of Goals for Affected Stocks and Habitat; Description 
of Current Hatchery Programs. It is where the HSRG records the results of working with the 
regional participants to develop a common understanding of the current status of each regional 
hatchery program’s purpose, type and release strategies. The participants also use this worksheet 
to rate current, short-term and long-term goals for each regional stock, in terms of biological 
significance, population viability, habitat and harvest opportunity. Each category is rated as being 
high, medium or low. The following definitions are used for these ratings. 


 


                                                 
63. Draft Benefit-Risk Assessment Procedure (BRAP) for Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Artificial Propagation 
Programs, November 17, 2000.  
64


 See Appendix A, Scientific Framework for the Artificial Propagation of Salmon and Steelhead. 
65


 See Appendix C, Operational Guidelines. 
66


 See Applied Hatchery Reform,, Principles and System-Wide Recommendations. 
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Definition of Population Biological Significance 
Rating criteria and scores for evaluating the biological significance of salmon and steelhead 
populations as part of assessing the benefits and risks of hatchery programs in Puget Sound and 
coastal Washington: 


A. Stock origin (possible scores = 1-5) 


a. Native (Score = 5) 


b. Admixture 


i. >50% native genes (Score = 4) 


ii. <50% native genes (Score = 3) 


c. Reintroduced: species occurred historically in watershed, was extirpated, but stock 
transfers re-established species in watershed (Score = 2) 


d. Introduced: species was historically absent from watershed/habitat (Score = 1) 


[What data/information do we need to obtain a stock origin score?, What/who are the sources 
for that info?] 


B. Biological attributes (Life history, physiological, morphological and behavior characters; 
disease resistance, etc.): How unique are these characters and to what extent are they 
irreplaceable (possible scores = 1-5) 


a. Population has unique, irreplaceable biological attributes that are not shared with other 
SASI stocks within the GDU (Score = 5) 


b. Has no unique biological attributes, but shares some unique attributes with other SASI 
stocks within the GDU that are not shared with other GDUs (Score = 3) 


c. Key biological attributes are shared with other GDUs (Score = 1).  


[What data/information do we need to obtain a biological attributes score? What/who are the 
sources for that info?] 


C. Level of population subdivision or metapopulation structure (scores = 1-7) 


a. Number of distinct spawning aggregations (e.g. tributaries) within the SASI stock under 
consideration: 


i. <5: Score = 2 


ii. >5: Score = 1  


b. Total number of SASI stocks within the same GDU: 


i. < 3: Score = 2 


ii. > 3: Score = 1 


c. Viability of other SASI stocks within the same GDU: 
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i. Mean viability = “High”, Score = 1 


ii. Mean viability = “Medium”, Score = 2 


iii. Mean viability = “Low or no other SASI stocks within GDU, Score = 3. 


[What data/information do we need to obtain a biological attributes score? What/who are the 
sources for that info?] 


Sum of scores and biological significance ratings (A + B + C): 


5-8 = Low 


9-13 = Medium 


14-17 = High 


Definition of Population Viability 
Rating criteria and scores for evaluating the viability of salmon and steelhead populations as part 
of assessing the benefits and risks of hatchery programs in Puget Sound and coastal Washington: 


Ne: Effective population size (estimated from known estimated numbers of spawners per year and 
generation time) Worksheet to be developed. (possible scores = 1-5) 


Ne <100 Score = 1 


100< Ne < 500 Score = 2 


500 < Ne <2,500 Score = 3 


2,500 < Ne <5,000 Score = 4 


Ne > 5,000 Score = 5 


Mean numbers of recruits per spawners (R/S) over preceding 10 years 


a. R/S > 5  Score = 5 


b. 3 < R/S < 5 Score = 4 


c. 2 < R/S < 3 Score = 3 


d. 1 < R/S < 2 Score = 2 


e. R/S < 1 Score = 1 


Proportion of natural spawners comprised of hatchery-origin fish (possible score = 1-4) 


< 1 %  Score = 4 


1 – 5 %  Score = 3 
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5-30%  Score = 2 


>30%  Score = 1 


For hatchery populations, this latter criterion would be chanced to Proportion of eggs, fry or adults 
from wild fish or another hatchery:  


f. <1%  Score = 4 


g. 1-5 %  Score = 3 


h. 5-30 %  Score = 2 


i. > 30%  Score = 1 


Sum of scores and population viability ratings: 


3-6  Critical 


7-10 At Risk 


11-13 Healthy 


Definition of Population Habitat Conditions 
Three categories of environment, habitat (e.g., watershed), are defined in terms of conditions that 
support the target species (i.e., Chinook salmon) with the assumption that these conditions would 
also provide for the needs of other native species of salmonids (these definitions implicitly assume 
that any pre-terminal harvest is part of the environment during the fish’s whole life cycle). 


1. High = Healthy: Productivity of the target species is high, everywhere and at all 
times, and the population is capable of growth and terminal harvest.  


2. Medium = Limiting: The target species is productive enough for the population to 
sustain itself at a low level of harvest. 


3. Low = Inadequate: The target species is unproductive and the population will go 
extinct, even without terminal harvest. 


Habitats are characterized by Quality (HQ1), Quantity (HQ2), and Diversity (HD). An illustration 
of how these categories might be quantified suggests that a characterization of “Healthy” would 
require that HQ1 and HQ2 would combine such that the productivity of the population (recruits 
per spawner uninhibited by density, or some other measure) is greater than 5 and that the 
population has an abundance potential of 5,000 spawners. A categorization of “healthy” would 
require that HD is sufficient to support a variety of life history patterns (e.g., diverse smolt ages, 
emigration timing, a range of run timings, a range of spawning locations.) 


A characterization of “Limiting” would require that HQ1 and HQ2 would combine such that the 
productivity of the population is at least 2, the population has an abundance potential of at least 
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500 spawners, and HD is restricted, supporting only a uniform age and size of smolts, a short 
duration of run timing, and a limited location for spawning. 


Definition of Harvest Goals 
High – harvest opportunity each year, spread over seasons 


Medium – opportunity most year, for some seasons 


Low – occasional opportunity, single run 


0 – no harvest opportunity 


Definition of Other Goals: 
Educational 


Cultural (ceremonial, first fish...) 


Employment 


Research 


Program Purpose and Type 
The purpose of the hatchery program is defined as either conservation, harvest, both and/or 
another purpose (such as education, research or cultural/ ceremonial).  


The type of program is also included. Hatchery programs are classified as integrated if the goal is 
to minimize potential genetic divergence between the hatchery broodstock and the naturally-
spawning population in the watershed where fish are released and returning adults trapped for 
broodstock. Segregated programs are classified as those in which the goal is to maintain the 
hatchery population as a distinct, or genetically segregated population. 


Part Two 
The Part Two worksheet is entitled How Current Program Operations Compare to HSRG 
Operational Guidelines. It is where the HSRG records the results of working with regional 
hatchery managers to understand current operations at the region’s hatcheries. The HSRG then 
evaluates how these current operations compare to the “best practices” outlined in the HSRG’s 
operational guidelines. The four areas considered in this evaluation are: 1) Culture Methods, 2) 
Accountability/Education, 3) Physical/Morphological/Ecological, and 4) Genetics/Conservation. 
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Part Three  
The Part Three worksheet is entitled Benefit/Risk Analysis; Recommendations and Alternatives. 
Using the Part Three worksheet, the HSRG assesses the benefits and risks derived from each 
regional hatchery program on both the target stock and every other regional stock. This analysis 
leads to the group’s scientific conclusions, which are recorded on the second half of the 
worksheet.  
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“GENERIC” BENEFIT/RISK TOOL WORKSHEETS 
[See following pages] 


 







Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 1. Summary of Goals for Affected Stocks and Habitat and Description of Current Hatchery Program for Region X


Category Now Short- 
Term


Long-
Term


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program Description


BioSig


Viabil 
Habitat 
Harvest 
BioSig


Viabil
Habitat 
Harvest
BioSig


Viabil
Habitat 
Harvest
BioSig
Viabil


Habitat 
Harvest


Sub-region


Stock


Goals Current Hatchery Program


Stock B


Stock A


etc.


Stock C
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Genetics and Conservation for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Broodstock Choice


B B   
1.      Is the hatchery stock native to the watersheds in which it is released?


I B
3.  Have eggs or adults been introduced from outside the watershed since inception of the 
hatchery program?


Broodstock Collection
B B  4. Are adults randomly selected among all returning adults? 


B B  
5.  Were sufficient numbers of donorscollected from the natural stock to minimize founder 
effects when the program was initiated? 


B B
6.  Are sufficient broodstock collected to maintain an effective population size of 1000 fish 
per generation? (How many males and  females do you typically spawn?)


I B


7.  If goal is to minimize genetic divergence, are at least 10% of the broodstock derived from 
wild fish each year? (How many wild fish do you incorporate into your broodstock each year?)


I C
8.  If the wild population has 150 fish or more, is collection of wild broodstock limited to 30% 
of the population? 


B B 9.  Has any backfilling of egg shortages occurred in the recent past?


B B 10.  Does pre-spawning mortality exceed 10%?


B B
11a) Do you have guidelines for acceptable contribution of hatchery origin fish to natural 
spawning? What do you do with surplus adults?


B B
11b) Are guidelines for hatchery contribution to natural spawning met for all affected 
naturally spawning populations? What do you do with surplus adults?


I C 13 b) Is a composite of naturally spawned and hatchery-bred fish spawning in the wild?


I B
13 d) Is the proportion of naturally spawning fish that are of hatchery origin known?  If so, is it
controlled?


I B 13 e)  Is the composition of hatchery and wild fish in the broodstock known and controlled?


B B 14.  Is the necessary security of the stocks maintained?


I C 16.  Is the duration of the program clearly defined?


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program A Program B etc.
Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.1, 2.3 and 3.1 (Genetics and Conservation)


Question applies to:


 Not Applicable To:
 (SH =Segregated/ 


Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Genetics and Conservation for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program A Program B etc.
Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.1, 2.3 and 3.1 (Genetics and Conservation)


Question applies to:


 Not Applicable To:
 (SH =Segregated/ 


Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Spawning
B B 17.  Are males and females available for spawning on a given day randomly mated?


B B


18.  Do fish selected for broodstock have an equal opportunity to make a genetic contribution 
to the progeny gene pool? (How are eggs fertilized?  Pairwise? Overlapping pairwise?, 
modified matrix? Etc.)


I B 19.  Does the hatchery program include any natural spawning?


Incubation


I B
20.  Are full sib families incubated separately? (Are eggs from a single female incubated 
separately?)


I B
23.  Are water sources used that match the hatching/emergence timing of naturally produced 
populations?


Rearing


I B


28.  Are fish reared under conditions that maximize the probability that all segments of the 
population contribute equally to the release population? (Is size grading practiced? If so, are 
slower growing fish culled?)


B B
29.  Are all fish reared under environmental conditions that tend to maximize survival of all 
segments of the population? (Is growth modulation practiced?)


B B 31.  Are excess juveniles culled randomly when necessary?


I B
33. Are the fish produced similar to natural fish in size, growth rate, morphology, behavior, 
physiological status, health, etc?


B B 34.  Are fish reared under conditions that maximize homing fidelity?


B C
35.  Are fish reared in multiple facilities or with redundant systems to reduce the risk of 
catastrophic loss?


I C 37.  Are fish reared for the shortest period possible?


B C 40.  Are families reared individually to maintain pedigrees?


I B 41.  If required, are larger families culled to minimize family size variation?
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Genetics and Conservation for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program A Program B etc.
Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.1, 2.3 and 3.1 (Genetics and Conservation)


Question applies to:


 Not Applicable To:
 (SH =Segregated/ 


Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Release
B B  42.  Are fish released at life stages and locations that maximize homing fidelity?


I B
43.  For a given release date and location, are fish similar to the natural population in size, 
morphology, behavior, physiological status, health?


I B 44.  Is volitional release practiced during the natural out-migration timing?


B B
45.  Are marking/tagging techniques used to distinguish among segments of the hatchery 
population and between the hatchery and natural populations?


I C 46.  Are fish identified with nonlethal detectable identification marks or tags?


Adult migration
B H 47.  Is the straying of hatchery fish into the wild controlled?


S H 48.  Is the attraction of wild fish into the hatchery minimized?


B B  49.  Are hatchery fish identified so the status of the natural population is not masked? 
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Physiology, Morphology, and Ecology for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Broodstock Choice
B B SH 1. Is the broodstock local or locally adapting?


I B 2. Does the broodstock chosen for initiating hatchery programs represent populations native or 
adapted to the watersheds in which they will be released?


S H 3. Does the broodstock chosen minimize negative ecological interactions?


Broodstock Collection
B B SH


4. Are representative samples of the adult population collected with respect to size, age, sex ratio 
or other traits important to long term fitness?


B B SH
5. Are broodstock maintained on natural water temperature profiles to provide optimum 
maturation and gamete development?


B B 6. Does the number of broodstock collected maintain program size within carrying capacity of the
natural environment?


B B 7. Are adult fish or carcasses provided for upstream planting?


Spawning
None


Incubation
I B 8. Does the program use water sources to match hatching/emergence timing of naturally produced


population?


B B 9. Does the number of eggs incubated maintain program size within the carrying capacity of the 
natural environment?


Rearing
B B SH 10. Does the program use a diet and growth regime that mimics natural growth patterns?


I B 11. Are natural rearing conditions simulated for temperature, photoperiod, hydraulic 
characteristics, feeding conditions, and predator avoidance?


B B 12. Are adequate flows maintained in the by-pass reach?


B B 13. Has a riparian management plan been implemented that incorporates vegetation management, 
herbicide and pesticide use, and surface water management provisions?


B B 14. Does the facility operate within the limitations established in National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System permit?


B B  15. Has and on or off-site habitat mitigation plan been implemented?


B B 16. Does the number of fish reared maintain program size within carrying capacity of the natural 
environment?


I B  
17. Are the fish produced qualitatively similar to natural fish in size, morphology, behavior, 
physiological status, health, and other attributes?


I B
 


18. Are natural juvenile rearing conditions simulated for rearing density, temperature, hydraulic 
characteristics, habitat complexity, feeding conditions, and predator avoidance behavior?


B B SC 19. Are fish reared under conditions that maximize homing fidelity?


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.2.1-1.2.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.2.4 (Physiology, Morphology, and Ecology )


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Physiology, Morphology, and Ecology for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose
Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.2.1-1.2.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.2.4 (Physiology, Morphology, and Ecology )


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:


Release
I B 20. Are fish released within the size range of naturally produced fish from which the hatchery 


population is derived?


I B 21. Are volitional releases during natural out-migration timing practiced? 


Type 1 Interactions – Hatchery/natural fish -- Predation (Inter and intra-specific)
I B SC


22 a. Are fish released at sizes and life history stages similar to those of natural fish of the same 
species?


B B SC
22 b. Are fish released in areas or at life history stages where they are unlikely to encounter or 
prey upon natural fish of the same or other species?


B B SC
22 c. Are fish released in a manner so they are unlikely to encounter or prey upon natural fish of 
the same or other species?


B B SC
22 d. Are fish released in numbers that do not exceed the carrying capacity for the natural 
population?


B B SC 22 e. Are fish released in stream reaches within the historic range of that species?


B B SC 22 f. Are fish released in a manner that simulates natural migratory patterns?


B B SC
22 g. Are fish released in areas with adequate imprinting to the facility or desired stream reach?


B B SC
23 a. Are fish released at locations where they are unlikely to encounter natural fish that are 
negatively affected by hatchery fish?


B B SC
23 b. Are fish released in numbers that do not exceed the carrying capacity of the natural 
environment?


B B SC
23 c. Are fish released at sizes and life history stages similar to those of natural fish of the same 
species?


Type 2 Interactions – Adult Returns & offspring of hatchery fish/natural fish
B B SC 24 a. Are fish released in areas with adequate imprinting to facility or desired stream reach?


I B  
24 b. Are fish released in numbers that do not exceed the carrying capacity of the natural 
environment?


B B SC 24 c. Are fish released into properly functioning freshwater, estuarine and marine habitat?


Adult migration
B B SC


25. Is unimpeded passage provided for wild fish through hatchery structures and by-pass reaches?


B B SC
26. Does the hatchery operate to allow all migrating species of all ages to pass through hatchery 
related structures to maximize use of natural habitat?


I B 27. Are adults distributed upstream of hatchery to meet habitat capacity?
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Culture Methods for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Broodstock Choice
S H 1. Does the broodstock chosen have a history of no pathogens?


B B 2. Is the broodstock indigenous to the watershed?


S H 3. Does the broodstock chosen or developed have the desired life history traits to meet harvest 
goals?


Broodstock Collection


B B
4. If broodstock choice is from another drainage, are eggs preferentially transferred?  Are fish 
or eggs held in quarantine as described in the Salmonid Disease Control Policy of the Fisheries 
Co-Managers of Washington State (disease control policy).  


B B 5. Are broodstock maintained on pathogen-free and/or fish-free water supply?


B B 6. Does attending fish pathologist monitor and recommend treatments to maximize survival as 
needed?


B B 7. Are pre-spawning mortalities disposed of in a manner that prevents pathogen transmission to 
the receiving watershed?


B B 8. Are disinfection procedures implemented that prevent pathogen transmission between stocks 
of fish on site?


B B 9. Are species-specific holding recommendations followed for water quality, flows, 
temperature, and density?


B B 10. Is the broodstock collected and held in a manner that minimizes prespawning mortality?


Spawning
B B SC 11. Is a minimum effecitive population size of 1000 fish per generation maintained?


B B
12. Is pathogen sampling at spawning sufficient to provide quantitative and qualitative 
information for needed pathogen control measures that may be necessary for resultant transfers 
or rearing of progeny?


B B 13. Are eggs water-harden in iodophor solution as described in the disease control policy?


B B 14. Are carcasses disposed of in a manner that prevents pathogen transmission to the receiving 
watershed?


B B 15. Is spawning waste collected and disinfected prior to discharge to receiving water?


B B 16. Are disinfection procedures implemented that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 1.2.4, 1.3, and  3.2 ( Culture Methods)


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Culture Methods for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose
Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 


Sections 1.2.4, 1.3, and  3.2 ( Culture Methods)


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:


Incubation
B B 17. Does incubation occur on pathogen-free and/or fish-free water supply?


B B
18. Are species-specific incubation recommendations followed for water quality, flows, 
temperature, substrate, or density parameters to prevent syndromes such as “gas bubble 
disease”, “cold water disease”, “blue sac”, etc.)?


B B 19. Are eggs monitored when needed to determine fertilization efficiency and embryonic 
development?


B B 20. Are incubating eggs treated when recommended by attending fish pathologist?


B B 21. Following eye-up stage, are eggs inventoried, dead or undeveloped eggs removed, and 
disinfected as described in the disease control policy?


B B 22. Are eggs (dead or culled) discarded in a manner that prevents pathogen transmission to the 
receiving watershed?


B H 23. Are fry removed from incubation units when 80-90% of observed fry have yolk-sac 
material that is 80-90% utilized and contained within body cavity (“button-up”)


B B 24. Are disinfection procedures implemented that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


B B 25. Are appropriate water temperature profiles maintained to provide optimum embryo 
development?


B B 26. Are incubator loading and densities maintained at levels that ensure optimum survival of 
eggs and fry?


B B 27. Is substrate used to promote suitable fry distribution, optimum size, and appropriate 
emergence timing?
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Culture Methods for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose
Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 


Sections 1.2.4, 1.3, and  3.2 ( Culture Methods)


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:


Rearing
B B 28. Does rearing occur on pathogen-free and/or fish free water supply?


B B
29. Are species-specific recommendations followed for water quality, flows, temperature, or 
density parameters to reduce adverse stress and related pathogens and/or disease syndromes?


S H 30. Are facility and species-specific recommendations for water quality, temperature, loading, 
and density followed to maximize recruitment to fisheries?


B B 31. Are settleable solids, unused feed and feces periodically removed to ensure proper 
cleanliness of rearing container?


B B 32. Are mortalities removed daily and disposed of in a manner that prevents pathogen 
transmission to the receiving watershed?


B B 33. Are fish health examinations performed at a minimum of once per month and more 
frequently when required?


B B 34. Whenever possible, are vaccines used to minimize the use of antimicrobial compounds?


B B 35. Are fish treated with appropriate chemicals or drugs as recommended by fish pathologist?


B B 36. Does the operator follow proper feeding rates, conduct periodic feed quality analysis, and 
store feed under proper conditions to prevent nutritional disorders?


B B 37. Are disinfection procedures implemented that prevent pathogen transmission between 
stocks of fish on site?


S B 38. Are predators excluded from ponds to prevent the spread of pathogens between containers?


B B 39. In the event of an epizootic, are: Treatment recommendations of attending pathologist 
followed? Are affected containers isolated? Is effluent sanitized if possible?


B B
40. Are appropriate physical and chemical characteristics of water inflow and effluent 
(suspended solids, temperature, dissolved gases, pH, mineral content, and potential toxic 
metals) maintained to promote growth and survival?


B B 41. Are accurate fish inventory data maintained (e.g. Hat-Pro) with a minimum of handling 
stress?


B B 42. Are appropriate flow and density indexes maintained for the species and life stage being 
reared?


B B 43. Is the correct amount and type of food provided to achieve the desired growth rate, body 
composition, and condition factors for the species and life stage being reared?


I B 44. Do the hatchery populations exhibit growth rates, body composition and condition factors 
similar to natural populations?
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Culture Methods for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose
Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 


Sections 1.2.4, 1.3, and  3.2 ( Culture Methods)


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:


 (SH =Segregated/ 
Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:


Release


B B SC
45. Are all fish examined for presence of “reportable pathogens” as defined in the disease 
control policy at the assumed pathogen prevalence Level (APPL) of 5% no less than 3 weeks 
prior to release?


B B SC 46. Are attending fish pathologist recommendations followed for treatments prior to release?


B B SC 47. Are fish released in same drainage as rearing facility? 


B B 48. Are transfers out of drainage inspected as above and accompanied by appropriate 
notifications to responsible/regulatory parties as described in the disease control policy?


B B SC 49. Are fish released at times of the year and sizes to allow adoption of multiple life history 
strategies?


S H 50. Are fish released at a time, size, location, and in a manner that maximizes recruitment to 
fisheries?


B B SC 51. Are releases consistent with the ability of the habitat (freshwater, estuarine, and marine 
near-shore and off-shore) to support the number and life stage being released?


Post Release and Adult migration
B B SC 52. Are fish released into properly functioning habitats?


B B SC 53. Are the number of fish released compatible with habitat carrying capacity?


B H 54. Is sufficient water flow provided to attract and separate adults into hatchery?
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 2: Operational Guidelines Questions Related to Accountability and Education for Region X. 


Type Purpose Type Purpose Type Purpose


Accountability


B B
1. Are all hatchery personnel aware of the goals for the hatchery with respect to conservation, 
harvest and other purposes?


B B
2. Are expenditures tracked to assure that funds are expended as intended for the hatchery 
program?


B B
3. Are KEY staff aware of the funding available for carrying out the various activities in the 
production cycle so that it can be done the most cost effective manner?


B B
4. Is all new relevant information from research or other sources made available to hatchery 
staff and others and used for attaining goals?


B B


5. Is the most recent information obtained from monitoring and evaluation programs for the 
production cycle, including performance indicators and progress toward goals, taken into 
consideration when determining whether hatchery operations should be changed or not?


B B


6. Is there a management program in place that assures that information pertaining to items 1-4 
is available on a “real-time” basis and that changes warranted by that information are 
implemented?


B B
7. Are standards specified for in-culture and post release performance of hatchery fish and their 
offspring?


B B?
8. Are there state or federal laws that constrain the program by specifying objectives, such as 
numbers and size  of smolt produced? 


Education
Hatchery Operations


B B 9. Is the hatchery facility open to the public during hours of operation?


B B 10. Are the hatchery operations visible to facility visitors?


B B 11. Are hatchery operations (egg take, incubation, rearing) demonstrated to the public?


B B  12. Does the facility have a fish ladder and/or adult holding facilities that are open to the 
public?


Hatchery Physical Plant


B B
13. Does the hatchery have signage describing the facility, fish production goals, ties to 
management goals, ecosystem function?


B B 14. Is there a visible link to riparian zone such as viewing boardwalk or bridge?


B B 15. Is the facility used by other fish and wildlife programs?


B B 16. Does the hatchery schedule tours for groups?


Educational Outreach Programs
B B 17. Does the program provide opportunities for student interns?


B B 18. Does the program provide opportunities for citizen volunteer involvement?


B B 19. Does the agency maintain a web page describing the hatchery program?


B B 20. Is a pamphlet or brochure describing agency or hatchery programs available?


Hatchery Program
B B 21. Are eggs or fish provided to volunteer groups?


B H? 22. Are eggs or fish provided to educational groups i.e. “Salmon in the Classroom”?


Hatchery Staff
B B 23. Is hatchery staff involved in community/volunteer meetings or outreach programs?


B B 24. Does hatchery staff regularly give classroom presentations?


B B 25. Does hatchery staff participate in formal professional presentations/seminars?


Formal Research
B B 26. Is the facility used or does staff participate in agency research projects?


B B
27. Is the facility used or does staff participate in university or other cooperative research 
projects?


B B 28. Are data and information pertaining to the program accessible to interested researchers?


Operations questions derived from conditions for success in HSRG Framework 
Sections 3.3, and 4  (Accountability and Education)


Answers to Operations Questions: 
( Y = Yes, N = No, I = Insuf. Info, NA = Not Applicable)


Program Type
(S = Segregated,
 I = Integrated, 


B = Both)


Program Purpose
(C = Conservation, 


H = Harvest, 
B = Both)


Program A Program B etc.
 Not Applicable To:
 (SH =Segregated/ 


Harvest, SC = 
Segregated/ 


Conservation)


Question applies to:
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Benefit-Risk Tool - Part 3. Benefit/Risk Analysis; Recommendations and Alternatives for Program Y


Benefits Risks
Sub-region
Stock A
Stock B
Stock C
etc.


Operations Monitoring
Broodstock 
Choice
Broodstock 
Collection
Spawning
Incubation
Rearing
Release
Post Release
Adult 
Migration


Monitoring


AccountabilityOperations


Life Stage Hatchery Program Recommendations: Program Y, Region X


General Comments - Alternative Programs for Consideration –  Different Facility and Production  Solutions, etc,
Program and Facilities


Potentially 
Affected 
Stocks


Benefits/Risks Evaluated: Program Y,  Region X
For each potentially affected stock, identify a) significant benefits to, and b) major conflicts with...
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Research Grants H-1 


H. Research Grants 


Funded Grants - 2000 Project Descriptions 
 


Category A: Sustainable Fisheries 


Development of Field Methods to Determine the Effects of Hatchery 
Release Methods on Residualism and Interactions Between Hatchery 
and Wild Juvenile Salmonids in Relation to Stream Carrying Capacity 
Project Sponsor: NMFS and WDFW   
 
Principal Investigators: Stephen Riley,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NMFS; Howard Fuss, WDFW   $91,941 + $102,067 = $194,008 
 
Associate Investigators: Todd Pearsons, 
Geraldine VanderHaegen, WDFW; Barry 
Berejikian, Walt Dickoff, NMFS 
 
Project Summary: The objective of this project is to develop a cost-effective method to evaluate 
the effects of hatchery releases on wild juvenile salmonids. We propose to develop field methods 
designed to determine how hatchery releases affect the abundance, behavior, habitat use, growth, 
stomach fullness, and condition of wild juvenile salmonids. Field methods will be applied in areas 
upstream and downstream of hatchery release sites before and after releases, and will involve three 
levels of effort: a) underwater observation of numbers and behavior of wild and hatchery 
juveniles; b) estimation of territory size and habitat use of wild juveniles; and c) estimation of the 
growth, stomach content volume, and physiological status of wild and hatchery juveniles captured 
by electrofishing or angling. Comparisons between upstream and downstream sites will be used to 
determine the degree to which wild fish are affected by hatchery releases and the extent of 
redistribution of hatchery residuals. We will also use these data to estimate the sample size 
necessary to obtain adequate statistical power of all comparison, and the costs associated with 
each component of the study will be determined. Similar procedures could be used to evaluate 
hatchery releases in a variety of streams coast wide. Underwater observations will also be used to 
assess the level of residualism related to certain hatchery practices such as flush and volitional 
releases and outplanting. Ultimately, these methods could be routinely applied as part of hatchery 
evaluations that are likely to be required under the ESA. 


 
Test Commercial Selective Harvest Gears 
Project Sponsor: Willapa Alliance    
 
Principal Co-Investigators: Mark Heckert,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 







 
 


H-2 Research Grants 


Willapa Alliance; Geraldine VanderHaegen,  $49,260 + $53,374 = $102,634  
WDFW 
 
Associate Investigators: WDFW regional staff 


 
Project Summary: On the Naselle River, Willapa Bay, the Willapa Alliance and WDFW propose 
to test two commercial live capture gears to selectively remove adult hatchery fish from 
commingled wild stocks. Removing returning adult hatchery salmon will reduce the number of 
hatchery adults on the spawning grounds, and thereby reduce gene flow and ecological 
interactions between hatchery and natural spawners. We will also install an adult trap at Naselle 
Hatchery to collect hatchery broodstock. We will use a series of mark and recapture experiments 
to estimate long-term survival of released fish, the proportion of hatchery fish that could be 
removed with these gears and to collect data characterizing the run. If successful, the project will 
assist Naselle Hatchery in meeting its Chinook egg take goals, will remove hatchery fish from the 
spawning grounds, and will provide fishing opportunity for commercial fishermen and will 
evaluate the impacts of selective commercial fishing gear on released fish. This method of 
removing hatchery adults would be applicable throughout Washington. Our progress and results 
will be shared at community meetings, by mailings, through annual reports and by publication in a 
peer-reviewed journal. During the fishing season our progress will be posted daily on the internet. 


 
Impacts of Size Selective Gillnet Fisheries on Puget Sound Coho 
Salmon Populations 
Project Sponsor: WDFW   


 
Principal Investigators: Curtis Knudsen,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
Craig Busack, WDFW    $11,427 + $3,720 = $15,147 


 
Project Summary: We will document historical trends in size selectivity of terminal Puget Sound 
and coastal gillnet fisheries by comparing coded-wire tagged recoveries from the fishery to 
recoveries from the terminal spawning areas (trap or hatchery). Utilizing the coded-wire tag 
database allows us to focus on specific marked populations of coho caught within terminal area 
fisheries rather than having to deal with aggregations of mixed populations making estimates of 
size selectivity much more accurate. Reduced body size impacts a population’s productivity and 
the reproductive fitness of returning adults. We will describe the demographic and genetic impacts 
to these populations caused by reduced body size selective fisheries. The rates of decline in 
populations experiencing different intensities of size selection will be compared to determine if 
they are correlated with the magnitude of size selectivity and fishing intensity and what the 
background level of size decline may be from other sources such as reduced ocean productivity. 
Understanding the consequences of size selective fisheries will allow management decisions to be 
made that take into account the impacts on hatchery and wild population’s productivity and 
reproductive fitness. 
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Category B: Recover and Conserve Natural Spawning 
Populations 


Genetic Characterization of Lake Ozette Sockeye Salmon 
Project Sponsor: Makah Fisheries Management  
 
Principal Investigators: Ken Currens, NWIFC;  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost:  
Jim Shaklee, WDFW; Michael Crewson, Makah  $22,000 + $45,920 = $67,920 
Tribe 
 
Associate Investigator: Jeffrey Grimm, WDFW  
 
Project Summary: This project provides baseline genetic and demographic information for 
testing 1) whether sockeye salmon and be successfully reintroduced into tributaries of Lake 
Ozette, where they were extinct, and 2) whether distribution and abundance of beach spawning 
populations can be rebuilt through supplementation. Genetic profiles of Lake Ozette sockeye 
salmon, which are protected under the ESA, and kokanee salmon, which are not, are necessary to 
guide brood stock selection and to monitor hybridization and gene flow. Profiles will be developed 
from 6-8 microsatellite DNA loci. The ability to mark and identify hatchery is also essential to 
monitor recovery efforts, but most hatchery-produced sockeye salmon will be released before 
external marking are possible. Consequently, this project tests eolith marking as a tool. The 
combination of genetic data and otolith marking will allow the co-managers to develop effective 
strategies to monitor abundance, distribution, and interactions among natural and hatchery 
populations. Project results will be summarized in a final technical report to the funding agency, 
co-managers, and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and will be incorporated into the 
Hatchery Genetic Management Plan and recovery plan for Lake Ozette sockeye salmon. 


 
White River Acclimation Pond Evaluation 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigators: Chuck Baranski,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW; Blake Smith, Puyallup Tribe;  $40,508 + $154,368 = $194,876 
Richard Johnson, Muckleshoot Tribe 
 
Associate Investigator: Curt Knudsen, WDFW 
 
Project Summary: One strategy employed to increase natural spring Chinook spawning in the 
upper White River is to release smolts from three upriver acclimation sites (Huckleberry Cr., 
Cripple Cr., Clearwater R.). Survival from smolt to spawner and the distribution of pond-origin 
spawners have not been adequately evaluated. If survivals are low or if returning adults are widely 
distributed in the Puyallup basin (particularly into fall Chinook production areas), alternative 
strategies will need to be developed. Standard CWT tagging is not a suitable took in this case 
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because all nose tagged fish are removed from the upriver population. This proposal would utilize 
“body tagging” as a means of identifying and evaluating these smolt releases. The SSSCTC 
proposes that WDFW “body tag” (no marks) a total of 400,000 White River Chinook fry at Hupp 
Springs and White River hatcheries prior to their transfer to the acclimation sites. Tag retention 
will be estimated at release. Survival and spawning distribution will be quantified by sampling 
unmarked Chinook returns to White River Hatchery (Muckleshoot Tribe), the Buckley trap and 
haul facility (Muckleshoot and Puyallup Fisheries staff), Voights Creek Hatchery (WDFW) and 
Puyallup basin natural spawning grounds (WDFW, Muckleshoot and Puyallup staffs). SSSCTC 
proposes to tag a complete brood cycle (5 years). Results will be presented annually in the 
Northwest Fishery Resource Bulletin’s Project Report Series. 


 
Differences in Natural Production between Hatchery and Wild Coho 
Salmon: A Proposal to Measure the Influence of the Degree of 
Hatchery Ancestry on Natural Production Success 
Project Sponsor: WDFW and NMFS  
 
Principal Investigators: Howard Fuss,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
Patrick Hulett, Cameron Sharpe, WDFW;  $146,973 + $96,496 = $243,469 
Ken Currens, NWIFC; Michael Ford,  
Jeffrey Hard, NMFS 


 
Project Summary: Natural production of coho will be evaluated to measure (and identify causal 
factors for) differences in reproductive competence between hatchery and wild fish. Analyses of 
morphological (size/age/fecundity/body shape), behavioral (run-time/spawning/rearing), and 
genetic (msDNA) data will be used to carry out two phases of work. Phase 1 (from 2000 to 2005) 
will examine reproductive success of hatchery and wild coho spawning together. Phase 2 (from 
2006 to 2011) will examine reproductive success of the adult offspring of the Phase 1 fish. Those 
fish are wild but individually will have varying degrees of hatchery ancestry. Phase 1 will directly 
measure the ability of hatchery coho to reproduce in the natural environment relative to wild fish 
of similar genetic backgrounds n the same basin. Phase 2 will allow a determination of the genetic 
basis for differences in reproductive success between hatchery and wild fish. To facilitate this 
research it is essential to modify the existing barrier at Minter creek Hatchery in south Puget 
Sound to control access of salmonids to Minter Creek spawning grounds. The project will be 
conducted as a partnership between WDFW, NMFS, and the NWIFC. In addition to annual 
progress reports, final reports or peer-reviewed publications will be produced at the end of each 
major research phase. The work will increase understanding of differences in reproductive fitness 
between hatchery and wild fish and, further, will demonstrate how a large hatchery program can 
be managed without conflicting with natural production objectives in the same watershed. 


 
Snow Creek Coho Recovery Program 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
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Principal Investigators: Steve Schroder,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
Thom Johnson, WDFW    $10,000 + $46,208 = $56,208 
 
Collaborators: Wild Olympic Salmon, 
North Olympic Salmon Coalition 


 
Project Summary: In the mid-nineteen seventies, as many as 1,400 adult coho and thousand of 
coho smolts were observed in Snow Creek, a Discovery Bay stream. However, drastic reductions 
in adult (often<100 and as few as three) and smolt abundance have occurred since 1991. 
Beginning in the fall of 1998, WDFW and local volunteer groups began an effort to recover this 
stock. Every returning adult was captured at a permanent weir located near the mouth of the 
stream. The fish were artificially spawned and their eggs were incubated at the Hurd Creek 
Hatchery. Eggs from each female were split into three portions, and each group received a unique 
thermal otolith mark for later identification. Eggs from two of the groups were placed into remote 
site incubators that were established in Snow Creek and its main tributary, Andres Creek. The 
remaining eggs were left in the hatchery and the fish produced form them were cultured for either 
seven or ten months. The reared fish received CWTs. Those fed for seven months had tags placed 
in their snouts while those reared for ten months had tags placed in their adipose fins. The fish 
reared for seven months were released into Crocker Lake in November. The second group of 
reared fish will be place into Crocker Lake in late February. They are expected to over-winter in 
the lake and emigrate out of system in the spring of 2000. This approach will be continued 
annually until 2006 and if abundance increases, coho will be allowed to spawn naturally in the 
system to produce another type of treatment. The objectives of this study are to assess how many 
smolts are produced from each type of release, to see if size and out-migration timing differ 
because of treatment origin, to compare the marine survival of smolts originating from each type 
of release, to determine how differing rearing treatments may have affected adult attributes (e.g. 
incidence of precocious maturity, size, fecundity, egg size, reproductive effort) and to examine 
how annual variation in environmental condition may affect fish from each treatment. Results will 
be presented in the peer-reviewed literature, and annual reports describing project accomplishment 
will be produced. Data obtained from this work will be used to refine coho recovery efforts 
throughout Puget Sound and the Washington coast. 


 
Hamma Hamma River Steelhead Supplementation Evaluation 
Project Sponsor: NMFS     
 
Principal Investigators: Barry Berejikian,   HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
NMFS; Thom Johnson, WDFW; Rick Endicott, $34,000 + $58,562 = $92,562 
LLTK; Al Adams, HCSEG  
 
Associate Investigators: Chris Weller, PNPTC; Collaborators: Point No-Point Treaty 
Kathy Hopper, LLTK; Steve Schroder, WDFW Council 


 
Project Summary: Conservation hatcheries are playing an increasing role in recovery efforts for 
imperiled salmonid populations in the Pacific Northwest. This research will be carried out through 
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a cooperative partnership between non-profit organizations (Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement 
Group and Long Live the Kings), Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, and the Point No Point Treaty council, established to apply conservation 
hatchery strategies to salmon recovery in Hood Canal. The project will evaluate the contribution 
of a steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) supplementation program, implementing conservation 
hatchery protocols, to changes in the abundance of steelhead in the Hamma Hamma River, WA, 
and will determine the program’s impact by comparing changes in steelhead abundance to other 
Hood Canal Rivers. Recent research suggests that culturing salmonids under more natural 
conditions, or implementing alternative release strategies may reduce genetic divergence and 
harmful effects on target wild populations. The project has an excellent opportunity to succeed in 
empirically testing the merits of using artificial propagation for conservation purposes. Results of 
the project will be reported annually to the funding agency and published in peer-reviewed 
scientific literature. 


 


Category C: Improve Quality and Cost-Effectiveness of Hatchery 
Programs 


Development of Engineered Streams for Salmon Production 
Project Sponsor: University of Idaho   
 
Principal Investigators: Ernest Brannon,  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
WSU/UI; Bill Kinsel, WSU; Howard Fuss,  $48,301 + $20,290 = $68,591 
WDFW 


 
Project Summary: Development of an engineered stream is proposed as a new concept in 
hatchery supplementation. In collaboration with WDFW development of engineered streams is 
proposed by UI/WSU as a long-range alternative to hatcheries for supplementation of weak or 
failing wild salmonids populations. The objectives are to provide natural-type engineered streams 
for coho salmon production that result in wild smolt quality and to monitor performance as a 
demonstration project for the new hatchery concept. The approach is to develop artificial streams 
for use as salmon habitat with engineering specification based on biological criteria of the species 
targeted, while maintaining genetic specificity, diversity, and natural smolt quality. The artificial 
stream will substitute for, or be used in conjunction with, standard hatcheries. Natural feed with 
supplemental artificial feed will be the source of food. The site selected is Hatchery Creek located 
immediately behind the WDFW hatchery on the Dungeness River. The present upper creek 
channel will be enhanced with habitat structures, pools and riffles, and cover to mimic natural 
coho habitat. Coho stock will be introduced from the Dungeness by planting eyed eggs to provide 
the determined ultimate density of fish/m². Performance will be based on monitoring of fish 
condition at migration, residence time, and biomass sustained. Quality will be based on residence 
time and fish condition monitored over the residence period. Post-migration monitoring will 
involve adult return success based on thermal marks compared to hatchery fish. Results will be 
published and implemented through application at other sites. 
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Increase Post-Release Survival by Rearing Coho with NATURES Semi-
Natural Raceway Habitat 
Project Sponsor: NMFS     
 
Principal Investigators: Desmond   HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
Maynard, Thomas Flagg, John Colt, NMFS;   $80,000 + $75,115 = $155,115 
Geraldine VanderHaegen, WDFW  
 
Project Summary: It has been repeatedly demonstrated that rearing Chinook salmon in 
NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat increases their instream survival. Here, WDFW and 
NMFS are proposing research to determine if NATURES rearing also increases the number of 
coho salmon recruiting to the fishery and spawning population. The research will be conducted 
with salmon grown in standard concrete raceways at Puget Sound hatcheries. At each hatchery, 
there will be control and semi-natural habitat raceways. The experimental habitat will be created 
by fitting the raceways with: 1) gravel pavers, 2) fir tree instream structure, and 3) camouflage net 
overhead covers. Salmon will be reared in the raceways for at least 90 days before release. Fish 
growth, color development, and health will be routinely monitored and compared. Experimental 
and control fish will be coded-wire-tagged to measure their contribution to the fishery and 
spawning population. NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat rearing is expected to increase the 
relative number of fish recruiting to the fishery and spawning population by 25%. Resource 
managers can use this increased survival to: 1) increase the number of recruits per smolt released, 
2) reduce the number of broodstock salmon culture programs must use to produce a given number 
of recruits to the next generation, and 3) enhance the operational efficiency of mitigation and 
salmon enhancement programs. We will submit all of our results to peer-reviewed journals for 
publication. 


 
Using Semi-Natural Rearing Habitat to Improve Smolt-Adult Survival 
of Chinook Salmon 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigators: Geraldine Vander-  HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 
Haegen, WDFW; John Barr, Bill St. Jean,   $19,092 + $20,150 = $39,242 
Nisqually Tribe      
 
Collaborator: Northwest Indian Fisheries  
Commission 


 
Project Summary: WDFW and the Nisqually Tribe are cooperating to test the hypothesis that the 
addition of artificial structures to a large rearing pond will increase the smolt-to-adult survival of 
Chinook salmon. At Clear Creek Hatchery on the Nisqually River (Pierce County), floating and 
bottom structures will be installed into a large Chinook rearing pond. A second pond identical to 
the first will be used as a control. Fish in both ponds will be reared identically except for the 
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addition of the artificial structures. Growth and health of fish form each pond will be compared 
during rearing. Fish from each pond will be coded-wire-tagged and recoveries of tagged adults in 
fisheries and at the hatchery will be used to compare survival of each group of fish. If the addition 
of artificial structures to the Clear Creek rearing ponds increases the smolt-to-adult survival, more 
hatchery adults will be available for harvest, and the techniques will be directly applicable to the 
Nisqually Tribe’s supplementation plan for recovering Chinook. The increased smolt-to-adult 
survival may reduce the number of wild broodstock need to produce a given number of recruits in 
the next generation and reduce the number of fish that must be released to provide the desired 
number of adults. The study will be repeated over three brood years and the final results will be 
published in a peer-reviewed journal. Annual report will be made available to all interested 
parties. 


 


Category D: Protect Genetic Resources 


Interactions between Wild and Hatchery Steelhead: Evaluating Key 
Assumptions 
Project Sponsor: University of Washington   
 
Principal Investigators: Thomas Quinn, UW HSRG + Sponsor Share = Total Cost 


$24,000 + $34,428 = $58,428 
Associate Investigator: Paul Bentzen, UW 
Collaborators: Weyerhaeuser, NMFS,  
LLTK, Willapa Bay Alliance 


 
Project Summary: Natural resource agencies are challenged to not only maintain the overall 
abundance of salmon and steelhead but also to maintain their genetic and ecological diversity. 
Hatchery production, designed to achieve the first objective, sometimes conflicts with the second. 
To prevent deleterious interactions, steelhead in Washington have been bred to return early in the 
year with the hope that genetic, ecological and fisheries interactions with wild fish can be 
minimized. The recent establishment of hatchery steelhead at Forks Creek presents a unique 
opportunity to examine the assumptions underlying this innovative approach. We request funds to 
supplement an ongoing study, supported by the Weyerhaeuser Foundation and with cooperation 
form Long Live the Kings, to sample hatchery and naturally produced steelhead at discrete 
juvenile and adult life history stages. We will sample all adults spawned at the hatchery, and also 
naturally-produced fish returning to the river to spawn, as well as naturally produced juveniles in 
the river, smolts, and hatchery pre-smolts. Analysis of DNA microsatellites form fin-clip samples 
will reveal the parentage and origin of juveniles and returning adults. From this we will determine 
the relative production and survival of wild, hatchery, and naturally-spawning hatchery origin 
steelhead, and the extent of interbreeding between groups. The results will be conveyed to agency 
management staff, contributing sponsors and regional organization, and the scientific community. 







 
 


Research Grants H-9 


Funded Grants - 2001 Project Descriptions 
 


Category A: Sustainable Fisheries 


Development of Field Methods to Determine the Effects of Hatchery 
Release Methods on Residualism and Interactions between Hatchery 
and Wild Juvenile Salmonids in Relation to Stream Carrying Capacity 
Project Sponsor: WDFW and NMFS   
 
Principal Investigators: Howard Fuss, WDFW;     HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
Steve Riley, NMFS               $102,500 + $110,261 = $212,761 
 
Collaborators: University of Washington,  
Weyerhaeuser Co. 


 
Project Summary: There is currently a great deal of uncertainty regarding the effects of hatchery 
practices on wild salmonids, and it is important to develop standard methods to estimate the 
effects of hatchery releases on wild juvenile salmonids, particularly for listed stocks. This study is 
designed to estimate the effects of hatchery releases on wild juvenile salmonids using underwater 
observation and sampling for growth and condition. We will evaluate several important fitness 
parameters, including abundance, behavior, habitats use, growth and physiological condition. We 
will estimate the sample sizes and effort required to obtain adequate statistical power to determine 
significant differences between treatment (hatchery fish released) and control (no release) sites, 
and we will determine the cost effectiveness of all techniques applied. This project will result in 
the development of a cost-effective method to evaluate the impacts of hatchery releases on wild 
juvenile salmonids, including estimates of required sample sizes and costs. We will provide 
estimates of the ecological effects of hatchery releases on selected wild salmonids populations in 
western Washington, information that is needed to assess risks to ESA-listed wild salmonid stocks 
that are associated with hatchery operations. Ultimately, if standardized methods are applied 
widely, the resulting database will be useful in assessing the effects of different hatchery rearing 
and release practices on wild salmon population. 


 
Test Commercial Selective Harvest Gears 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Geraldine Vander-            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
Haegen                $75,000 + $80,870 = $155,870 
 
Co-investigators: Michael Johnson, Pat Verhey     Collaborators: Columbia-Pacific Resource
                 Conservation and Development, Willapa Bay  
                 Gillnetters Association, Willapa Bay Regional 
                 Fisheries Enhancement Group 
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Project Summary: On the Willapa River, WDFW and the Pacific Conservation District will 
evaluate the effectiveness of tangle nets and a floating trap for live capture, selective harvesting of 
coho. Our objectives are to compare the number and condition of coho caught in the tangle net to 
the conventional gill net, to enumerate the catch of non-target species in each net, to compare the 
long-term survival of coho released from each net, to estimate the frequency and short-term 
survival rate of coho recaptured during the fishery, to compare the fork lengths of fish caught in 
each net to those spawned at Forks Creek Hatchery, and to evaluate a floating trap for capturing 
coho. Five fishers will simultaneously fish a net that is half tangle net and half conventional gill 
net in Sept 2001 and will tag and release coho. Fish recaptured during the test fishery will be held 
for 24 hours to observe the effects of multiple recaptures. Extensive tag recovery efforts in the 
sport and commercial fisheries, on the spawning grounds and from area hatcheries will continue 
through January 2002 to compare the long-term survival of fish released from the tangle net to 
those released from the gill net. A floating trap will also be deployed to target coho. We expect to 
collect information that will allow for science based implementation of commercial selective 
fisheries to provide access to more hatchery fish and to reduce the number of surplus fish 
returning to the hatcheries. 


 
Salmon Marine Trophic Demand-Distribution 
Project Sponsor: University of Washington   
 
Principal Investigator: David Beauchamp,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
UW                 60,000 + $31,285 = $91,285 
 
Co-investigators: WDFW, Washington            Collaborators: WDFW, NMFS 
Cooperative Fisheries and Wildlife Research   
Unit, USGS, King County Department of 
Natural Resources 


 
Project Summary: WDFW, USGS/BRD and UW will examine temporal distribution, diet and 
size patterns of juvenile salmon at selected estuarine and nearshore marine areas on northern and 
southern Puget Sound associated with significant production of wild and hatchery salmon. 
Chinook, coho and chum salmon will be targeted by this study, but all salmonids and potential 
predator and competitor species will be examined in a food web context. By combining field data 
on diet, distribution and growth from beach seining and fine-mesh purse seining with 
bioenergetics modeling, we will produce first-cut estimates of temporal feeding rates by juvenile 
salmon on their major prey, thus evaluating whether food limitation, predation or competition 
reduce survival or growth of juvenile salmon in these areas. This effort will provide a first look at 
current distribution and feeding conditions for juvenile salmon, establish the foundation for 
expanded studies, identify key processes that influence interactions among species and size classes 
of hatchery and wild salmonids and with other marine species. This project will provide the 
rationale for prioritizing and focusing subsequent research and management activities by 
identifying and quantifying processes that limit survival and growth of juvenile salmon during 
their critical early life stages in Puget Sound. We will coordinate with King County's sampling in 
central Puget Sound to provide the broadest possible spatial coverage using standardized methods.  
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Category B: Recover and Conserve Natural Spawning 
Populations 


Snow Creek Coho Recovery Program 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Steve Schroder,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW                $36,000 + $16,290 = $52,290 
 
Collaborators: Wild Olympic Salmon,  
North Olympic Salmon Coalition, Point- 
No-Point Treaty Council, Jamestown  
S’Klallam Tribe 


 
Project Summary: Beginning in 1998, WDFW, Wild Olympic Salmon and the North Olympic 
Salmon Coalition began an effort to recover a threatened coho population native to Snow Creek, a 
Northeast Olympic Peninsula stream. Since then, every adult coho returning to Snow Creek has 
been captured at a permanent weir. The fish are artificially spawned and their eggs are incubated 
at the nearby Hurd Creek Hatchery. Offspring from each fish are placed into three alternative 
recovery strategies. One involves placing eyed-eggs into remote site incubators located throughout 
the Snow Creek Basin. In the other two, fish are reared for either seven- or ten-months before 
being liberated as pre-smolts into Crocker Lake, a 25-hectare body of water that is used as a 
rearing and over-wintering location by Snow Creek coho. Fish placed into each treatment group 
have their otoliths thermally marked and the reared fish are also tagged. The otolith marks and 
tags are used to determine: 1) how many smolts are produced from each treatment, 2) if treatment 
origin affects size and out-migration timing of smolts, and 3) whether a recovery strategy affects 
overall survival, size, age, fecundity, egg size, and reproductive effort at maturation. This 
approach will be continued annually until 2006 and if abundance allows, coho will be allowed to 
reproduce naturally to create a fourth treatment type. Results from this study will be used to help 
refine coho recovery efforts throughout Puget Sound and the Washington Coast. 


 
Differences in Natural Production Between Hatchery and Wild Coho 
Salmon 
Project Sponsor: WDFW and NMFS   
 
Principal Investigator: Howard Fuss, WDFW;      HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
Michael Ford, NMFS              $100,500 + $76,058 = $176,608 
 
Co-investigators: Jeff Hard, Barry Berejikian,        Collaborators: WDFW, NWIFC 
NMFS  
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Project Summary: A key question facing salmon managers is how successful hatchery 
propagated fish and their offspring are at surviving and reproducing in the wild. This is critical for 
assessing both risks and benefits of hatchery supplementation.  


In this collaborative federal, state and tribal project, we are using state-of-the-art genetic 
techniques to evaluate the spawning success and survival in the wild of hatchery propagated and 
naturally-spawning coho salmon. The results of this project will, for the first time, provide 
information on the rate at which hatchery fish can readapt to the wild environment. 


The project works like this: For three years, starting in the fall of 2000, we will intercept all adult 
coho salmon returning to spawn in Minter Creek, WA. The run consists of naturally produced and 
hatchery propagated coho salmon. Before being passed upstream to spawn naturally, we measure, 
photograph and tag each fish; determine its origin (hatchery or natural); and take a small non-
lethal fin clip for later DNA analysis. Over the next 6 years, starting this spring, we will sample 
the progeny of these fish and use microsatellite DNA fingerprinting to determine their parentage. 
From these data, we will estimate the relative fitness of naturally spawning hatchery- and natural-
origin salmon. In the years 2003-2008, we will measure the relative fitness of natural-origin fish 
with varying hatchery ancestry, providing data on the rate hatchery coho readapt to the wild.  


 
Hamma Hamma River Steelhead Supplementation Evaluation 
Project Sponsor: NMFS     
 
Principal Investigator: Barry Berejikian,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NMFS                $62,500 + $70,659 = $133,159 
 
Collaborators: Long Live the Kings, Hood  
Canal Salmon Enhancement, WDFW, 
Point-No-Point Treaty Council 


 
Project Summary: This project addresses several aspects of the conservation hatchery paradigm 
including: natural growth profiles, enriched hatchery rearing habitats, release strategies and 
experimentation to improving captive broodstock technologies. It also evaluates the impacts of a 
supplementation program on changes in spawner abundance in the Hamma Hamma River where 
confounding variables (e.g., habitat degradation, harvest) will have minimal influence. The 
specific research objectives are as follows: 


1. Determine whether the supplementation program affects the abundance of naturally spawning 
steelhead in the Hamma Hamma River. 


2. Determine the relative reproductive success of female steelhead from two different 
reintroduction strategies (smolt vs. adult release). 


3. Estimate the relative abundance of steelhead spawners produced from a) wild smolts, b) 
smolts reared in 'conservancy' ponds and c) smolts reared in hatchery tanks. 
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4. Develop rearing protocols to produce steelhead smolts with a two-year freshwater rearing 
history, such that growth profiles mimic those of wild fish. 


5. Compare the reproductive behavior and breeding success of captively reared steelhead grown 
in high vs. low water velocity environments. 


 
 


Category C: Improve Quality and Cost-Effectiveness of Hatchery 
Programs 


Development of BKD Vaccine 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Jed Varney,             HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW                $40,000 + $81,235 = $121,235 
 
Collaborators: USGS Western Fisheries  
Research Center, WDFW, NMFS 


 
Project Summary: State, tribal and federal fish health specialists in Washington state believe that 
bacterial kidney disease (BKD) is a major disease-of-concern for wild and cultured salmonids. 
Despite significant improvements in fish culture practices and the use of chemotherapeutants such 
as erythromycin, BKD continues to be a major factor in the propagation of many salmonid stocks 
in the Pacific Northwest. Because avoidance or treatment is not completely effective, vaccination 
may represent the most promising control method. This project is a collaborative investigation 
between the WDFW and researchers at the Western Fisheries Research Center (USGS) in Seattle, 
WA in which the relative efficacies of one commercial bacteria and five experimental vaccines for 
BKD, will be compared under laboratory conditions. The final objective of this study is to 
evaluate the potential for each vaccine to protect juvenile Chinook salmon from infection by the 
kidney disease bacterium. Groups of vaccinated fish will be exposed under strictly controlled 
environment conditions to a waterborne BKD challenge specifically designed to resemble what 
occurs in the natural environment. When complete, this study will provide fish health specialists 
with an accurate assessment of the feasibility of using any of the six vaccines for the control of 
BKD in cultured salmonids. If one, or more, vaccines show promise for controlling BKD, they 
will be evaluated in further laboratory and production-scale trials. 


 
Increase Post Release Survival by Rearing Coho with Natures Semi-
Natural Raceway Habitat 
Project Sponsor: NMFS and WDFW     


 
Principal Investigator: Desmond Maynard, NMFS  
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Co-Investigators: Geraldine VanderHaegen,    HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW          $72,380 + $103,885 = $176,265 


 
Project Summary: It has been repeatedly demonstrated that rearing Chinook salmon in 
NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat increases their instream survival. In the current study, 
WDFW and NMFS are conducting a 4-year experiment to determine if NATURES rearing also 
increases the number of coho salmon recruiting to the fishery and spawning population. The 
research is being conducted with salmon grown in standard concrete raceways at Puget Sound 
hatcheries. At each hatchery, there are control and semi-natural habitat raceways. The semi-natural 
habitat was created by fitting the raceways with: (1) gravel pavers (2) fir tree instream structure 
and (3) camouflage net overhead covers. Fish growth, color development and health are being 
routinely monitored and compared. Experimental and control fish are coded-wire-tagged to 
measure their contribution to the fishery and spawning population. NATURES semi-natural 
raceway habitat rearing is expected to increase the relative number of fish recruiting to the fishery 
and spawning population by 25%. Managers can use the increased survival offered by NATURES 
salmon culture practices to restore natural spawning runs, maintain sustainable fisheries, promote 
economically efficient salmon culture, and reduce ecological interactions with ESA listed wild 
salmon populations.  


 
Nature vs. Nurture: Do Hatchery Practices Impair Brain Development? 
Project Sponsor: NMFS     
 
Principal Investigator: Penny Swanson            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
                 $30,000 + $15,800 = $45,800 
 
Project Summary: Fish reared in hatcheries are generally less fit to survive in the wild than 
naturally-reared fish, but the underlying causes (genetic selection or rearing environment) are not 
known. Numerous studies have demonstrated behavioral differences between fish reared in 
conventional hatcheries and wild fish. More recently it has been shown that various regions of the 
brains of hatchery and wild trout differ considerably in size, but the underlying causes of the brain 
differences are unknown because fish from this study were from different genetic stocks. The 
observations on behavior and brain size in salmon and trout are not surprising in view of the recent 
work in mammals demonstrating that environment can directly impact neural plasticity, 
development and behavior. In the proposed research, we will determine the effects of rearing 
environment on brain development in juvenile steelhead reared at the UW, Big Beef Creek Field 
Station as part of another study funded by Bonneville Power Administration and NMFS. We will 
compare the size and volume of various brain regions of fish reared in conventional hatchery 
raceways, raceways enriched with substrate or natural streams. We expect that this technique will 
be a more direct measure of fitness and could be used as a simple index by which to evaluate wild 
and hatchery fish, and fish reared in semi-natural rearing systems as proposed for conservation 
hatcheries.  
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Development of Engineered Streams for Salmon Production 
Project Sponsor: University of Idaho   
 
Principal Investigator: Ernest Brannon, UI            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
                 $33,000 + $0 = $33,000 
Collaborators: WDFW 


 
Project Summary: This project is a demonstration of a new concept that combines the benefits of 
hatcheries and natural habitat to improve salmon populations. In collaboration with the WDFW 
development of engineered streams is proposed by UI/WSU as a long-range alternative to 
hatcheries for supplementation of weak or failing wild salmonid populations. The objectives are to 
provide natural-type engineered streams for coho salmon production that result in wild smolt 
quality and to monitor performance as a demonstration project for the new hatchery concept. The 
approach is to develop artificial streams for use as salmon habitat with engineering specifications 
based on the biological criteria of the species targeted, while maintaining genetic specificity, 
diversity, and natural smolt quality. The artificial stream will substitute for, or be used in 
conjunction with, standard hatchery raceways. Natural feed with supplemental artificial diets will 
be the source of food. The site selected is Hatchery Creek located immediately behind the WDFW 
hatchery on the Dungeness River. A channel was constructed with habitat structures, pools, riffles, 
and cover to mimic natural coho habitat. Approximately 50,000-eyed eggs will be introduced in 
the spring of 2001 and fish use of the channel will be quantified through snorkel surveys 
throughout the summer and fall. Post-migration monitoring will involve adult return success based 
on thermal marks applied to the eyed eggs.  


 


Category D: Protect Genetic Resources 


Residualism in Wild Broodstock Steelhead 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Cameron Sharpe,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW                $50,000 + $36,893 = $86,893 
 
Co-investigators: Brian Beckman, Pat   
Hulett, Walt Dickhoff, NMFS   Collaborators: WDFW, NMFS 
 
Project Summary: Some hatchery steelhead and other salmonid smolts become residuals (i.e. fail 
to out migrate) after release. The problem appears to be particularly acute in hatchery programs 
that use wild broodstock - a practice that is becoming increasingly popular as a means to limit 
genetic risk to wild salmonids. Ironically, high rates of residualism increase genetic and ecological 
risks to wild fish. 


Our objectives are to: (1) Develop a method to reduce residualism of hatchery-reared wild-
broodstock steelhead, (2) Assess growth, physiological status, and migration/residualism to 
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determine mechanisms promoting residual behavior and (3) Compare growth, physiological status, 
migration pattern, and residualism among offspring of wild and domesticated broodstock.  


The project is a collaboration between WDFW and NMFS. The work will be conducted in the 
Kalama River and will coordinate closely with the existing federally funded wild steelhead 
broodstock project in that basin. 


The experimental approach will be to control growth patterns to simultaneously reduce the 
numbers of (1) small fish that residualize because they fail to reach smolt size and (2) large male 
fish that residualize because they become precociously mature.  


Our goal is to develop a practical and effective method to reduce residualism of cultured 
salmonids. We expect that the results will be "exportable" to steelhead and other salmonid culture 
programs region wide.  


 
Olfactory Imprinting in Hatchery Salmon 
Project Sponsor: National Marine Fisheries   
Service       
 
Principal Investigator: Andrew Dittman,           HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NMFS               $32,000 + $78,100 = $110,100 


 
Project Summary: Exposure to home-stream water during appropriate juvenile stages is critical 
for olfactory imprinting in salmon and ultimately for successful completion of the adult homing 
migration. Inappropriate hatchery rearing conditions and juvenile release practices that interfere 
with the imprinting process can dramatically increase straying. Straying hatchery fish may in turn 
have negative ecological and genetic effects on endangered and/or wild populations. The overall 
goal of this project is to identify the critical developmental periods and environmental conditions 
required for olfactory imprinting in hatchery-reared Pacific salmon. Experimentally assessing 
successful imprinting is difficult and currently the only effective measures of imprinting involve 
expensive large-scale tag-recapture studies or behavioral assessments of captively-reared mature 
adults. This project has two major components: 1) develop and validate new molecular and 
electrophysiological tools for assessing imprinting that will not require large-scale adult rearing 
experiments; 2) determine the critical periods for imprinting for Puget Sound coho salmon by 
exposing juvenile salmon to imprinting odorants during key developmental periods under different 
environmental conditions. Ultimately, the imprinting assays developed for this project should be 
useful for studying homing in all salmonids and the findings of this study will be used to improve 
hatchery rearing and release strategies to minimize straying.  


 
Interactions between Wild and Hatchery Steelhead: Evaluating Key 
Assumptions 
Project Sponsor: University of Washington   
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Principal Investigator: Thomas Quinn,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
UW                $23,700 + $11,156 = $34,856 
 
Collaborators: Weyerhaeuser Company, NMFS,  
WDFW  


 
Project Summary: Natural resource agencies are challenged to maintain both the abundance of 
salmonids and their genetic and ecological diversity. Hatchery production, designed to achieve the 
first objective, sometimes conflicts with the second. In Washington, steelhead have been bred to 
return early in the year. This selection was initially done to help produce yearling smolts but it 
now permits selective fisheries on hatchery and wild fish, and provides a measure of genetic 
separation between the stocks. The extent to which timing differences minimize genetic and 
ecological interactions between hatchery and wild fish depends on the heritability of spawning 
date, the reproductive success of the stocks, and the extent of interbreeding. The recently 
established hatchery steelhead program at Forks Creek Hatchery presents a unique opportunity to 
examine the assumptions underlying this approach. We request renewal of funds to sample 
hatchery and naturally produced adults returning to spawn, naturally produced juveniles in the 
river and smolts, and hatchery pre- smolts. Analysis of DNA microsatellites from fin-clip samples 
will reveal the parentage and origin of juveniles and returning adults. This will allow us to 
determine the relative production and survival of wild, hatchery and naturally spawning hatchery 
origin steelhead, and the extent of interbreeding. The results will be conveyed to agency staff, 
contributing sponsors and regional organizations and the scientific community.  


Funded Grants - 2002 Project Descriptions 
 


Category A: Sustainable Fisheries 


Salmon Marine Trophic Demand-Distribution 
Project Sponsor: University of Washington   
 
Principal Investigator: David Beauchamp,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
UW                $69,445 + $33,672 = $103,117 
 
Associate Investigator: Raymond Buckley,             Collaborators: WDFW, UW-Wetland 
                  WDFW, Ecosystem Team, USGS, King  
                  County Department of Natural Resources, 
                  NOAA, NMFS 


 
Project Summary: UW, WDFW, and USGS/BRD will examine temporal distribution, diet and 
size patterns of juvenile salmon at selected estuarine and nearshore marine areas on northern and 
southern Puget Sound containing significant numbers of wild and hatchery salmon in a year with 
high juvenile pink salmon densities. Chinook, coho and chum salmon will be targeted by this 
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study, but all potential predator and competitor species will be examined in a food web context. 
Diet, growth, and timing of nearshore use will be compared among species, between hatchery and 
wild salmon, between northern and southern sites, and to historic data. By combining field data on 
diet, distribution and growth from beach seining and tow netting with bioenergetics modeling, we 
will estimate temporal feeding rates by juvenile salmon to evaluate whether food limitation, diet, 
environmental conditions, predation or competition reduce survival or growth of juvenile salmon 
in these areas. Changes in body size and growth conditions will be related to timing of declines of 
salmon in nearshore and the offshore transition. This project will provide the foundation for 
prioritizing and focusing subsequent research and management activities by identifying and 
quantifying processes that potentially limit survival and growth of juvenile salmon during critical 
early life in Puget Sound. Activity will be coordinated with King County, Seattle, NMFS, Army 
Corps to broaden spatial and topical coverage using standardized methods.  


 


Category B: Recover and Conserve Natural Spawning 
Populations 


Differences in Natural Production between Hatchery and Wild Coho 
Salmon 
Project Sponsor: WDFW and NMFS   
 
Principal Investigator: Howard Fuss, WDFW       HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
and Michael Ford, NMFS              $107,567 + $74,637 = $182,204 
 
Collaborators: NWIFC 


 
Project Summary: A key question facing salmon managers is how successful hatchery 
propagated fish and their offspring are at surviving and reproducing in the wild. This is critical for 
assessing both risks and benefits of hatchery supplementation. In this collaborative federal, state, 
and tribal project, we are using state of the art genetic techniques to evaluate the spawning success 
and survival in the wild of hatchery propagated and naturally produced coho salmon. The results 
of this project will, for the first time, provide information on the rate at which hatchery fish can 
readapt to the wild environment. The project works like this: For three years, starting in the fall of 
2000, we will intercept all adult coho salmon returning to spawn in Minter Creek, WA. The run 
consists of naturally produced and hatchery propagated coho salmon. Before being passed 
upstream to spawn naturally, we measure, photograph, and tag each fish; determine its origin 
(hatchery or natural); and take a small non-lethal fin clip for later DNA analysis. Over the next six 
years, we will sample the progeny of these fish as fry and as smolt and use microsatellite DNA 
fingerprinting to determine their parentage. From these data, we will estimate the relative fitness 
of naturally spawning hatchery and natural-origin salmon. In the years 2003-2008, we will 
measure the relative fitness of natural-origin fish with varying hatchery ancestry, providing data 
on the rate hatchery coho readapt to the wild.  
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Snow Creek Coho Recovery Program 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Steve Schroder,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW                $28,130 + $10,000 = $38,130 
 
Collaborators: Wild Olympic Salmon,  
North Olympic Salmon Coalition, Point- 
No-Point Treaty Council, Jamestown  
S’Klallam Tribe 


 
Project Summary: Beginning in 1998, WDFW, Wild Olympic Salmon and the North Olympic 
Salmon Coalition began an effort to recover a threatened coho population native to Snow Creek, a 
Northeast Olympic Peninsula stream. Since then, every adult coho returning to Snow Creek has 
been captured at a permanent weir. The fish are artificially spawned and their eggs are incubated 
at the nearby Hurd Creek Hatchery. Offspring from each fish are placed into three alternative 
recovery strategies. One involves placing eyed-eggs into remote site incubators located throughout 
the Snow Creek Basin. In the other two, fish are reared for either seven or ten months before being 
liberated a pre-smolts into Crocker Lake, a 25-hectare body of water that is used as a rearing and 
over-wintering location by Snow Creek coho. Fish placed into each treatment group have their 
otolith thermally marked and the reared fish are also tagged. The otolith marks and tags are used 
to determine: 1) how many smolt are produced from each treatment, 2) if treatment origin affects 
size and out-migration timing of smolt, and 3) whether a recovery strategy affects overall survival, 
size and age at maturation. This approach will be continued annually until 2006 and if abundance 
allows, such as in 2001, coho will be allowed to reproduce naturally to create a fourth treatment 
type. Results from this study will be used to help refine coho recovery efforts throughout Puget 
Sound and the Washington Coast.  


 
Hamma Hamma River Steelhead Supplementation Evaluation 
Project Sponsor: NMFS     


       
Principal Investigator: Barry Berejikian,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NMFS                $68,554 +$124,440 = $192,994 
 
Collaborators: Long Live the Kings,  
Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement,  
WDFW, Point-No-Point Treaty Council 


 
Project Summary: This project addresses several aspects of the conservation hatchery paradigm 
including: natural growth profiles, enriched hatchery rearing habitats, release strategies, and 
experimentation to improving captive broodstock technologies. It also evaluates the impacts of a 
supplementation program on changes in spawner abundance in the Hamma Hamma River where 
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confounding variables (e.g., habitat degradation, harvest) will have minimal influence. The 
specific research objectives are as follows:  


1. Determine whether the supplementation program affects the abundance of naturally spawning 
steelhead in the Hamma Hamma River. 


2. Determine the relative reproductive success of female steelhead from two different 
reintroduction strategies (smolt vs. adult release). 


3. Estimate the relative abundance of steelhead spawners produced from i) wild smolt, ii) smolt 
reared in 'conservancy' ponds, and iii) smolt reared in hatchery tanks. 


4. Develop rearing protocols to produce steelhead smolt with a two-year freshwater rearing 
history, such that growth profiles mimic those of wild fish. 


5. Compare the reproductive behavior and breeding success of captively reared steelhead grown 
in high vs. low water velocity environments. 


 


Category C: Improve Quality and Cost-Effectiveness of Hatchery 
Programs 


Increase Post-Release Survival by Rearing Coho with NATURES Semi-
Natural Raceway Habitat 
Project Sponsor: NMFS      


 
Principal Investigator: Des Maynard,           HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NMFS               $84,962 + $84,209 = $169,171 
 
Associate Investigator: Geraldine Vander-           Collaborators: WDFW, Tribes 
Haegen, WDFW 
 
Project Summary: It has been repeatedly demonstrated that rearing Chinook salmon in 
NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat increases their instream survival. In the current study, 
WDFW and NMFS are conducting a 4 (four) year experiment to determine if NATURES rearing 
also increases the number of coho salmon recruiting to the fishery and spawning population. The 
research is being conducted with salmon grown in standard concrete raceways at Puget Sound 
hatcheries. At each hatchery, there are control and semi-natural habitat raceways. The semi-natural 
habitat was created by fitting the raceways with: 1) gravel pavers, 2) fir tree instream structure, 3) 
camouflage net overhead covers. Fish growth, color development, and health are being routinely 
monitored and compared. Experimental and control fish are coded-wire-tagged to measure their 
contribution to the fishery and spawning population. NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat 
rearing is expected to increase the relative number of fish recruiting to the fishery and spawning 
population by 25%. Managers can use the increased survival offered by NATURES salmon 
culture practices to restore natural spawning runs, maintain sustainable fisheries, promote 
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economically efficient salmon culture, and reduce ecological interactions with ESA listed wild 
salmon populations.  


 
Development of Engineered Streams for Salmon Production 
Project Sponsor: University of Idaho   
 
Principal Investigator: Ernest Brannon, UI            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
                 $18,819 + $0 = $18,819 
 
Collaborators: WDFW, NMFS 


 
Project Summary: The project is a demonstration of a new concept that combines the benefits of 
hatcheries and natural habitat to improve salmon populations. In collaboration with the WDFW 
development of engineered streams is proposed by UI/WSU as long-range alternative to hatcheries 
for supplementation of weak or failing wild salmonid populations. The objectives are to provide 
natural-type engineered streams for coho salmon production that result in wild smolt quality and 
to monitor performance as a demonstration project for the new hatchery concept. The approach is 
to develop artificial streams for use as salmon habitat with engineering specifications based on the 
biological criteria of the species targeted, while maintaining genetic specificity, diversity, and 
natural smolt quality. The artificial stream will substitute for, or be used in conjunction with, 
standard hatchery raceways. Natural feed with supplemental artificial diets with be the source of 
food. The site selected is Hatchery Creek located immediately behind the WDFW hatchery on the 
Dungeness River. A channel was constructed with habitat structures, pools, riffles, and cover to 
mimic natural coho habitat. Approximately 25,000-eyed eggs will be introduced in the spring of 
2002 and fish use of the channel will be quantified through snorkel survey throughout the summer 
and fall. Post-migration monitoring will involve adult return success based on the thermal marks 
applied to the eyed eggs. 


Funded Grants - 2003 Project Descriptions 
 


Category A: Sustainable Fisheries 


Salmon Marine Trophic Demand-Distribution 
Project Sponsor: University of Washington   
 
Principal Investigator: David Beauchamp,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
UW                $60,871 + $0 = $60,871 
 
Associate Investigator: Raymond Buckley,            Collaborators: WDFW, UW-Wetland 
WDFW                Ecosystem Team, USGS, King County 
                 Department of Natural Resources,  
                 NOAA Fisheries 







 
 


H-22 Research Grants 


 


Project Summary: Predation rates will be estimated on nearshore-offshore distribution of 
juvenile hatchery and wild salmon during their early life history in northern and southern Puget 
Sound. Previous results revealed significant predation by small sea-run cutthroat trout. Larger sea-
run cutthroat trout and other salmonids also forage in these habitats, but are not captured 
effectively with the standard beach seining methods. It is hypothesized that these larger predators 
represent a larger and prolonged source of mortality for juvenile salmon in Puget Sound, because 
the per capita consumption rates are higher, they can consume larger prey, and can forage more 
effectively for juvenile in both nearshore and offshore habitats. Larger seines will be used, tow 
netting, angling, gillnetting, and hydroacoustics to determine the distribution of predators and 
juvenile salmon, and to provide samples for diet analysis of predators. Differential predation rates 
between hatchery and wild origin salmon will be recorded. The transition from nearshore to 
offshore habitats and offshore distribution of juvenile salmon will determine both their growth 
potential and exposure to predators. This information will help managers identify the timing and 
location of critical factors limiting survival of juvenile salmon during residence and migration in 
Puget Sound. This will be a joint project between University of Washington, United States 
Geological Service, and WDFW and will coordinate with complementary efforts of Army Corps, 
NOAA Fisheries, tribes, and city and county agencies. 


Category B: Recover and Conserve Natural Spawning 
Populations 


Differences in Natural Production between Hatchery and Wild Coho 
Salmon: A Proposal to Measure the Influence of the Degree of 
Hatchery Ancestry on Natural Reproductive Success 
Project Sponsor: WDFW and NOAA Fisheries   
 
Principal Investigator: Howard Fuss, WDFW       HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
and Michael Ford, NOAA Fisheries             $106,627 + $57,872 = $164,499 
 
Collaborators: NWIFC 
 
Project Summary: A key question facing salmon managers is how successful hatchery 
propagated fish and their offspring are at surviving and reproducing in the wild. This is critical for 
assessing both risks and benefits of hatchery supplementation. In this collaborative project 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW), are using state-of-the art genetic techniques to evaluate the spawning success and 
survival in the wild of hatchery propagated and naturally produced coho salmon. The results of 
this project will, will for the first time, provide information on the rate at which hatchery fish 
readapt to the wild environment.  


Since the fall of 2000, all adult coho salmon returning to spawn in Minter Creek, Washington have 
been intercepted. The run consists of naturally produced and hatchery propagated coho salmon. 
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Before being passed upstream to spawn naturally, each adult is measured, photographed, and 
tagged, its’ origin (hatchery or natural) determined, and a small non-lethal fin clip taken for later 
DNA analysis. Over the subsequent six years, the progeny of these fish are being sampled as fry 
and as yearling smolts and microsatellite DNA fingerprinting used to determine their parentage. 
From these data, the relative fitness of naturally spawning hatchery and natural-origin salmon will 
be estimated. In the years 2003-2008, the relative fitness of natural-origin fish with varying 
hatchery ancestry will be estimated, providing data on the rate hatchery coho readapt to the wild.  


 
Snow Creek Coho Salmon Recovery Program 
Project Sponsor: WDFW     
 
Principal Investigator: Steve Schroder,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
WDFW                $32,972 + $10,000 = $42,972 
 
Collaborators: Wild Olympic Salmon,  
North Olympic Salmon Coalition, Point- 
No-Point Treaty Council, Jamestown  
S’Klallam Tribe 
 
Project Summary: Beginning in 1998, WDFW, North Olympic Salmon Coalition, and Wild 
Olympic Salmon began an effort to recover a threatened coho salmon population native to Snow 
Creek, a Northeast Olympic Peninsula stream. Since then, every adult coho salmon returning to 
Snow Creek has been captured at a permanent weir. The fish are artificially spawned and their 
eggs are incubated at nearby Hurd Creek Hatchery. Offspring from each fish are placed into three 
alternative recovery strategies. One involves placing eyed-eggs into Remote Site Incubators 
located throughout the Snow Creek Basin. In the other two, fish are reared for either seven or ten 
months before being liberated as pre-smolts into Crocker Lake, a 25 hectare body of water that is 
used as a rearing and over-wintering location by Snow Creek coho salmon. Fish placed into each 
treatment group have their otoliths thermally marked and the reared fish are also tagged. The 
otolith marks and tags are used to determine: 1) how many smolts are produced from each 
treatment, 2) if treatment origin affects size and out-migration timing of smolts, and 3) whether a 
recovery strategy affects overall survival, size, age, fecundity, egg size, and reproductive effort at 
maturation. This approach will be continued annually until 2006. In 2001 and 2002 adult coho 
were allowed to reproduce naturally in Snow Creek to create a fourth treatment type. Results from 
this study will be used to help refine coho recovery throughout Puget Sound and the Washington 
Coast. 


 
Hamma Hamma River Steelhead Supplementation Evaluation 
Project Sponsor: NOAA Fisheries     


       
Principal Investigator: Barry Berejikian,            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NOAA Fisheries               $68,226 + $105,660 = $173,886 
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Collaborators: Long Live the Kings,  
Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement,  
WDFW, Point-No-Point Treaty Council 
 
Project Summary: This project evaluates the impacts of a steelhead supplementation program on 
changes in spawner abundance in the Hamma Hamma River, where confounding variables (e.g., 
habitat degradation, harvest) will have minimal influence. Collaborators include Long Live the 
Kings, Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group, NOAA Fisheries. WDFW, and Point No Point 
Treaty Council The project addresses several aspects of the conservation hatchery paradigm 
including: natural growth profiles, enriched hatchery rearing habitats, alternative release strategies, 
and experimentation to improving captive broodstock technologies. The specific research 
objectives are as follows: 


1) Determine whether the supplementation program affects the abundance of naturally spawning 
steelhead in the Hamma Hamma River; 2) Determine the relative reproductive success of female 
steelhead from two different reintroduction strategies (smolt vs. adult release); 3) Estimate the 
relative abundance of steelhead spawners produced from i) wild smolts, ii) smolts reared in 
'conservancy' ponds, and iii) smolts reared in hatchery tanks; 4) Develop rearing protocols to 
produce steelhead smolts with a two-year freshwater rearing history, such that growth profiles 
mimic those of wild fish; and 5) Compare the reproductive behavior and breeding success of 
captively reared steelhead grown in high versus low water velocity environments. 


 


Category C: Improve Quality and Cost-Effectiveness of Hatchery 
Programs 


Increase Post-Release Survival by Rearing Coho with NATURES Semi-
Natural Raceway Habitat 
Project Sponsor: NOAA Fisheries    


 
Principal Investigator: Des Maynard,           HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
NOAA Fisheries              $82,172 + $126,580 = $208,752 


 
Associate Investigator: Geraldine Vander-           Collaborators: WDFW, Tribes 
Haegen, WDFW 


 
Project Summary: It has been repeatedly demonstrated that rearing Chinook salmon in 
NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat increases their instream survival. In the current study, 
WDFW and NMFS are conducting a 4 year evaluation to determine if NATURES rearing in a 
production environment increases the number of coho salmon recruiting to the fishery and 
spawning population. The research is being conducted with salmon grown in standard concrete 
raceways at Puget Sound hatcheries. At each hatchery, there are control and semi-natural habitat 
raceways. The semi-natural habitat was created by fitting the raceways with: 1) gravel pavers, 2) 
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fir tree instream structure, and 3) camouflage net overhead covers. Fish growth, color 
development, and health are being routinely monitored and compared. Experimental and control 
fish are coded-wire-tagged to measure their contribution to the fishery and spawning population. 
NATURES semi-natural raceway habitat rearing is expected to increase the relative number of 
fish recruiting to the fishery and spawning population by 25%. Managers can use the increased 
survival offered by NATURES salmon culture practices to restore natural spawning runs, maintain 
sustainable fisheries, promote economically efficient salmon culture, and reduce ecological 
interactions with ESA listed wild salmon populations. 


 
Development of Engineered Streams for Salmon Production 
Project Sponsor: University of Idaho   
 
Principal Investigator: Ernest Brannon, UI            HSRG Share + Sponsor Share = Total Cost: 
                 $30,464 + $0 = $30,464 
 
Collaborators: WDFW, NOAA Fisheries 


 
Project Summary: This project is a demonstration of a new concept that combines the benefits of 
hatcheries and natural habitat to improve salmon populations. In collaboration with the WDFW 
development of engineered streams is being investigated by the University of Idaho as a long-
range alternative to hatcheries for supplementation of weak or failing wild salmonid populations. 
The objectives are to provide natural-type engineered streams for coho salmon production that 
result in wild smolt quality and to monitor performance as a demonstration project for this new 
hatchery concept. The approach is to develop artificial streams for use as salmon habitat with 
engineering specifications based on the biological criteria of the species targeted, while 
maintaining genetic specificity, diversity, and natural smolt quality. The artificial stream will 
substitute for, or be used in conjunction with, standard hatchery raceways. Natural feed with 
supplemental artificial diets will be the source of food. The site selected is Hatchery Creek located 
immediately behind the WDFW hatchery on the Dungeness River. A channel was constructed 
with habitat structures, pools, riffles, and cover to mimic natural coho habitat. Production levels 
were comparable to natural habitat at 1.5 smolt/m2. Based on the previous two years of data, the 
channel will be modified to increase volitional rearing densities and increase smolt production to 
levels above natural production while still maintaining wild fish characteristics. 
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The members of the Wild Salmon Advisory Council (WSAC) would like to thank the Province of British Columbia 
for the opportunity to contribute to the development of a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy. The past seven 
months of work, including extensive public engagement, has confirmed our belief that the government is taking 
an important and necessary step by showing leadership on this issue. There is no question that wild salmon are 
iconic for this province. They link us to our history and hold the promise for our future generations. Wild salmon 
are woven into the culture, histories and economies of communities throughout B.C. – for the Indigenous peoples 
of B.C. since time immemorial. 


Wild salmon help to support our ecosystems, our Indigenous peoples and the people who depend on them 
for their lives and livelihoods. However, wild salmon and their habitats are in a seriously weakened state and 
require intentional energy and investment to secure their future. We have done our best to ensure that our 
recommendations – including those for immediate action – will contribute to this goal. 


The complex task of restoring salmon abundance and optimizing the benefits to British Columbians simply cannot 
be done without a provincewide effort. The members of the Wild Salmon Advisory Council are encouraged by this 
journey and hope that, with the help of every British Columbian, wild salmon and the communities that depend 
upon them will flourish.
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Introduction


1 The WSAC accepts the principle that Indigenous Nations have the right to define their governance structures according to their 
own laws and cultural practices, and have the right to engage with other governments around the issues related to wild salmon 
using the structures and processes that respect their laws.


2 https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/426/2018/11/Wild-Salmon-Strategy-Options-Paper.pdf


The management of wild salmon in British Columbia is a significant task, complicated by the unpredictability 
of ecosystems; the jurisdictional authorities of federal, provincial, municipal and Indigenous governments1; the 
interests and needs of ecosystem health, stakeholders and communities; and the challenges, positions and 
opinions of our collective past. 


The 14 individuals who comprise the membership of the Wild Salmon Advisory Council (WSAC) were appointed by 
the Province of British Columbia through the Office of the Premier in June 2018. They were selected to represent a 
wide diversity of interests and experiences related to wild salmon in B.C. Their work over the past seven months is 
to advise the provincial government in support of the development of a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy. 


In fall 2018, the WSAC presented an Options Paper2 to government, which provided initial insights and guidance on 
protecting wild salmon and maximizing the value of this resource for B.C. The Options Paper focused on three key 
areas as outlined in the WSAC’s mandate:


 ¡ Restoration and enhancement of wild salmon populations;


 ¡ Sustainable fisheries management and stewardship opportunities for communities; and


 ¡ New economic development opportunities to assist viable and sustainable community-based fisheries.


The Options Paper recognized: 


 ¡ First, that wild salmon are facing a complex set of ever-intensifying pressures from ecosystem changes 
and from development. Many populations have already been significantly weakened by these pressures. 
They require strategic and systemic support to secure their survival over the long term. There is urgency in 
the task at hand. 


 ¡ Secondly, it is imperative that we design ways to return the value of wild salmon and fisheries to the 
people of British Columbia, particularly to communities adjacent to resources that have always depended 
on wild salmon and fisheries as a cornerstone of their economies; active fish harvesters who are front-line 
users and stewards of the resource; and Indigenous peoples whose histories and futures are interwoven 
with fisheries in so many ways.


The Options Paper formed the basis of an engagement process (described on page 10) that included 
community meetings, online engagement and direct discussions with stakeholder groups and Indigenous 
fishing organizations.


The recommendations in this report were significantly informed by the input received during this engagement 
and aim to contribute to reversing the declining trajectory of wild salmon in B.C., and to help stimulate community 
economies through a focus on (a) increasing wild salmon abundance, (b) protecting and enhancing the benefits 
that accrue to B.C.’s communities from the wild salmon resource, and (c) ensuring effective mechanisms for 
community engagement and government action.


The recommendations include a preamble that suggests the overall conditions for success for a made-in-B.C. Wild 
Salmon Strategy. Both immediate actions determined necessary to stem the tide of further population decline, and 
mid-term actions that require more detailed planning for implementation have been identified and presented.



https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/426/2018/11/Wild-Salmon-Strategy-Options-Paper.pdf
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The framework used to guide 
the work of the WSAC


3 Canada’s Policy for Conservation of Wild Pacific Salmon, 2005, Page 1.


1. A Shared Vision for the Future
The members of the Wild Salmon Advisory Council brought different perspectives and interests to the advisory 
table. This made it both exciting and complex to explore opportunities and challenges with respect to its mandate 
and subsequent recommendations. Creating a shared vision was an important early step in the WSAC’s work. 


Council members agree that a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy will help set the stage for improved marine 
and freshwater ecosystems in B.C., and for benefits to communities and their economies. To achieve these two 
objectives the strategy should:


 ¡ Support and enable the return of abundant wild salmon stocks throughout the province – 
recognizing their inherent importance for both people and for ecosystem health; 


 ¡ Promote economic renewal and reconciliation with B.C.’s Indigenous peoples, including 
a recognition of their Section 35 constitutional right as Aboriginal peoples to access fish for food, social and 
ceremonial purposes, their treaty and court-affirmed rights to access salmon for economic purposes, and 
their role in fisheries management;


 ¡ Rebuild a formidable, local fishery economy with sustainable jobs and prosperous businesses 
across the seafood spectrum, including active fishers – recreational and commercial; seafood processing; 
and ancillary businesses; 


 ¡ Champion community access to, and benefit from, adjacent fisheries resources to 
support local employment, food security, and economic development; and


 ¡ Support responsible, sustainable and safe fishing.


2. A Shared Definition of ‘Wild Salmon’
Likewise, addressing the complexities of wild salmon, and 
enhancement in particular, required the WSAC members to 
agree to a definition of wild salmon that would guide their 
work. The WSAC agreed to use the definition of “wild salmon” 
developed and used in Canada’s Policy for Conservation of Wild 
Pacific Salmon3, as per Figure 1. This policy states that “salmon 
are considered to be wild if they have spent their entire life cycle 
in the wild and originate from parents that were also produced 
by natural spawning and continuously lived in the wild”.  While 
this definition has caused some confusion, it was intentionally 
developed to ensure that salmon had one full generation in the 
wild to safeguard against potential adverse effects that can result 
from intensive artificial culture in hatcheries.


Given this definition, the recommendations in this report include 
the use of enhancement techniques as a tool to support and 
engender “wild” populations of salmon, while also providing fish 
for ecosystem health; for Indigenous food, social and ceremonial 


“Hatchery-origin 
spawners” are those 
that originate from 
hatchery production 
but return to spawn on 
natural spawning 
grounds.


“Natural-origin spawners” 
are those that originate 
from natural spawning 
parents (i.e., receiving no 
arti�cial assistance of any 
kind), irrespective of 
parental origin.


Figure 1. Conceptual illustration of “wild” 
spawning salmon, as per the de�nition in Canada’s 
Wild Salmon Policy (DFO, 2005), compared with 
natural-origin spawners and hatchery-origin 
spawners.


“Salmon are considered 
‘wild’ if they have spent 
their entire life cycle in 
the wild and originate 
from parents that were 
also produced by 
natural spawning and 
continuously lived in 
the wild.” (DFO Wild 
Salmon Policy, 2005)


HatcheryHatchery
production


“Natural”


“Wild”


Natural origin
spawners


Wild spawners


Hatchery-origin
spawners
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purposes; and for commercial and recreational harvest. Under carefully controlled circumstances, these tools 
may include, but are not limited to, hatcheries, spawning channels, sea pens, lake fertilization and migration 
barrier mitigation. In all cases, there is recognition of the need for science-based decision-making and structured 
monitoring over time to support enhancement efforts.


3. An Acknowledgement of Jurisdiction
The successful management of wild salmon populations in B.C. is complicated by the fact that they travel through 
multiple jurisdictions during their natural lifecycle. The WSAC has been careful not only to acknowledge these 
jurisdictions but also to keep jurisdiction top-of-mind in making its recommendations. Looking across the full 
spectrum of what is possible, the WSAC’s summary comment is that “wild salmon need a thoroughly co-ordinated, 
intentionally designed and very collaborative system in order to flourish.” 


4. Recognizing the Virtual Circle of Inter-Connectedness


As illustrated above in Figure 2, WSAC members heartily agree that wild salmon abundance, stewardship and 
sustainable harvesting practices are connected in a virtuous circle. One without the other two is far less likely to 
succeed or matter in the longer term. Wild salmon abundance is dependent on people who care about salmon 
and are prepared to play a role in their survival. Community stewardship engages people to learn and care 
about wild salmon and creates mechanisms for individuals and communities to participate in resource renewal 
and sustainable resource management. Communities and resource users – such as commercial and recreational 
fishers who are contributing jobs and economic opportunity to their communities, understand and have a stake 
in being resource stewards. Indigenous communities dependent on healthy and abundant stocks for food, social 
and ceremonial purposes, as well as for economic health, have a constitutionally protected right to participate in 
fisheries stewardship and management. All parts of this system support and reinforce each other.


Communities & 
individuals reliant on 
wild salmon for their 
economic, social and 
cultural well-being


Efforts 
to increase 


wild salmon 
abundance – 


including habitat 
protection, 


restoration and 
salmon 


enhancment


  


Systems 
and processes 
designed to 
engage 
citizens as 


wild salmon 
stewards


Figure 2. Virtual circle 
of inter-connectedness.
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Information and insights shaping 
the WSAC’s recommendations


4 The specific reference to state of salmon as opposed to a status assessment is because the latter requires the existence of 
abundance targets or biological reference points that do not exist for most BC Pacific salmon.


5 www.salmonexplorer.ca


6 State of the Salmon Report, Pacific Salmon Foundation, 2018 (Commissioned by Coastal First Nations in their role as secretariat to 
the WSAC).


7 Catch and spawning abundance are components of the annual production or abundance of a salmon population. Understanding 
change over time requires consistent annual reporting of catch and escapement that can then relate the number of parental fish 
to the number of progeny produced. The number of progeny produced per parent is the productivity of a salmon population. 
Productivity assessment determines the harvest rate, with the aim of sustaining production levels over time.


8 Endangered and at imminent risk of extinction, COSEWIC 2018.


1. The State of Wild Salmon and Steelhead in B.C.
The challenge in describing the state of wild salmon4 and steelhead is the fact that there are more than 8,000 
combinations of species and streams in B.C. that have been affected by over 100 years of development and use. 
In an effort to manage this complexity, Canada’s Policy for the Conservation of Wild Pacific Salmon (2005) has 
adopted the concept of Conservation Units (CUs) that aggregate these combinations for management purposes. 
There are currently 432 CU’s in B.C., shown in Table 1.


Table 1 Salmon Conservation Units in BC (2018)


Sockeye Pink Chum Coho Chinook Steelhead


253 33 39 41 66 Not defined


A State of the Salmon Report was commissioned from the Pacific Salmon Foundation (PSF) to establish a baseline for 
the WSAC’s work. Using its Pacific Salmon Explorer tool5, PSF confirmed that while the true status of wild salmon 
and steelhead in B.C. is difficult to determine with any degree of certainty, there is no doubt that there are some 
significant challenges. Available data is highly variable by both species and region and there are significant data 
gaps in some areas – work is ongoing. There has been a substantial decrease in the numbers of streams surveyed 
annually for escapement monitoring6. The decrease has been greatest for species/stream combinations historically 
monitored using visual surveys, but some more expensive surveys have also been terminated. These changes 
mean that any cumulative indices of escapement may not be a consistent annual index.


Below are some of the findings from PSF’s State of the Salmon Report. PSF confirms that across all regions and 
all species, the overall abundance of wild salmon and steelhead has declined since the 1950s. Comparing data 
for the past decade with the time series 1954-2016, wild salmon productivity in the north and central coast 
(NCC) shows declines of 20% to 45%, and in southern B.C. declines of 43% for sockeye, and 14% for chum have 
been evidenced, although pinks have increased by ~24% in this region. Chinook salmon throughout B.C. have 
experienced a widespread decrease in productivity, but these rates are highly variable between years and rivers. 
There is also increasing concern for changes in the biological characteristics of Chinook salmon, including earlier 
ages at maturity, smaller size at age and reduced fecundity at maturity. Each of these characteristics contributes to 
a reduced production and productivity rate7. Steelhead trout populations vary from critically poor in the interior 
Fraser River8, to recently decreasing stocks in Southern B.C. (non-Fraser) and Central B.C., to stable to positive in 
Northern B.C. 



http://www.salmonexplorer.ca
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The vast majority of the estimated 423 steelhead populations in B.C. belong to three major genetic groups. In 
addition, there are two transition groups that reflect genetic mixing. Steelhead population status in the North 
Coast, which spans an area over the northern half of the steelhead range within B.C., is informed mainly by the 
state of Skeena steelhead, which appears to have been stable over the past 20-years, fluctuating near or above 
biological reference points intended to sustain steelhead production. Steelhead status within the Northern 
Transition group is informed by Dean and Bella Coola steelhead. Dean steelhead may have undergone a decline to 
the mid-2000s, while Bella Coola steelhead have clearly declined and remain in a state of relatively low abundance. 
In Southern B.C., steelhead population status involves three groups (South Coast, South Interior and the Southern 
Transition). Each is in a state of decline. The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 
has classified the Thompson and Chilcotin populations as Endangered and at imminent risk of extinction. In the 
South Coast, pinniped predation, extreme climate events and forestry-related stream degradation are contributing 
to wide spatial scale declines, most dramatic among winter-run populations. Most recently, a decline in Gold River 
steelhead is particularly noteworthy given its history as a premier B.C. steelhead stream.


Poor marine survival rates appear to be a significant factor across wild salmon declines. Changing ocean 
conditions due to climate change and other factors, both natural and manmade, will likely continue to hinder 
recovery efforts in the future. Local habitat conditions, including poorer water quality/quantity and detrimental 
land uses, are also taking their toll. Fisheries managers have also expressed concern about the potential wildfire 
impacts in the Interior to wild salmon populations in the Lower Fraser Basin that are currently unknown.


It must also be noted that investment in scientific study and data quality and quantity with respect to wild salmon 
management has been significantly reduced over the past several years. This fact has contributed to a lack of 
confidence when reporting the status of salmon in B.C., and fueled hard debates among stakeholders about the 
reliability of data used to make fisheries management decisions. In the face of this uncertainty, Table 2 offers a 
summary of the state of wild salmon in B.C.9 based on the best currently available information.


Table 2 Pacific Salmon on B.C.’s Coast


North and Central Coast
Sockeye: Very abundant. Returns have declined since mid-1990s. (-33%)


Pink: Most abundant species on NCC. Recent years, returns often below long-term averages. (-28%)


Chum: Historically very abundant. Have seen some of the largest declines over 10 years. (-45%)


Chinook: Historically least abundant species. Recent returns well below long-term average. (-26%)


Coho: Abundance has declined over time but maintaining relative consistent numbers. (-21%)


South Coast (SC)
Sockeye: Typically, the most abundant of all species on SC. Dominated by Fraser River runs. Huge variations in 
run size each season. (-43%)


Pink: 2nd most abundant species on SC. Average abundances above long-term averages. Last 2 runs (since 
2013) reduced. (+24%)


Chum: Abundances below long-term average, but similar to the period from 1950s-‘70s. (-14%)


Chinook: Data deficient. The subject of a 2018 COSEWIC review – not yet reported. Okanagan Chinook listed 
endangered, COSEWIC 2017. At present CUs in the SC are rated as: Green (2), Amber (1), Amber/Red (1), Red (10), 
Data deficient (9) and TBD (7).


Coho: Data deficient. Interior Fraser River coho were assessed as Threatened by COSEWIC, 2016.


9 State of the Salmon Report, Pacific Salmon Foundation, 2018 (Commissioned by Coastal First Nations in their role as secretariat to 
the WSAC).
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2. Indigenous Peoples and Wild Salmon 
Indigenous peoples in British Columbia are inextricably connected to wild salmon. The bonds, for both coastal 
and upriver Indigenous communities, are deep and significant. Language, ceremony and song connect the people 
to the land, fish, animals and plants – reminding them that they are related, and that they must respect and 
honour one another. In the Indigenous world view, the animals and plants are teachers. They sacrifice themselves 
for people to survive. They connect the people to their lands and to their histories.  They are a source of wonder. 
The value of wild salmon goes far beyond their economic value. They are sustenance for both body and spirit. 


For this important reason, a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy cannot succeed without the active and deliberate 
engagement of Indigenous governments and fisheries organizations. The issue of wild salmon – both rebuilding 
abundance and defining enhanced community benefits also has the potential to contribute to reconciliation. 


The Options Paper outlines the Rights and interests of the Indigenous Peoples in B.C. as affirmed by the 
constitution of Canada (Section 35), by historic and modern-day treaty agreements, and by numerous court 
challenges.  


Today, B.C.’s landscape and culture includes more than 190 Indigenous communities located adjacent to 
rivers or in coastal areas with salmon, and fishing interests stand out as a particularly unifying issue. Almost all 
Indigenous peoples in B.C. have active salmon-bearing streams in their Territories, from the Fraser and Skeena River 
watersheds to small coho creeks. In some Territories, salmon have been extirpated (e.g., the upper Columbia River) 
or significantly reduced from their historic abundance (e.g., Okanagan region) through habitat loss, migratory 
barriers and over-fishing.  


Most Indigenous peoples have a common history of their once significant access to fisheries resources being 
gradually and, in some cases, dramatically reduced. In some cases, the decrease in access has been due to habitat 
loss. In others, it is the result of natural or human-caused species decline. Much of the loss of Indigenous peoples’ 
access to fisheries resources, however, can be attributed to government policies, regulations and programs that 
intentionally or indirectly reduced their participation in food/social/ceremonial, commercial and recreational 
fisheries. 


The clear objective today of most, if not all, Indigenous peoples in B.C. is to increase their access to fisheries for 
both food and economic purposes, and to be involved in the management of these resources. There is a common 
expectation that increased access to fisheries can again help feed and economically support Indigenous peoples 
and communities. Increased salmon access can be delivered via three complementary routes:


 ¡ Increased salmon abundance; 


 ¡ A reallocation of salmon; and


 ¡ A greater degree of integration into B.C.’s commercial and recreational fisheries.


Currently, Fisheries and Oceans Canada’s Salmon Allocation Policy and other DFO policies, regulations and 
management plans recognize the priority of the food, social and ceremonial right (FSC) after conservation. The 
challenge for management agencies is to put the FSC priority into effect for Indigenous harvesters and Indigenous 
peoples’ communities that are in many circumstances situated ‘upstream’, or after, seaward commercial, 
recreational and where Indigenous fisheries occur. 


Today, the B.C. First Nations Fisheries Council (FNFC), organized into 13 regions, works to increase Indigenous 
peoples’ access to fisheries and their involvement in fisheries management and decision-making. Activities of both 
individual and/or aggregate fisheries programs include: salmon assessment; catch monitoring; hatcheries and 
low-tech enhancement; habitat restoration; and fisheries management. Most activities take place with the support 
of federal and provincial management agencies. In many regions, Indigenous groups and communities work with 
other local salmon interests (environmental, recreational and commercial) and governments through area-specific 
advisory bodies to raise funds and advise government agencies (including Indigenous) on local stewardship 
activities and harvesting plans.
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3. B.C.’s Fishery Economy – Commercial and 
Recreational Fishing and Onshore Processing 


The WSAC’s Options Paper includes a detailed description of the state of B.C.’s fisheries economy, which serves 
to emphasize the critical need for a wild salmon strategy that encompasses real opportunities for the citizens 
of B.C., and particularly for the communities adjacent to fishery resources, to benefit economically from 
increased abundance.


B.C.’s recreational fishing sector is recognized as one of the best in the world, attracting visitors to both tidal and 
non-tidal opportunities. Today, about 300,000 licence holders participate in the tidal recreational fishery each year 
in B.C., managed by Fisheries and Oceans Canada. Non-tidal recreational fishing is managed by the Province of 
B.C., and includes a diverse range of fishing experience and settings; from char, pike and walleye angling in the 
Arctic drainage of the Peace region; to white sturgeon fishing on the Fraser River; from cutthroat and rainbow trout 
fishing on small Interior lakes; and steelhead angling on world-class rivers systems. Recreational fishing is both an 
important tourism driver and a part of B.C.’s culture10.


Since the mid-1990s, ecosystem changes have reduced coho and Chinook populations in the Strait of Georgia and 
shifted the marine-based recreational fishing effort/opportunities to the west coast of Vancouver Island and the 
northern coastlines. Inland recreational efforts have been negatively impacted by steelhead and sturgeon declines. 
Recognizing that the most critical factor for success in the recreational fishing sector is maintaining “‘opportunity” 
and “expectation”, catch-and-release regulations, although controversial for some, have been introduced as an 
important management tool to develop trophy fisheries, minimize impact on non-target species and protect at-
risk fish populations.


Securing reliable, diverse and high-quality recreational fishing opportunities today is challenged by many factors, 
including: climate change and other factors that negatively affect aquatic ecosystems; intensifying Indigenous 
fishing interests; conservation measures for both fish and fish-dependent species; and transboundary treaties that 
are shifting annual allowable catch limits for key species.


For a hundred years, the B.C. commercial salmon fishery has been an important contributor to B.C.’s economy, and 
it has supported community and cultural development for generations, and since time immemorial for Indigenous 
Peoples. BC wild salmon remain important to local and regional economies and are a defining element of the 
social and cultural fabric of many coastal and inland communities. Although considerably reduced due to species 
decline and management decisions, the commercial wild salmon fishery continues to support numerous family-
owned fishing businesses, fisheries infrastructure, and ancillary services such as shipbuilding and processing.


Today, the data shows that in B.C.’s wild salmon and seafood sectors, the citizens of B.C. and, most importantly, the 
communities most reliant on the resource for their economies, are receiving proportionally less economic benefit 
from fisheries harvests than they were even a decade ago. Shrinking and aging fishing fleets, shuttered processing 
facilities and increasingly limited employment opportunities are symptomatic of this reality. In spite of the fact that 
the global demand for seafood is increasing exponentially, that market prices are rising, and that B.C. has some of 
the finest product in the world, our commercial fishing sector is not demonstrating the benefits for B.C.’s economy 
or communities that it should.


For B.C. to maintain a vibrant commercial fishing sector, it is critical to address a number of inter-related issues, 
including: ensuring that the burden of conservation is not unduly borne by the commercial sector; recognizing 
and supporting the efforts taken by this sector to ensure sustainable stocks; seeking ways to redirect commercial 
salmon fishing opportunities to adjacent communities and to next-generation fishers through creative licencing 
policies; and investing in the kinds of innovations that will allow active fishers and adjacent communities to receive 
increased value from their catch.


10 BC’s Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Report – 2016 edition and the 2010 DFO National Recreational Fishery Survey note the 
following statistics for the recreational fishing sector: $1B contributed to the province’s economy, accounting for .5% of total real GDP. 
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There is no simple solution to this challenge. It has been created by deep structural issues that have shifted 
resource access into fewer hands, forced or allowed business consolidation and vertical integration, allowed 
offshore ownership of the resource, and enabled more seafood processing to move out of rural communities. The 
cumulative result of these changes has been to the detriment of fishing and processing jobs in B.C. communities, 
and particularly in rural areas adjacent to the resource11. A multi-year, deliberate plan to correct the current course, 
using the many tools available to the Province, is required at this juncture. Significantly enhancing the benefits 
from our fisheries’ resources that accrue to the citizens of B.C. is a key intention of the WSAC’s recommendations.


Weaving a balance between those who would conserve wild salmon and those who would fish them is 
challenging. Some argue that too much fishing activity (be it recreational or commercial) is the key cause of wild 
salmon declines. Others argue that it is exactly the economic, social and cultural benefits that accrue from salmon 
fishing activities that make people care about protecting them. The WSAC believes that B.C.’s Wild Salmon Strategy 
must be located in a way that acknowledges and honours both perspectives.


11 Fisheries Seasonality and the Allocation of Labour and Skills, Labour Market Information Study, Canadian Professional Fish 
Harvesters, 2018.
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Input, feedback and advice 
received in response to the 
WSAC’s Options Paper


12  https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/426/2018/11/Wild-Salmon-Strategy-Options-Paper.pdf


1. Engagement Overview
The WSAC’s final report and recommendations have been significantly informed by an engagement process 
with British Columbians. The aim of the engagement was to hear directly from B.C. citizens on the development 
of a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy. In particular, the engagement process focused on receiving input on the 
WSAC’s Wild Salmon Strategy Options Paper12, which was presented to government in fall 2018 and provided initial 
insights and guidance on protecting wild salmon and maximizing the value of this resource for B.C.


During December 2018 and January 2019, community meetings were hosted by WSAC members in seven 
locations: Campbell River, Port Alberni, Skidegate, Prince Rupert, Richmond, Kamloops and Langford. The meetings 
were town-hall style and involved a short presentation by the WSAC hosts on the strategy development process 
and Options Paper, followed by attendees providing their feedback to the WSAC hosts and audience. Members 
of the project team maintained a list of speakers and kept a record of comments provided at each meeting. 
Concurrent to the community meetings was an online engagement process, which provided the opportunity for 
input to be submitted through an online feedback form or by email. 


These engagement opportunities were communicated in several ways, including on the initiative’s engagement 
webpage, through print and digital advertising, and through direct invitations. During the engagement period, 
there were 4,842 site visits to the engagement webpage, which included information on the wild salmon strategy 
development process, the Options Paper (and a two-page summary document), the community meeting schedule 
and access to the online feedback form. Print advertisements in local newspapers and digital advertisements on 
Facebook (see Table 3) provided details on upcoming meetings, as well as information on the online engagement. 
Direct invitations to community meetings were sent to MLA offices, Mayors and Councillors, First Nations 
governments, and local stakeholder groups in advance of each meeting. 



https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/426/2018/11/Wild-Salmon-Strategy-Options-Paper.pdf
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Table 3


Meeting location/date Print advertising 
Total circulation: 162,222


Digital advertising 
Total reach: 571,432


Campbell River, Dec. 5 Campbell River Mirror 
Circulation: 16,808


Facebook Ad in Campbell River 
(Dec. 3-5)


Port Alberni, Dec. 6 Alberni Valley News 
Circulation: 9,186


Facebook Ad in Port Alberni 
(Dec. 3 – 6)


Haida Gwaii, Dec. 11 Haida Gwaii Observer 
Circulation: 848


Facebook Ad in Haida Gwaii/Prince Rupert 
(Dec. 7 – 11)


Prince Rupert, Dec. 17 Prince Rupert Observer 
Circulation: 7,406


Facebook Ad in Haida Gwaii/Prince Rupert 
(Dec. 13 – 17)


Richmond, Dec. 18 Richmond News 
Circulation: 46,265


Facebook Ad in Richmond/surrounding area 
(Dec. 15 – 18)


Kamloops, Jan. 8 Kamloops This Week 
Circulation: 30,691


Facebook Ad in Kamloops 
(Jan. 4 – 8)


Langford, Jan. 10 Times Colonist 
Circulation: 51,018


Facebook Ad in Langford/surrounding area 
(Jan. 6 – 10)


In addition, members of the WSAC held two days of direct meetings with stakeholder organizations in Vancouver. 
The Wild Salmon Secretariat also co-ordinated direct discussions with Indigenous fisheries organizations.


Overall, the engagement process was guided by the following questions:


 ¡ Which opportunities presented in the Wild Salmon Strategy Options Paper do you agree or disagree with? What’s 
missing? 


 ¡ Which issues and opportunities related to wild salmon are the most important to you and your community? 


 ¡ What should BC’s Wild Salmon Strategy prioritize? 


During the engagement period, 317 comments were received through the online portal and 116 comments were 
received by email. An estimated 500 people attended community meetings, upwards of 150 speakers addressed 
Council members. WSAC members met directly with 17 stakeholder organizations, and the Wild Salmon Secretariat 
co-ordinated direct discussions with eight Indigenous fishing organizations.


Following the engagement period, the project team analyzed all input received for key themes. This information, 
along with the community and stakeholder meeting summaries, and online submissions upon request, were 
provided to the WSAC members for consideration during the development of this report and their final 
recommendations. 
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2. What the Wild Salmon Advisory Council Heard
Below is a summary of the key themes that emerged from the many valuable comments received during the 
engagement period.


 ¡ Habitat protection: Throughout the engagement period it was clear that the protection of existing 
habitat for wild salmon – from estuaries to headwaters – is a key priority area. It was emphasized that 
regulation of activities affecting freshwater and nearshore habitats is under provincial jurisdiction and requires 
additional focus by the Province, in concert with working to support efforts at other levels of government 
(e.g., municipal). The importance of intrinsic, ecosystem, cultural, food and economic values – from upriver 
areas to the coast – were emphasized to varying degrees as key reasons to protect salmon habitats and 
populations. Various threats to existing salmon habitat were noted, including resource extraction, infrastructure 
that impedes passage, urban development and climate change, among others. Many voiced concerns with a 
lack of compliance and enforcement related to existing laws and habitat infractions, while others stated that 
additional regulations are needed to further protect salmon habitats. Examples:


• Laws/enforcement for forestry, agriculture, mining, and other sectors


• Riparian Areas Regulation


• Estuary regulations (near shore habitat management)


• Environmental impact and cumulative effects assessments


• Bill C-68 amendments to the federal Fisheries Act


• Role of municipalities – zoning, storm water management, etc.


• Infrastructure development and fish friendly criteria


• ‘Heart of the Fraser’ – Herrling & Carey Islands 


• Tribal Parks for Salmon


• Watershed level planning


 ¡ Habitat restoration: Similar to the above, many noted that restoring salmon habitat is a key priority area. 
There are many ongoing causes of damage to salmon habitat in B.C. that include, but are not limited to, flood 
control infrastructure, gravel extraction, logging practices, redundant dams and coastal development. Since 
restoration can be expensive, and with many systems badly degraded, it will be important to be strategic and 
co-ordinated, and take a whole watershed approach, when investing in further habitat restoration. There are 
many organizations already doing this type of work and with knowledge as to where additional work could 
be prioritized. It was also noted that further activity in this sector could provide employment opportunities. 
While the Fraser is in high need of restoration and is a significant body of water, so are many smaller rivers and 
streams throughout the province (including in urban areas), as well as estuaries that provide critical near shore 
habitat for rearing juvenile fish. Examples:


• Community-based stewardship activities


• Pacific Salmon Foundation and other stream keeper and stewardship groups


• Increasing Salmon Conservation Stamp cost and funds for restoration activities


• Oceans Protection Plan Coastal Restoration Fund activities


• Planning and monitoring in the context of climate change


• Corporate responsibility for habitat restoration


• Flood control structures and improved fish passage


• Indigenous peoples’ role leading restoration activities in their territories
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 ¡ Salmon enhancement: Different enhancement options, scales and locations received varied response 
during the engagement. Some noted strong concern about the effects of hatcheries on B.C.’s remaining wild 
stocks (e.g., reduced genetic fitness, disease, competition for food), and stated that other actions would be 
more effective at rebuilding wild salmon. Some others suggested that hatcheries should only be used for 
genetic rescue of critically endangered stocks. Others noted the importance of hatcheries to certain areas, and 
that there should be support for additional production, in order to help rebuild runs and/or support harvesting 
opportunities. Adding complexity are the hatchery programs run by other countries around the North Pacific, 
and related marine survival concerns on the high seas. While some cited the hatchery experiences in the 
Western United States (e.g., Alaska, Washington) as a positive example for B.C. to learn from, others noted 
issues with the enhancement approaches in those states. Overall, it was suggested that a thorough evaluation 
of the benefits and risks of different enhancement options – including but not limited to hatcheries – will be 
important to the development of B.C.’s Wild Salmon Strategy. Examples:


• Best practices for suite of enhancement tools


• Hatchery reform – e.g. adipose clip, better monitoring


• Risk assessments


• Chinook production and southern resident killer whales


• Wild Salmon Policy


• Salmonid Enhancement Program


 ¡ Community stewardship and education: The engagement period highlighted the many stewardship 
groups and Indigenous communities already working to help sustain and rebuild wild salmon populations. 
These initiatives are often lacking the technical support and resources that they need, and improved 
co-ordination in program delivery would be beneficial. Some noted that grant cycles and programs are 
restrictive, not helpful to long-term planning and that they take too much time away from organizations that 
are increasingly volunteer led. The engagement period also highlighted the appetite for and importance 
of education opportunities related to wild salmon and community stewardship, which is important, not 
just at the K-12 level, but for adults and in universities as well. It was suggested that programming related to 
salmon could increasingly focus on freshwater environments and the importance of healthy habitats for wild 
salmon. Examples:


• Salmon stewardship and stream keeper groups


• Salmonids in the Classroom


• Freshwater Fisheries Society of BC


• Indigenous role in salmon stewardship and management


 ¡ Pinniped predation: Several suggested that predation by pinnipeds is a key issue for wild salmon, and that 
some form of a cull or harvest should be considered. Others noted concerns around this possibility, including 
that removal of pinnipeds could precipitate cascading ecosystem effects. Examples:


• Science-based decision-making


• Consideration of multiple causes of concentrated predation, e.g. log booms in estuaries


• Focus on specific problem areas/animals


• Recent U.S. legislation (Washington, Oregon, etc.)


• U.S. Marine Mammal Protection Act and export considerations







Recommendations for a Made-In-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy


14


 ¡ Steelhead and cutthroat trout: Many commented that a targeted focus on Pacific salmon within 
provincial jurisdiction (steelhead and cutthroat trout) and particularly those populations under threat of 
extinction, was missing from the Wild Salmon Strategy Options Paper. Several suggested that there is an 
immediate need for the development and implementation of emergency recovery plans for endangered 
populations. Connections between coastal commercial harvest restrictions and weak stock management 
meant to protect vulnerable runs were noted, as were other possible stressors and management actions for 
at-risk steelhead populations. Examples:


• Recovery and rebuilding plan


• Selective fishing 


• Emergency stock enhancement


• Thompson and Chilcotin steelhead


• COSEWIC listings


• Connection to Marine Stewardship Council certification in commercial fishery


 ¡ Water for salmon: Ensuring appropriate water quality and quantity in salmon-bearing rivers and streams 
was noted as a key area of importance that is under provincial jurisdiction. Many threats to acceptable water 
quality/quantity for salmon were noted, including toxicity of storm water runoff, wastewater effluent/pollution, 
mining pollution, sedimentation and increasing frequency of flooding/drought events under climate change, 
among other issues. Opportunities for improvement that were suggested included working closely with 
municipalities, building green infrastructure, charging fair prices for water to industrial users and more local 
control of watershed planning. Examples:


• B.C. Water Sustainability Act


• Climate change adaptation


• Green infrastructure


• Raingardens, bio-swales, bio-detention ponds for filtering runoff


• Best practices and funding for municipal projects and storm water improvement


• Highway project infrastructure (dikes, culverts, etc.)


• Water sustainability plans 


• Micro-plastics pollution in the lower Fraser River


• Floodwater management and impediments to fish passage


• Wastewater management


 ¡ Data, research and science: The need for better information (e.g., stock assessment, escapement, catch 
data) to influence decision-making, as well as the need for wider access to data, was noted. It was suggested 
that it is important to look not only at critical salmon habitats, but to overall watershed health as well. Marine 
survival, particularly amidst changing ocean conditions, was noted as an important area with the need for 
more data that could influence decision-making. Research into the availability of prey species for salmon (e.g., 
insects, herring) was also noted as an area where further information, and likely action, will be required in the 
context of a wild salmon rebuilding initiative. Examples:


• PSF’s Pacific Salmon Explorer


• Aquatic Health Sciences ‘Wet Lab’


• Stock assessment


• Traditional ecological knowledge


• Technical round tables for Wild Salmon Strategy implementation


• International Year of the Salmon research projects to better understand wild salmon issues in the high seas
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 ¡ Governance: Many suggested that it will be important for a provincial Wild Salmon Strategy to focus first on 
areas of provincial jurisdiction, including factors affecting salmon habitat, such as water quality and quantity, 
water uses, land uses, estuary and near shore environments, parks and protected areas, highways and culverts, 
exotic and invasive species, dams, and freshwater lakes and rivers, among others. There was also widespread 
agreement that improved co-ordination within the province, and across multiple levels of government (First 
Nations, municipal, provincial, federal, international), should be an important focus of the strategy, rather 
than wasting resources on an unco-ordinated approach, duplication, or reinventing the wheel. The need to 
collaborate with and engage communities in the development and implementation of the strategy was also 
noted, as were concerns around the professional reliance model and governance of B.C.’s natural resource 
sectors. Examples:


• Learning from previous work – e.g., Pacific Salmon Forum, Cohen Commission, Fisheries Renewal BC


• Indigenous rights and management – e.g., First Nations Fisheries Council, Wild Salmon Summit


• Co-ordination with existing/ongoing work – e.g., DFO’s Wild Salmon Policy 
Implementation Plan, International Year of the Salmon, Shuswap Salmon Symposium, 
Salmon Roundtables, Watershed Councils and planning processes, and others


• Enhanced provincial participation in important tables/forums


• Ongoing community involvement throughout B.C. during strategy implementation


 ¡ Monitoring and enforcement: Monitoring was often described as a key area requiring further effort, 
and where there are strong opportunities for collaboration. It was noted that resource extraction and other 
industries require stricter penalties for infringements that degrade salmon habitat, and that regulatory regimes 
and “boots on the ground” could be enhanced to improve compliance and enforcement. Examples:


• Indigenous guardianship programs


• Creek walker programs


• Conservation officers


• Higher penalties for violators


 ¡ Salmon values: The many, and sometimes competing, values of salmon were highlighted throughout the 
engagement period. These include but are not limited to: salmon’s ecological importance, non-consumptive 
wild salmon utilization, salmon for food/social/ceremonial/cultural purposes, and salmon for livelihoods. It will 
be important for B.C.’s Wild Salmon Strategy to acknowledge the multiple values of salmon throughout the 
province – including both inland and coastal areas. It was repeatedly mentioned how important it will be to 
ensure that immediate action is pursued, while ensuring that the next generation cares about wild salmon and 
their well-being, in order for these values to persist into the future. In addition to salmon fishing, alternative 
economic opportunities related to wild salmon that were noted include restoration activities and ecotourism. 
It was generally agreed that adding value to salmon in B.C., and for local communities, is crucial and can take 
various forms. Examples:


• Diversification, e.g., restoration economy, ecotourism (salmon spawning, snorkeling, bear viewing)


• Training, mentorship, education, and youth engagement and opportunities


• Forward-looking vision


• B.C. holiday/symbol/license plate to recognize wild salmon importance


• Importance of values from headwaters to estuaries to sea


• ‘Whole citizen’ effort


• Ecosystem importance, e.g. southern resident killer whales
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 ¡ Fishing: The importance of various forms of salmon fishing, and other fisheries, to communities around the province 
was highlighted throughout the engagement period. At the same time, the need to focus on stock rebuilding prior 
to further expansion of salmon fishing opportunities was also noted. It was suggested that further application of 
selective fishing methods would be worthwhile. Issues with high-use fishing areas were also noted. Many people 
spoke about current federal and provincial government jurisdictions as they relate to fisheries. Examples:


• Innovative financing for community fisheries, e.g., license banks, loan board


• Gear improvements


• Improved bycatch monitoring


• Federal Standing Committee on Fisheries and Oceans’ study on regulation of West Coast fisheries


• Ecosystem impacts, e.g., herring fishery


• Impacts of catch and release


• Place-based management


 ¡ Fish farms: Although not in the WSAC’s terms of reference, concerns with marine open-pen salmon farming – 
such as lighting, disease, sea lice, pesticides, and escapes – were repeatedly raised. The need for incentives 
and innovation related to transitioning to closed containment or land-based systems was often referenced. At 
the same time, some stated that salmon farms are not the key culprit in wild salmon declines, and that many 
other issues must be addressed. Overall, it was suggested that there needs to be more ongoing co-ordination 
between B.C., Canada and Indigenous communities on fish farms and their impacts on wild salmon. Examples:


• Incentives for innovation and closed containment 


• Limits to salmon farming in Western U.S. (e.g., Washington, Alaska)


• Broughton Archipelago government-to-government process, outcomes and next steps


• Land-based aquaculture challenges and success stories


 ¡ Climate change: Participants in the engagement period reminded that it will be crucial to carefully consider 
rising water temperatures, changing ocean conditions, salmon survival and other issues related to climate 
change during the development and management of a provincial Wild Salmon Strategy. Ongoing monitoring 
and traditional knowledge will both be useful in this regard. Examples:


• Connections to climate initiatives, e.g., Clean BC


• Drought and flood events and appropriate management


• Ongoing effects monitoring


• Species-specific changes


• Ocean conditions (temperature, acidification)


 ¡ Indigenous Rights and interests: Indigenous communities/governments/organizations have a 
constitutional right to participate in salmon management/benefit, a cultural interest in supporting healthy 
salmon stocks and considerable technical capacity dedicated to the cause. Ensuring they are central to the 
future of wild salmon in all respects will be critical to success. Along these lines, it was suggested that a more 
structured and ongoing relationship between Indigenous communities and the provincial government 
regarding salmon and fisheries issues will be important to the success of a provincial Wild Salmon Strategy. 
At the same time, it will be important to communicate through established processes where possible – 
rather than reinventing or duplicating processes – in order to avoid siloes or a duplicative approach to 
engagement. Examples:


• United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)


• First Nations Fisheries Council


• Section 35 Rights, Canadian Constitution


• Wild Salmon Summit recommendations


• Draft Principles that Guide the Province of B.C.’s Relationship with Indigenous Peoples 


• Reconciliation


• Indigenous management and guardianship







Recommendations for a Made-In-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy


17


The WSAC’s recommendations 
to the Province of B.C.


13 Court cases include: Delgamuukw, Sparrow, T’silhqot’in, Gladstone, Haines.


1. Preamble
As noted earlier in this report, current data suggests that immediate intervention is needed to both sustain healthy 
wild salmon stocks in B.C. and to support the ecological areas and human communities that depend on them. 
The B.C. government, recognizing the vital importance of abundant wild salmon populations to our environment, 
culture, and economy appointed the 14-member Wild Salmon Advisory Council (WSAC) in June 2018 to provide 
advice and guidance to shape a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy. 


Over the past seven months, the WSAC has gathered information through a series of commissioned reports, 
conducted engagement throughout the province, and held significant internal deliberations. We offer the 
following recommendations in the belief that they fundamentally support the provincial government’s intention 
on this issue. These recommendations will also be helpful in formulating appropriate and timely actions for both 
wild salmon and the communities dependent on them for good lives and livelihoods. 


Although there is a range of knowledge and interests related to wild salmon amongst WSAC members, our 
recommendations are premised upon several important shared principles. We heartily agree that a made-in-B.C. 
Wild Salmon Strategy must:   


1. Be action-oriented with a focus on tangible, achievable, near-term actions that can address the 
immediate needs of wild salmon and their habitats.


2. Establish long-term provincial engagement on this issue, recognizing that impact will require ongoing 
and significant effort.


3. Recognize, respect and engage Indigenous governments and communities, 
acknowledging their social and cultural relationship to wild salmon, the United Nations Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples, Section 35 Constitutional Rights, and the numerous court cases13 that have 
affirmed their interest to participate in the management and use of the resource.


4. Incorporate intentional and appropriate collaboration with all levels of government, including 
Indigenous governments, working toward a shared vision and co-ordinating resources and capabilities 
towards its achievement.


5. Include action on two key fronts – supporting wild salmon and their habitats through protection, 
restoration and enhancement initiatives AND ensuring that benefits flow to B.C. residents, particularly 
those who live adjacent to the resource. 


6. Position the provincial government to play three critical roles – as champion, leader and 
strategic investor.


In addition to these six points on which WSAC members agree are the essential conditions for a successful made-
in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy, our recommendations are framed and reinforced by several shared expectations, 
which were significantly informed by discourse during the engagement period. These expectations include: 


 ¡ Requiring that actions be supported by best available science, strong technical support, Indigenous and 
local knowledge, and a public monitoring/reporting framework. This must include a conscious effort to 
learn from the past. Billions of dollars have been invested in the issue of wild salmon habitat restoration and 
wild salmon enhancement over the past 20 years. It is necessary that these lessons be brought forward to 
inform this new endeavor.
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 ¡ Understanding that strategies often take time to mature and flourish, particularly when they involve 
complex issues and multiple parties. But in this instance, wild salmon cannot wait for all the stars to align. A 
successful strategy must therefore include short-term interventions, based on best available evidence and 
local knowledge, in order to shore-up critical problem areas, demonstrate intent, and engage citizens.  


 ¡ Accepting that B.C. already has many laws and regulations in its toolbox that could better support wild 
salmon if they were more consistently applied, monitored and enforced. Doing this requires the intentional 
development of a new culture inside government where a “wild salmon lens” can inform decision-making 
and there is a managed requirement that existing tools be applied.


 ¡ Acknowledging that the fisheries file inside the provincial government has been dispersed across multiple 
agencies and programs for the past several years, which has often created confusion and duplication. This 
has affected the Province’s ability to champion both wild salmon issues and economic issues related to the 
uses of the resource. There are demonstrable advantages to aligning the organization’s fisheries capacities, 
resources and knowledge.


 ¡ Recognizing that the locus of action for a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy must be at the community 
level. There is considerable, experienced capacity already organized and ready for quick activation 
throughout B.C., including in Indigenous communities and organizations. Taking advantage of this 


“infrastructure for action” by supporting community stewardship will allow for a much more efficient launch 
and ensure that priority issues are identified and addressed.


 ¡ Affirming that a made-In-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy must include consideration for both coastal and Interior 
issues and interests. The Interior regions of the province provide critical spawning habitats for wild salmon, 
steelhead and other salmonids and are home to multiple communities, cultures and businesses that are 
reliant on healthy stocks. During the engagement period, WSAC members were reminded that the strategy 
would be incomplete and inaccurate if it did not keep the needs and issues of Interior communities and 
environments top-of-mind.


 ¡ Ensuring that the made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy addresses all seven species of Pacific salmon in the 
province. Each is important for different reasons to different jurisdictions.


 ¡ Recognizing that the engagement period included many presentations that expressed concern about the 
risk to wild salmon imposed by B.C.’s finfish aquaculture industry. The WSAC encourages the provincial 
government to actively implement the recommendations provided to government by the B.C. Ministry 
of Agriculture’s Advisory Council on Finfish Aquaculture14 with respect to current and future finfish 
aquaculture facilities on our coast.


 ¡ Committing to a strategy that helps ensure B.C.’s wild salmon and other fisheries are structured to achieve 
maximum benefits for the communities adjacent to them. At this point in history this statement may seem 
simply aspirational to some, but our recommendations strive to demonstrate how the Province could help 
to realize a future where fishery resources in B.C. are more immediately tied to local economic opportunities. 


 ¡ Acknowledging that climate change is a critical factor impacting wild salmon now and any plans made to 
support them over the coming decades. These impacts are likely to continue to include increased flooding, 
drought, washout events, wildfire impacts, higher water temperatures and invasive species, among 
others. This requires that B.C. develop an approach to wild salmon habitat protection, restoration, and 
enhancement that is flexible and invests in ongoing monitoring for rapid response.


Council members heard loudly and clearly during the engagement period that the current weakened state of wild 
salmon and steelhead in many parts of B.C. is the cumulative effect of “death by a thousand cuts” inflicted over the 
past decades. This makes the task of supporting their renewal both complex and critical. B.C. citizens have made it 
clear to the WSAC that the provincial government’s stated intent to take action on wild salmon is crucial because, 


14 https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/fisheries-and-
aquaculture/minister-or-agriculture-s-advisory-council-on-finfish-aquaculture/maacfa-2017-docs/minister_of_
agricultures_advisory_council_on_finfish_aquaculture_final_report_and_appendices.pdf



https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/fisheries-and-aquaculture/minister-or-agriculture-s-advisory-council-on-finfish-aquaculture/maacfa-2017-docs/minister_of_agricultures_advisory_council_on_finfish_aquaculture_final_report_and_appendices.pdf

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/fisheries-and-aquaculture/minister-or-agriculture-s-advisory-council-on-finfish-aquaculture/maacfa-2017-docs/minister_of_agricultures_advisory_council_on_finfish_aquaculture_final_report_and_appendices.pdf

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/fisheries-and-aquaculture/minister-or-agriculture-s-advisory-council-on-finfish-aquaculture/maacfa-2017-docs/minister_of_agricultures_advisory_council_on_finfish_aquaculture_final_report_and_appendices.pdf
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while our futures may not wholly depend on wild salmon, our province will be very much diminished, both in 
ways we can expect and in ways we cannot yet envision if they are gone.   


2. Recommendations
Immediate Actions direct B.C.’s attention toward strategic interventions to stem the tide of further declines 
in our wild salmon populations and the economies that depend on healthy and abundant stocks. We advise that 
they be undertaken immediately using best-available science and current knowledge.


Mid-Term Actions recognize that more research, planning, organizing or convening may be required to 
achieve them but they are critical to include in the strategy and work should commence on them as soon 
as possible.


GOAL 1: Increase the abundance of wild salmon


Despite billions of dollars of public and private investment over the past 30 years to protect, 
restore, enhance and manage B.C.’s wild salmon and steelhead resources, both the statistics and 
the stories indicate that many these populations continue to weaken – some at alarming rates. This 
raises serious issues for other species that rely on wild salmon, including southern resident killer 
whales, for the overall health of the ecosystem and for the individuals and communities that rely 
on wild salmon for their lives and livelihoods. In the face of ongoing pressures from development 
and changing climate conditions, it is imperative that the Province act quickly to (a) protect 
salmon habitats not yet disturbed; (b) restore habitats that have been degraded; and (c) prioritize 
and enhance wild salmon populations where there is a threat of extirpation or well-being at risk. 
These recommendations direct the government to priority actions that will increase wild salmon 
abundance in B.C.


Strategy 1.1   Protect salmonid habitats, including water15, from loss or degradation by 
actively enforcing existing provincial laws and regulations. Loss of fish 
habitat has been identified as a leading factor in the decline of Canada’s 
fisheries resources, and salmon in particular16.


 ¡ Immediately: Demonstrate the active use and intentional enforcement of existing provincial laws, 
regulations, policies and programs for the protection of wild salmon spawning and rearing habitats. 


 ¡ Immediately: Provide support to provincial organizations that are working to protect habitats.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Instruct agencies to use a “wild salmon lens” in relevant provincial land-use decisions related 
to the use of all Crown lands/watercourses/estuaries (including those leased to industrial uses) so that wild 
salmon receive greater and more consistent consideration in decision-making. This updated approach should 
be demonstrated in the government’s accountability and reporting frameworks.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Work closely with municipal and regional governments to ensure their land use decisions are 
compliant with provincial laws. This could include establishing a regular process of reporting on salmon-related 
decisions and actions.


15 Water regulations include water quality, quantity, temperature, dams, flood control barriers, water licencing including for 
agriculture and industry.


16 See, e.g., J.A. Lichatowich, Salmon Without Rivers: A History of the Pacific Salmon Crisis (Island Press, 1999); Marvin Rosenau and 
Mark Angelo, Conflicts Between Agriculture and Salmon in the Eastern Fraser Valley (Pacific Fisheries Resource Conservation 
Council, 2005).
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Strategy 1.2 Develop new laws and regulations where existing laws and regulations 
are shown to be insufficient to adequately protect salmonid habitats, 
including the assurance of sufficient water quality and quantity to enable 
successful migration, spawning and rearing of all salmonids.


 ¡ Immediately: Develop and implement a provincial no-net-loss or habitat compensation policy for any 
development disturbance of salmonid habitats. Fisheries and Oceans Canada offers one example of this type 
of policy framework for consideration17.


 ¡ Immediately: Pay particular attention to industry and land-use activities including forestry, road 
construction, mining and agriculture which have been shown to have significant interaction with wild salmon 
habitats and potentially deleterious impacts. WSAC members received many submissions urging a review of 
environmental regulations and policies for these activities.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Review the existing suite of laws/regulations in place to support salmonids, including how these 
laws/regulations are currently applied, monitored and enforced. This review should include an assessment of 
how/whether important protection and restoration initiatives are impeded by the current fractured nature 
of salmon management within the provincial government system. This review could be used to guide the 
strengthening of existing laws/regulations, the creation of new laws/regulations, and the re-organization of 
government departments, as needed.


 ¡ Mid-Term: In consultation with Indigenous governments and other levels of government, develop a 
long-range and strategic plan to ensure that key salmon habitats are protected in perpetuity18. This can be 
achieved by using tools/mechanisms currently available to the Province (including conservancy legislation, 
co-management structures, land trusts, land purchases, parks and protected area legislation, marine protected 
area legislation), or through the introduction of new legislation or regulation. This action can also support the 
provincial government’s reconciliation objectives given its Draft Principles that Guide the Province of B.C.’s 
relationship with Indigenous peoples19.


Strategy 1.3 Increase monitoring and enforcement efforts for salmonid habitats across 
B.C.’s watershed and nearshore environments.


 ¡ Immediately: Invest to enhance both human and financial capacity related to habitat monitoring, 
enforcement and infraction prosecution, for habitat disturbances including terrestrial, near shore and 
freshwater. Working closely with Indigenous governments and community organizations to support these 
efforts is important. Training and investment in guardianship programs (both existing and new) can help 
put more boots on the-ground for this effort. The WSAC also recognizes and supports current efforts within 
government to review and revise its Professional Reliance Model as part of the efforts to ensure laws and 
regulations are being systematically and accurately enforced.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Increase transfer funding to bylaw enforcement efforts at the regional and municipal 
levels. Ensure that this increased funding is accompanied by a publically available accountability and 
reporting framework.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Work with all levels of government and stakeholder groups to ensure that the monitoring of all 
fisheries (particularly counting the number of fish caught) is improved. 


17 Practitioners Guide to Habitat Compensation, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2002. Compensation is defined in the Habitat Policy 
as: “The replacement of natural habitat, increase in the productivity of existing habitat, or maintenance of fish production by 
artificial means in circumstances dictated by social and economic conditions, where mitigation techniques and other measures 
are inadequate to maintain habitats.” This policy includes a hierarchy of compensation options where habitats are in danger of 
disturbance.


18 WSAC members heard that priority areas, such as the lower Fraser River and key estuarine habitats, should be prioritized for these 
efforts.


19 https://news.gov.bc.ca/files/6118_Reconciliation_Ten_Principles_Final_Draft.pdf?platform=hootsuite
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Strategy 1.4 Invest in the restoration of critical salmonid habitats that have been lost or 
degraded.


 ¡ Immediately: Focus enabling resources on shovel-ready initiatives that have been identified and prioritized 
because of their importance to weakened stocks, species at risk and community economies and well-being20. 
Some examples that came to the WSAC’s attention during the engagement process include: 


• The Province’s Fish Passage Remediation Program, which has a long list of potential projects 
to remove key fish passage barriers. Although these have been costed and prioritized by the 
technical working group, resources to complete the recommended work have been limited. 


• The Connected Waters initiative21, which has a plan on the Lower Fraser to connect waterways 
impacted by flood control measures. The initiative brings together technical, community and 
Indigenous partners and would open hundreds of kilometres of watercourses for wild salmon 
spawning and rearing if resources were available for technical design and engineering work. 


• The Pacific Salmon Foundation has a list of projects throughout the province 
that it deems could have immediate benefits to key wild salmon runs. 


 ¡ Immediately: Invest the technical and financial resources necessary to support existing initiatives driven 
by community and Indigenous organizations. Many of these projects are high profile and important to local 
communities and resource users, and as such could help raise public commitment for the government’s 
objectives and help build community stewardship.


 ¡ Immediate to Mid-Term: Focus on tools to support the control, prevention and eradication of invasive 
species in inland lakes and waterways.


 ¡ Immediate to Mid-Term: Engage with Washington State to learn from its habitat restoration efforts 
and ensure co-ordinated actions wherever possible for southern resident killer whales and transboundary 
salmonid migration.


 ¡ Mid-Term: In collaboration with communities, Indigenous governments, technical experts and stakeholders, 
establish and implement a long-term strategic restoration plan with clear objectives and a sustainable 
approach to investment. This plan should clearly identify the habitat-based limiting factors for salmon 
populations and use these as the foundation for designing the most efficient and cost-effective remedial 
actions possible. Prioritizing actions that help achieve the Province’s vision for restoring healthy stocks in B.C., 
and supporting stewardship and economic development in communities should inform the development of 
the habitat restoration strategy. To yield maximum results, it will be necessary to ensure that provincial priorities, 
activities and expenditures are aligned and co-ordinated with the federal government and Indigenous 
governments by establishing mechanisms for joint-planning and resource sharing.


20 Establishing the metrics against which the merits of each initiative can be assessed/prioritized will be important to this endeavor. 
Some considerations include: benefit for COSEWIC-listed species; to commercial and recreational fisheries; to orca recovery; to the 
FSC food fishery; to existing small business viability; to employment opportunities; to new economic opportunities.


21 https://www.watershed-watch.org/campaigns/connected-waters/
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Strategy 1.5  Invest in and support salmon enhancement activities that are strategic and 
science-based.


 ¡ Immediately: Identify opportunities through the federal Community Economic Development Program 
(CEDP) and the Public Involvement Program (PIP) to support and invest in salmon enhancement efforts 
including small-scale hatchery production where these enhancement efforts are being strategically used 
to rebuild weak or extirpated stocks; for captive brood stock programs; for public engagement/stewardship 
development; or for short-term interventions to help rebuild stocks for southern resident killer whales. 
Communities and Indigenous governments should be involved in the design and decision-making process for 
these opportunities. The strategy could include the redeployment of underutilized capacity. Investment should 
prioritize the most urgent needs such as Thompson River steelhead.


 ¡ Immediate to Mid-Term: Pinniped (seal and sea lion) populations have grown considerably stronger 
over the past several years and are increasingly reported to be predating on wild salmon, particularly in 
estuaries where log debris provides haul-out habitat. The WSAC recommends engaging with the science and 
conservation communities to review/confirm current and trends data, and to develop appropriate and timely 
interventions where pinniped populations or problem animals are threatening wild salmon rebuilding efforts.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Attach to all enhancement efforts a deliberate and long-term monitoring framework for 
impact measurement, including the monitoring of climate change impacts over time that may demand 
course correction.


GOAL 2:  Protect and enhance the economic, social and cultural benefits 
that accrue to B.C. communities from wild salmon and other fisheries, placing 
emphasis on adjacent communities.


Wild salmon have a critical role to play in healthy ecosystems and communities. The Wild Salmon 
Strategy should aim to embody both the tangible and intangible benefits provided to B.C.’s 
natural systems and human communities when stocks are healthy and abundant. This requires a 
remediation strategy that considers: (a) other species, such as orcas, eagles and bears that depend 
on wild salmon as a key food source; (b) Indigenous peoples and fishing communities that have 
strong cultural roots linked to wild salmon; and (c) economic relationships to wild salmon, including 
harvesters, processors, tourism and other businesses. It is concerning that in spite of the fact that 
the value of wild seafood in the North American marketplace has been steadily increasing over the 
past two decades, average commercial fishing incomes in B.C. have declined, many recreational and 
commercial fishing enterprises struggle for viability, and many ancillary businesses that rely on wild 
salmon and other fisheries have closed. These impacts are most immediately felt at the community 
level, often in communities that are adjacent to where the fish are caught. The Province, with its 
jurisdictional authority for labour-force development, communities, food/seafood processing and 
education/training is in a unique position to ensure that the Wild Salmon Strategy is supported by a 
comprehensive and intentional strategy to maximize the benefits of B.C. fisheries and seafood for 
the people of B.C. These recommendations aim to ensure that this vision is realized.
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Strategy 2.1: Elevate discussions and decisions about using strategic enhancement 
opportunities to stabilize the commercial and recreational fishing 
industries in B.C.


 ¡ Immediately: Invest in a regional salmon development conference to learn from Alaskan representatives 
and to dialogue with Indigenous governments, fish harvesters, communities, NGO’s and scientists about the 
potential for structuring and operating production hatcheries in association with terminal fisheries to provide 
economic opportunity to fish harvesters in a manner that does not jeopardize wild salmon stocks. This would 
require collaboration with the federal government and could eventually involve the development of enabling 
legislation. 


Strategy 2.2:   Develop and implement a strategic employment plan to include training, 
mentoring and job creation that is linked to the activities undertaken 
through the Wild Salmon Strategy. Wherever possible, focus new 
opportunities in Indigenous, coastal and interior communities dependent 
on wild salmon and fisheries resources.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Recognize the potential of the environmental management sector by investing in a co-ordinated 
approach to skills training, apprenticeships, mentoring, education and job creation that links wild salmon 
recovery efforts to new economic opportunities. This could include: extending the reach of Indigenous 
guardianship programs; funding curriculum development for salmon habitat restoration, including field 
studies; developing hands-on apprenticeship and trades programs, including certification; and designing a 
jobs bank to encourage jobs/skills matching. As part of this work, which has the potential to create an exciting 
new employment sector in the province (sometimes called a restoration economy), it will be important for the 
Province to consider ways to support long-term employment.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Invest in innovation to support initiatives related to wild salmon recovery. This might include 
encouraging the development of new technologies for stock assessment, monitoring, habitat assessment, 
habitat restoration, data collection/storage/sharing, or enhancement.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Recognizing the increasing crisis in the commercial fisheries labour force, including an aging fleet 
and the lack of new entrants, research and develop a strategy to rebuild the local labour force for this sector.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Recognizing that rural communities are at risk of losing much of their labour force capacity as 
employment in the fish processing sector becomes more urbanized, realizing a strategy to return economic 
opportunity to rural and Indigenous communities adjacent to the fisheries resource requires investment in 
labour force development linked to job creation. It also involves strategic investment in local processing 
facilities to support innovation, skills training and market development.


Strategy 2.3: Enhance local social, cultural and economic benefits from B.C. fisheries for 
adjacent communities and their active commercial and recreational fishers, 
including both tidal and freshwater anglers.


 ¡ Immediately: Establish a comprehensive provincial vision and strategy for B.C. fisheries that acknowledges 
adjacency principles and reflects the values and objectives of British Columbians. Engage Indigenous 
governments, recreational and commercial fishers, and coastal and inland fishing communities in developing 
this vision. 


• For example, the Federal Standing Committee on Fisheries and Oceans is presently studying (Feb 
2019) the regulation of West Coast fisheries. B.C. should immediately and directly engage and 
collaborate with the Standing Committee and present B.C.’s position and commitment to realize 
improved economic, cultural and social outcomes for B.C. fish harvesters and communities. This 
could include: policies and regulations similar to those developed in other regions in Canada, and 
in the federal Bill C68 to protect and enhance community benefits from commercial fisheries.  
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• B.C.’s position should include similar objectives as in Atlantic Canada’s PIIFCAF22, such as:


• The importance of maintaining an independent and economically viable fleet;


• Preventing and, over time, eliminating corporate and foreign control of licenses 
and quota so that active fishers retain control of their fishing enterprises;


• Ensuring that the benefits of fishing flow to the active fish harvester and to communities;


• Over time, landed value retained exclusively by harvesters and not by others.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Build a regulatory environment that supports democratic representation for active fish harvesters 
to allow their interests as working fishers, in relation to the fishery are fairly and accurately represented. Other 
provinces’ legislation in this area23 can provide guidance.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Consider investing in programs such as communal quota, fish harvester loan boards, and 
communal licence banks that aim to support the viability of community fishing enterprises and active fish 
harvesters. 


Strategy 2.4:  Encourage economic activity adjacent to fishing grounds to benefit coastal 
and rural fishing communities, Indigenous peoples, shore workers and 
ancillary businesses. Relevant provincial areas of jurisdiction include 
labour, fish processing licencing and regulation, community and rural 
economic development, innovation and governance.


 ¡ Immediate to Mid-Term: In consultation with impacted communities and workers, build a provincial 
regulatory environment that supports local processing of adjacent fisheries resources. Policy development 
could include:


• Legislation and regulation to support and provide incentives for more fish processing in communities 
adjacent to the resource, including in the Interior, and to create disincentives for off-shore processing. 


• Tax incentives and innovation awards to encourage research and development into 
value-added options to increase local processing and to encourage the development of 
community infrastructure, such as cold storages and offal disposal technology.


• Processing licenses linked to domestic processing capacity and to adjacency, giving 
preference to those who invest in the province and the fishery, to encourage the 
flow of returns to those who invest in on-shore processing capacity.  


• Protection of the B.C. Groundfish Development Quota (GDQ) that provides communities control of 
10% of the total groundfish quota of all species, and the alignment of this quota with companies who 
process groundfish in B.C. communities. This is a mechanism that may also be relevant to other fisheries.


22 PIIFCAF (policy on Preserving the Independence of the Inshore Fleet in Canada’s Atlantic Fisheries). http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/
fm-gp/initiatives/piifcaf-pifpcca/note-bulletin-eng.htm


23 https://nslegislature.ca/sites/default/files/legc/statutes/fish%20harvester%20organizations%20support.pdf
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Strategy 2.5:  Leverage the weight of existing marketing and branding programs in 
B.C. and Canada to raise the value and profile of wild salmon and seafood 
products from B.C.


 ¡ Immediately: Develop a wild salmon logo to increase interest and awareness. B.C. has already adopted the 
salmon as a provincial symbol. A logo would complement this decision.


 ¡ Immediately: Review the terms of reference for the BC Salmon Marketing Council to ensure that this 
organization is positioned to deliver on the government’s Wild Salmon Strategy.


 ¡ Mid-Term: Use existing market development mechanisms supported by the B.C. government including Buy 
BC, Eat Drink Local, and the BC Food Innovation Network to promote B.C. seafood and to prioritize seafood 
that trace products back to their points of origin. Consider opportunities and mechanisms to build local and 
provincial markets for B.C.-caught seafood.


Strategy 2.6:   Support fisheries-related eco-tourism opportunities in B.C.


 ¡ Immediately: Enhance support to existing fishing tourism promotion and marketing initiatives such as 
Fishing BC24. Focus on both fishing and fishery-related marine and inland tourism development opportunities 
and consider express ways to support Indigenous efforts in this sector of the economy. Support efforts to 
highlight conservation with respect to wild salmon, particularly during this rebuilding effort. Diversification 
and community economic development opportunities through new ecotourism opportunities should also be 
considered. 


 ¡ Mid-Term: Enhance the Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Report prepared by BC Stats to include a more 
comprehensive analysis of local economic benefits provided by the recreational fishing sector.


GOAL 3: Develop mechanisms, processes, practices and structures 
to engage citizens and governments in the effective stewardship and 
management of B.C.’s wild salmon.


The realization of a comprehensive set of actions to increase the abundance of wild salmon in B.C. 
and ensure that the value of our fisheries is maximized to benefit B.C.’s economy requires focused 
capacity inside government, well-developed and intentional relationships with other levels of 
government, and the support of communities that are the front-line stewards of this resource. 
These recommendations are aimed at creating the environment for success.


Strategy 3.1:  Develop focused and co-ordinated leadership capacity in government to 
champion and deliver on the wild salmon and economic development 
recovery efforts.


 ¡ Immediately: Establish an internal mechanism – an inaugural team or ombudsman to co-ordinate the 
immediate actions for the Wild Salmon Strategy, and to support the development of a lead agency for B.C. 
fisheries that clearly delineates and supports wild salmon and B.C. fisheries. Wild salmon need a clearly 
delineated home inside the provincial government structures, especially insofar as urgent action is required 
on multiple fronts. The current decentralized system creates a fractured voice for wild salmon issues at a time 
when a singular voice is necessary.


 ¡ Immediately: Engage Indigenous governments in the development of the Wild Salmon Strategy to ensure 
their interests, capabilities and legal position are represented and well-utilized.


24 http://fishingbc.com/



http://fishingbc.com/





Recommendations for a Made-In-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy


26


 ¡ Mid-Term: Establish an external monitoring and reporting mechanism to ensure the actions committed to 
by government within the Wild Salmon Strategy are implemented. This could include reconstituting a group, 
such as the Wild Salmon Advisory Council for an annual progress review.


Strategy 3.2: Actively engage existing community stewardship groups and Indigenous 
governments.


 ¡ Immediately: Support existing organizing and delivery capacity at the community level throughout B.C. 
to ensure substantive early action on Wild Salmon Strategy priorities. Salmon round-tables, local stewardship 
groups, watershed councils, Indigenous organizations and other organizations are present in communities 
throughout B.C. and are poised to support the province’s wild salmon initiative. Where capacity does not exist 
or is nascent, invest in bringing stakeholders together to develop delivery capability.


 ¡ Immediately: Formally recognize the importance of Indigenous organizations and First Nations in the task 
of rebuilding wild salmon in B.C., along with their constitutionally-protected Right to participate in and benefit 
from the management of this resource. Include them from the outset in the development of the strategy to 
ensure their perspectives guide the work ahead.
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Conclusion
Creating a made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy at this juncture, when the threats to our wild salmon populations are 
so complex, requires an urgent and strategic intervention. The Wild Salmon Advisory Council confirmed through 
its work, including the engagement process, that there ARE solutions and there IS public interest/endorsement for 
this initiative.


We heard at multiple times, and in many ways, that increasing wild salmon abundance is and should be 
a provincial government goal. We also heard repeatedly that the citizens of B.C., and particularly adjacent 
communities, must benefit directly from the public investment that will be required. 


The WSAC’s recommendations recognize this duality, encourage the Province to take a leadership role on this issue, 
and offer guidance for both immediate and mid-term actions.


A made-in-B.C. Wild Salmon Strategy is long overdue.
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showed that increased growth was associated with higher regional ocean temperatures but 
slower growth associated with wind mixing and ice cover. Lower third-year growth was 
associated with high abundance of Asian chum and warmer sea surface temperatures (SST) in 
the Gulf of Alaska. High abundances of Russian pink salmon was also associated with lower 
third-year growth but the effects were smaller than those shown for high abundance of Asian 
chum and warmer GOA SST.  
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This research estimated the net effect of the largest hatchery program in North America, the 
Prince William Sound pink salmon. Using other Alaska regions as reference sites (Kodiak, SE 
Alaska, and southern Alaska Peninsula), the authors used catch data from before establishment 
of hatchery programs (1960-1976) and after (1988-2011). The reference sites all had smaller 
programs than PWS (with no southern Alaska Peninsula pink hatchery program). Post 
late1970s climate regime shift, all regions had higher catches, with PWS having the greatest 
increase. Changes in wild salmon abundance were estimated for each region. Hatchery 
releases did not appear to decrease year-to-year variability in catches. No net positive effects 
(that is, taking into account the cost of the hatchery programs and reduced wild abundance) 
from the hatchery programs were detected for in Kodiak or SEAK. In PWS, the net effect was an 
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This research compared hatchery and wild pinks in PWS and the northern coastal Gulf of 
Alaska (CGOA) with regard to their summer diets and feeding patterns (e.g., prey composition) 
in 1999-2004 (encompassing both high- and low-survival years). Hatchery and wild pink salmon 
had similar diets both during their residence in PWS and after they initially migrate to the CGOA. 
This lack in difference means that PWS hatchery pink can compete with wild fish for the 
available prey. Also, it appears that faster-growing fish can migrate from PWS earlier in summer 
and take advantage of better feeding opportunities in the CGOA.
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Pacific Ocean (CNP; 1991–2009) and Gulf of Alaska (GOA; 1993–2002) were evaluated to 
identify potential drivers of steelhead productivity in the North Pacific. Stable isotopes of 
steelhead muscle tissue were assessed to corroborate the results of stomach content analysis. 
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Data from Japanese salmon research vessels from 1972-1998 were analyzed to evaluate the 
long-term spatial and temporal distribution of chum and pink salmon. Chum salmon distribution 
varied out-of-phase with the odd-even differences in pink salmon abundance (pinks having 
higher abundance in odd years). Chum salmon growth was not directly affected by pink salmon 
abundance but was affected by chum salmon abundance (higher abundance = slower growth), 
indicating that intra-species competition was more important than inter-species competition. 
Dietary (stomach content) research would shed more light onto the importance of inter-specific 
competition.  
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This study examined time series (2000-2014) of phytoplankton and copepod abundances 
around the Aleutian Islands and the southern Bering Sea and compared those numbers with 
pink salmon abundances, which were eight times higher in odd years than in even (2000-2012). 
In 2013 (odd year), the abundance was 73% lower than previous odd years and the next year, 
pink abundance was relatively high (although lower than the average odd year abundance). 
There are opposing biennial patterns in abundances of large phytoplankters and copepods 
relative to pink salmon abundances: in odd years, pink salmon abundance and large diatom 
abundance is high, while copepod (prey of pink salmon and grazer of diatoms) abundance is 
low. These associations were stronger than comparisons to “stanzas”, the 4-6 year cycle of 
warm or cold temperatures found in the Bering Sea.  


Beamish, R. J., R.M. Sweeting, T.D. Beacham, K.L. Lange, and C.M. Neville. 2010. A  
late ocean entry life history strategy improves the marine survival of Chinook salmon  


in the Strait of Georgia. NPAFC Doc. 1282. 14 pp. (Available at www.npafc.org).  


One aggregated population of Georgia Strait Chinook salmon (South Thompson drainage of the 
Fraser River) has increased in recent years while most other Georgia Strait Chinook populations 
have declined. The South Thompson Chinook juveniles are not abundant in Georgia Strait in 
July but are by September, and by November are moving to sea, probably through the Strait of 
Juan de Fuca. Harrison River sockeye salmon are also a “late-entry” juvenile and doing better 
than others. It is theorized that high populations of pink and chum salmon present in Georgia 
Strait at the same time as earlier-entry populations of Chinook and sockeye are the reason why 
these populations of Chinook and sockeye are not doing as well as late-entry populations. 
Focused research is needed.  


Brenner, R. E., S. D. Moffitt, and W. S. Grant. 2012. Straying of hatchery salmon in Prince 
William Sound, Alaska. Environmental Biology of Fishes 94:179–195.  


The authors (all ADFG employees) sampled streams in PWS to determine stray rates using 
data gathered in two time periods, 1997-1999 and 2008-2010. Percentages of hatchery pink 
salmon in spawning areas varied from 0 to 98%. Most (77%) of spawning locations had pink 
salmon from three or more hatcheries, and the escapement at 51% of locations consisted of 
more than 10% hatchery pink salmon during at least one year surveyed. Application of an 
exponential decay model indicates that many streams would have over 10% hatchery pinks, 
even if distant from a hatchery. Besides the implication of genetic effects on wild populations, 
the authors express concern that estimates of wild escapement may be inflated by the 
assumption that all fish seen in weirs or in aerial surveys are assumed to be wild.  


Debertin, D. J., J. R. Irvine, C. A. Holt, G. Oka, and M. Trudel. 2017. Marine growth patterns of  
southern British Columbia Chum Salmon explained by interactions between density- 
dependent competition and changing climate. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic  
Sciences 74:1077–1087.  


The authors report the results of a study of 39 years of scale growth measurements of chum 
salmon from Big Qualicum River (BC) in regard to climate variation and competition with other 







North American salmon (chum, sockeye, and pink). When the North Pacific Gyre Oscillation was 
positive, growth increased (attributed to higher primary production). Growth at all ages was 
negative when the combined biomass of NA salmon was high. Competition effects increased 
when the NPGO was more positive and the Pacific Decadal Oscillation was more negative. The 
authors recommend the use of biomass estimates over abundance estimates to take into 
account inter-species variations and the observed trend of smaller returning salmon. The 
authors believe this study is the first to use a longitudinal model to examine growth versus the 
interactions of climate and density dependent competition. If their results are typical of wild 
salmon populations, reductions in hatchery releases should be considered.  


Grant, W.S., 2012. Understanding the adaptive consequences of hatchery-wild interactions in 
Alaska salmon. Environmental Biology of Fishes, 94(1), pp.325-342.  


This is a review of hatchery-wild interactions with an emphasis on genetic effects to wild 
populations. While the author acknowledges that some may argue that studies conducted 
elsewhere may not be applicable to Alaskan salmon populations for a variety of reasons, the 
near-universal result that introgression between hatchery fish and wild fish leads to reduced 
fitness in wild populations is a fact that must be considered when evaluating hatchery programs. 
The adaptive potential of wild populations must be preserved as a buffer against climate change 
and diseases.  


Gritsenko A.V. and E.N. Kharenko. 2015 (abs). Relation between biological parameters of  
Pacific salmons of the genus Oncorhynchus and their population dynamics off the  
northeastern Kamchatka Peninsula. J Ichthyol 55:430–441.  


“Results are provided of a 7-year study of biological parameters in females of three Pacific 
salmons of the genus Oncorhynchus (pink salmon O. gorbuscha, chum salmon O. keta, and 
sockeye salmon O. nerka) in the Olyutorsky and Karaginsky gulfs, Bering Sea. Abundance of 
the pink salmon is identified as the main determining factor of the interannual dynamics of 
maturity index in female Pacific salmon in coastal waters. Maturity index rises at high levels of 
abundance as a result of differently directed changes in two parameters: decreasing body 
weight and increasing ovary weight. In female chum salmon, maturity index depends on the age 
structure of the population and body weight dynamics of different age groups, factors influenced 
by high abundance of some pink salmon generations, and does not depend on the abundance 
of spawning chum salmon. The revealed association between pink salmon and sockeye salmon 
in dynamics of their biological parameters may result from the similarity of their diets; during the 
last year of fattening in the sea, the sockeye salmon is affected by the pink salmon, the most 
abundant of the three species. The interannual variation of biological parameters in pink salmon 
and chum salmon is more pronounced in Olyutorsky Gulf than in Karaginsky Gulf.”  


Heard, W.R., 2012. Overview of salmon stock enhancement in southeast Alaska and  
compatibility with maintenance of hatchery and wild stocks. Environmental Biology of  
Fishes, 94(1), 273-283. PC022 5 of 24


This review of the hatchery programs of SEAK, as well as some relevant studies of wild-
hatchery interactions, acknowledges that some interactions between hatchery salmon and of  







wild salmon are unavoidable, but concludes that “obvious adverse impacts from the current 
levels of hatchery releases and population trends in Alaska’s wild salmon populations are not 
readily evident.” The author believes that SEAK hatchery chum programs have been successful  
in increasing numbers for fisheries, but says that additional increases (which have been  
requested) should be limited to “gradual incremental steps” given concern over straying in some  
streams, until better information is generated on the possible impacts of hatchery programs on 
wild populations.  


Hilborn, R. and D. Eggers. 2000. A review of the hatchery programs for pink salmon in Prince  
William Sound and Kodiak Island, Alaska. Transactions of the American Fisheries  
Society 129:333-350.  


Wertheimer, A. C., W. W. Smoker, T. L. Joyce, and W. R. Heard. 2001. Comment: A review of  
the hatchery programs for pink salmon in Prince William Sound and Kodiak Island,  
Alaska. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 130:712–720.  


Hilborn, R. and D. Eggers, 2001. A review of the hatchery programs for pink salmon in Prince  
William Sound and Kodiak Island, Alaska: Response to Comment. Transactions of the  
American Fisheries Society 130:720–724.  


Hilborn and Eggers used ADF&G catch data from four Alaska regions. The initial paper 
concluded that while the PWS hatchery program was successful in producing fish to be  
harvested, the overall increase in harvest wasn’t necessarily due to the PWS pink salmon  
hatchery programs, because other AK regions (with no, or geographically separated hatchery 
programs) experienced an increase in wild pink production. In fact, increases in pink salmon 
harvest in PWS occurred before large-scale hatchery programs there. Therefore, the hatchery-
produced pink salmon replaced rather than augmented the wild fish. A decline in wild production 
in PWS was attributed to lower wild escapements and hatchery releases (the authors claim no 
evidence has been produced to show that the Exxon Valdez oil spill was detrimental to longterm 
pink salmon production).  


Wertheimer et al. (2001) commented that Hilborn and Eggers vastly over-estimated wild pink 
production and therefore underestimated the proportion of the PWS pink harvest that could be 
attributed to hatchery production. They also used a longer time-series of catch data, along with 
other approaches to the data. Hilborn and Eggers (2001), in a response, stand by their 
conclusions and point out that in this case a longer time-series is not appropriate (positive 
changes in pink salmon habitat after the 1964 earthquake). They maintain that an increase in 
PWS pink production was evident before large-scale hatchery releases took place, and that 
hatchery releases replaced rather than augmented wild production. 


Holt, C.A., Rutherford, M.B, and R.M. Peterman. 2008 (abs). International cooperation among  
nation-states of the North Pacific Ocean on the problem of competition among salmon  
for a common pool of prey resources. Marine Policy 32, 607–617.  


“A common-pool problem in the North Pacific Ocean that remains largely ignored in international 
policy is competition for prey resources among salmon populations (Oncorhynchus spp.) from 







different countries. Hatcheries release large abundances of juvenile salmon into the North 
Pacific and the resulting decrease in mean body size of adult wild and hatchery salmon may 
lead to reductions in benefits. We examine incentives and disincentives for cooperation among 
nation-states on this issue. We recommend that either a new international organization be 
created or that amendments be made to the mandate and powers of an existing organization. 
The resulting organization could encourage collective action to reduce competition among 
salmon from different nations by using side-payments to change the incentive structure, by 
establishing a multi-national scientific assessment team to create a common frame of reference  
for the problem, and by implementing policy prescriptions.”  


Irvine, J. R., and M. Fukuwaka. 2011. Pacific salmon abundance trends and climate change. 
ICES Journal of Marine Science 68:1122–1130.  


This study compared abundance of five species of salmon (represented by commercial catch 
data) in both Asia and North America with five climate regimes (1925-1946, 1946-1976, 
19771988, 1989-1998, and 1999-2009). Higher catches in the western north Pacific are 
attributed to hatchery programs (both releases and better hatchery technology resulting in 
healthier fry). The results confirm earlier studies indicating regime “shifts” in 1947, 1977, and 
1989. Higher catches of pink and chum since 1990 in all regions have occurred and can be 
attributed to hatchery releases in only the northwestern Pacific region because only Russia has 
significantly increased hatchery releases.  


Jeffrey, K. M., I. M. Coté, J. R. Irvine, and J. D. Reynolds. 2016. Changes in body size of  
Canadian Pacific salmon over six decades. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic  
Sciences 74:191–201.  


Commercial catch data for five salmonid species from 1951-2012 were analyzed along with 
climatic variables (four Pacific Ocean indices), latitude of catch, and total salmonid biomass to 
determine if size of caught fish has changed, and if so, what variables are associated with the 
changes. Catch data from the least-selective method were used to minimize any size-selective 
gear bias. Analyses from the earlier part of the catch dataset agree with the results of previous 
research. The results from this study indicate changes in body size over time from oceanic 
changes as well as density-dependent effects. Pink salmon size declined initially but has 
changed relatively little over the last 20 years. Body size of Chinook, chum, and coho was most 
influenced by the total biomass of sockeye, chum, and pink salmon in the Gulf of Alaska. 
Inclusion of Asian chum salmon did not improve model performance. Pink salmon size was 
reduced as total biomass increased, with odd-years (higher abundances of pinks) showing a 
more pronounced effect. Chinook and coho body size increased with total salmon 
biomass,possibly reflecting better overall environmental conditions, given the lack of overlap in 
diet preferences between Chinook and coho vs. the other three species.  


Jenkins, E.S., Trudel, M., Dower, J.F., El-Sabaawi, R.W. and A. Mazumder. 2013. Density- 
dependent trophic interactions between juvenile pink (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) and  
chum salmon (O. keta) in coastal marine ecosystems of British Columbia and Southeast  
Alaska. North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report 9:136-138.  







This study employed stable isotopes to determine the degree of dietary overlap between 
juvenile chum and juvenile pink salmon (the southern end of SEAK to the northern end of 
Vancouver Island), and how that is affected by temperature, abundance (juvenile salmon), and 
prey availability. Juveniles were collected 2000-1 and 2004-5. The niches of pink and chum 
overlapped more when abundance was high and prey availability was low. The size difference 
between the species was not significantly correlated with overlap. It appears that when 
competition was greater (fewer prey items) both species became less selective and therefore 
they overlapped more. Hatchery releases resulting in greater numbers of juveniles may thus 
increase competition.  


Kaev, A. M. 2012 (abs). Wild and hatchery reproduction of Pink and Chum salmon and their  
catches in the Sakhalin-Kuril region, Russia. Environmental Biology of Fishes 94:207–  
218.  


“In the Sakhalin-Kuril region hatchery culture of pink and chum salmon is of great importance 
compared to other regions of the Russian Far East. During the last 30 years the number of 
hatcheries increased two-fold, and significant advances were made in hatchery technologies. As 
a result, chum salmon capture in regions where hatcheries operate (southwestern and eastern 
Sakhalin coasts, and Iturup Island) was 9 times as high during 2006–2010 than during 1986– 
1990, whereas wild chum salmon harvest markedly declined. Recent dynamics in pink salmon 
catch appear to track trends in natural spawning in monitored index rivers, suggesting natural-
origin pink salmon play a dominant role in supporting the commercial fishery. It remains 
uncertain as to whether hatcheries have substantially supplemented commercial catch of pink 
salmon in this region, and I recommend continued research (including implementing mass 
marking and recovery programs) before decisions are made regarding increasing pink salmon 
hatchery production. Location of hatcheries in spawning river basins poses problems for 
structuring a management system that treats hatchery and wild populations separately. Debate 
continues regarding the existence and importance of density-dependent processes operating in 
the ocean environment and the role hatcheries play in these processes. Loss of critical 
spawning habitat for chum salmon in the Sakhalin-Kuril region has lead to significant declines in 
their abundance. I conclude by recommending increases in releases of hatchery chum salmon 
numbers in the region to help recover depressed wild populations and provide greater  
commercial fishing benefits in the region.”  


Kaev, A. M., and J. R. Irvine. 2016. Population dynamics of Pink Salmon in the Sakhalin-Kuril 
region, Russia. North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Bulletin 6:297–305. PC022 
8 of 24 I the central Bering Sea. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 478:211–221.  


Run size (catch plus escapement) data and numbers of hatchery and wild fry were estimated for 
eight areas around Sakhalin Island and the southern Kuril islands over the 1975-2015 period. 
Marine survival was also indexed by dividing run size by the number of fry for each area. Odd-
year runs are greater than even-year runs, with the difference increasing over time. The recent 
increase in pink salmon catch does not appear to be the result of hatchery releases (greater 
numbers of fry) but instead is the result of environmental conditions in early life stages. 
Increasing size of adults is attributed to conditions in the common area where pinks (from a 
number of investigated areas) mingle later in life.  







Kaga T., Sato S., Azumaya T., Davis N.D., and M-a. Fukuwaka. 2013. (abs) Lipid content of  
chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta affected by pink salmon O. gorbuscha abundance in  
the central Bering Sea. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 478:211–221.  


“To assess effects of intra- and inter-specific interactions on chum salmon in the central Bering 
Sea, chum salmon lipid content was analyzed as a proxy for body condition. We measured the 
lipid contents of 466 immature individuals collected during summer from 2002 to 2007. 
Individual variation in log-transformed lipid content was tested using multiple regression analysis 
with biological and environmental variables. A regression model that included chum salmon fork 
length and pink salmon CPUE (number of fish caught per 1500 m of gillnet) was the most 
effective in describing variation in lipid content. Path analysis showed that the negative effect of 
pink salmon CPUE was stronger than the effect of chum salmon CPUE on chum salmon lipid 
content. Stomach content analysis of 283 chum salmon indicated non-crustacean zooplankton 
(appendicularian, chaetognath, cnidarian, ctenophore, polychaete, and pteropod) was higher 
under conditions of high pink salmon CPUE. Increased consumption of non-crustacean 
zooplankton containing a low lipid level could lower the lipid content of chum salmon. Thus, 
chum salmon lipid content could be affected directly by their shift in prey items and indirectly by  
interspecific competition with pink salmon.”  


Malick, M.J. and S.P. Cox. 2016. Regional-scale declines in productivity of pink and chum 
salmon stocks in western North America. PloS one, 11(1), p.e0146009.  


Historical population data from 99 wild chum and pink stocks in WA, BC, and AK were 
assessed, and trends in productivity noted. While productivity of some pink stocks in Alaska 
declined over time, others increased. The authors believe that the productivity of pink and chum  
stocks in western North America is driven by common processes “operating at the regional or 
multi-regional spatial scales.” The effects are not constant but can change over time. While 
some environmental factors operating at the regional scale (and thus, are potential drivers of  
productivity) were identified, they were not investigated. “Mechanisms that operate over these  
spatial scales may include freshwater or marine processes such as disease or pathogens, 
changes in stream flow and stream temperature, competition with abundant hatchery salmon, or 
shifts in oceanographic condition such as the timing of the spring phytoplankton bloom or sea 
surface temperature.” They found that most chum and some pink salmon stocks declined, in 
contrast to Stachura et al. (2014) and other reports. PC022 9 of 24


Malick, M.J. 2017. Multi-scale environmental forcing of Pacific salmon population dynamics.  
PhD thesis, Simon Fraser University, School of Resource and Environmental  
Management, Burnaby, BC.  
http://summit.sfu.ca/system/files/iritems1/17425/etd10171_MMalick.pdf 


This researcher considered variable environmental factors (e.g., phytoplankton phenology, 
horizontal and vertical transport patterns) and their influence on salmon productivity (see Malick 
and Cox 2016). The thesis also contains a section on policy analysis where the author outlines 
the problems that arise from management of migratory anadromous fish species, e.g., multiple 
national and sub-national polities, the fact that management decisions of one entity can impact 
the resources of another, and incomplete use of real-time data to make management decisions.  







The author believes that an “international ecosystem synthesis group” could integrate 
information from various managers and provide “strategic management advice” based on their  
synthesis of the various information they receive. Because of the complexity of managing 
Pacific salmon, a multi-faceted approach is warranted.  


Manhard, C.V., Joyce, J.E., Smoker, W.W. and A.J. Gharrett. 2017. Ecological factors  
influencing lifetime productivity of pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) in an Alaskan  
stream. Can. J. Fish. Aquatic Sci. 74(9), 1325-1336.  


A study of the pink salmon populations (both even- and odd-years) of a short (323 m) lake-outlet 
stream indicated that early marine survival was the primary determinant of overall productivity. 
An overall downward trend in productivity was associated with an observed decline in 
freshwater spawning habitat quality. A nearby hatchery released large numbers of pink fry 
1988-2002 but no difference in marine survival was noted between that time period and  
afterwards (with no hatchery releases). “[W]hile commercial harvest and hatchery straying do  
occur, the effects of these processes on adult recruitment are more likely to be stochastic than  
deterministic.”  


Morita, K. 2014. Japanese wild salmon research: toward a reconciliation between hatchery and  
wild salmon management. North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Newsletter 35:4–  
14.  


This English-language article summarizes some Japanese-language literature on wild and 
hatchery salmon management in Japan. The author believes that wild salmon productivity is 
higher and more important than many people believe. Most large rivers in Japan have hatchery 
programs, and protecting wild populations is a way to guarantee continued success of the 
hatchery programs (e.g., genetic reserve, source of broodstock in integrated programs). 
Integrated hatchery programs are probably the best management option in highly-developed, 
hatchery-dominated Japanese watersheds.  


Morita, K., S. H. Morita, and M. Fukuwaka. 2006. (abs) Population dynamics of Japanese Pink 
Salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha): are recent increases explained by hatchery PC022 
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programs or climatic variations? Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 
63:55–62.  


“Hatchery programs involving the mass release of artificially propagated fishes have been 
implemented worldwide. However, few studies have assessed whether hatchery programs 
actually increase the net population growth of the target species after accounting for the effects 
of density dependence and climatic variation. We examined the combined effects of density 
dependence, climatic variation, and hatchery release on the population dynamics of Japanese 
pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) from 1969 to 2003. The population trends were more 
closely linked to climatic factors than to the intensity of the hatchery programs. The estimated 







contributions of hatchery-released fry to catches during the past decade are small. We 
concluded that the recent catch increases of Japanese pink salmon could be largely explained  
by climate change, with increased hatchery releases having little effect.”  


Moss, J.H., Beauchamp, D.A., Cross, A.D., Myers, K.W., Farley Jr, E.V., Murphy, J.M. and  
Helle, J.H., 2005. Evidence for size-selective mortality after the first summer of ocean  
growth by pink salmon. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 134(5)1313 
1322.  


Juvenile pink salmon originating from PWS hatcheries were sampled in PWS and the Gulf of 
Alaska in 2001 to identify the hatchery of origin and determine if larger, faster-growing pink 
salmon had higher survival rates. Adult pink salmon were also sampled in PWS (at cost-
recovery fishing sites) in 2002 for scale analysis to determine if size-selective mortality was 
occurring after the juvenile sampling (through scale analyses). Both juveniles and adults 
showed high growth rates in June but lower in July. In July 2001, far fewer juveniles were 
caught in the Gulf of Alaska than in PWS, although catch rates were similar in August and 
September, a time when elevated growth rates were also seen. This indicates a bottleneck in 
growth for PWS pink salmon in July and possible density-dependent effects. The results also 
indicate that juveniles must attain a critical size in order to survive over the winter and 
bottlenecks in growth could prevent juveniles from attaining that size.  


Myers, K.W., R.V. Walker, N.D. Davis, and J.L. Armstrong. 2004. Diet overlap and potential  
feeding competition between Yukon River chum salmon and hatchery salmon in the Gulf  
of Alaska in summer. Final Report to the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association.  
SAFS-UW-0407. School of Aquatic and Fisheries Sciences, University of Washington,  
Seattle. 63 p.  


The overlap in diets and the potential for feeding competition distribution between Yukon River 
chum salmon and hatchery chum, pink, and sockeye from Asia and Alaska were investigated in 
summers in the Gulf of Alaska from 1993 through 2003 by examining almost 5000 salmon 
stomach contents. Inter-specific overlap in salmon diets was low to moderate, however the 
quality of chum salmon diets was lower than the diets of all sizes of pink salmon and large-sized 
sockeye salmon. There was a higher potential for competition between Yukon River chum and 
Alaska hatchery pink salmon in the northeast region of the GOA than in the southeast region. 
Stomach contents analyses were consistent with previous studies that showed that chum 
salmon switch their diets to lower-calorie prey when pink salmon abundance is high. The results 
lead to hypotheses that competition with hatchery salmon in the GOA may reduce the growth of 
immature Yukon River chum, especially when adverse ocean and climate conditions limit prey 
abundance, and that the reduction in growth may reduce survival by various mechanisms such 
as increased predation, decreased lipid storage, and increases in disease and parasites.  


Ohnuki, T., K. Morita, H. Tokuda, Y. Oksutaka, and K. Ohkuma. 2015. (abs) Numerical and  
economic contributions of wild and hatchery Pink Salmon to commercial catches in  
Japan estimated from mass otolith markings. North American Journal of Fisheries  
Management 35:598–604.  







“Evaluating the contribution of wild and hatchery fish to a fishery is essential to understand  
economic feasibility as well as the impact of hatchery fish on the ecosystem. However, a precise 
estimate of this contribution is often difficult to obtain, particularly when hatchery and wild fish 
are mixed in the catch. In this study, we quantified the contribution of hatchery and wild Pink 
Salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha to the mixed‐ stock commercial fishery in Japan by identifying 
the ratio of otolith‐ marked hatchery fish to unmarked and presumably wild fish. The contribution 
of hatchery fish to the total coastal catch of Pink Salmon in Japan was estimated to be 16.6% 
and 26.4% in 2011 and 2012, respectively. Thus, the majority of the commercial salmon catch 
originated from naturally spawned wild fish. Economic yield per release by  
Japanese hatcheries was 2.2 yen (¥2.2) (≈US$0.022) and ¥1.5 in 2011 and 2012.”  


Pearson, W.H., Deriso, R.B., Elston, R.A., Hook, S.E., Parker, K.R. and J.W. Anderson. 2012.  
Hypotheses concerning the decline and poor recovery of Pacific herring in Prince  
William Sound, Alaska. Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 22(1), pp.95-135.  


In 1993, the Pacific herring stock of Prince William Sound dramatically declined: the stock was 
about 20% of the predicted record-breaking biomass. The authors examine a number of studies 
advancing a number of different hypotheses on the reason(s) for the observed decline, and 
could find no evidence that any of the following have led to either the decline or the poor 
recovery of PWS herring: oil exposure from the Exxon Valdez oil spill; harvest effects; spawning 
habitat loss; the spawn-on-kelp fishery; disease. Instead, the authors attribute the decline to 
poor nutrition that began in the mid-1980s and reached a low in 1993. Disease was a secondary 
response. The fact that the recovery of PWS Pacific herring has been poor despite fishery 
restrictions is attributed to oceanic conditions outside of PWS and juvenile pink salmon releases 
(pink salmon predation on age-0 herring and food competition between pink salmon and age-1 
herring). Multi-species or ecosystem-based management, rather than single-species 
management is recommended.  


Peterman, R. M., C. A. Holt, and M. R. Rutherford. 2012. The need for international cooperation  
to reduce competition among salmon for a common pool of prey resources in the North  
Pacific Ocean. North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report 8:99–101.


These researchers accept that density-dependent competition is occurring in the north Pacific 
and is caused by hatchery programs. Increasing hatchery releases may result in a diminishing 
return on the costs of hatchery programs, but if competition increases sufficiently wild 
populations will also be affected as well. The situation is that the “common-pool” resource that is 
the north Pacific is subject to the classic “Tragedy of the Commons”. The North Pacific  
Anadromous Fish Commission, after amendments to its mandate, is the body best equipped to  
deal with the situation. The NPAFC should “identify and implement collective actions to prevent 
further increases in competition among salmon from different nations or even reduce it” as 
“[a]ction on this problem of multinational grazing of salmon food is long overdue.” Action needs  
to be taken before a crisis occurs, such as climatic changes that may limit overall salmon 
productivity, and will likely lead to a knee-jerk call for more (ultimately counter-productive) 
hatchery releases.  







Prince William Sound Science Center studies on hatchery-wild interaction:  


Gorman, K., McMahon, J., Rand, P., Knudsen, E., and D.R. Bernard. 2018. Interactions of wild 
and hatchery pink salmon and chum salmon in Prince William Sound and Southeast 
Alaska. Final report for 2017. Prince William Sound Science Center, Cordova, AK.  


Gorman, K., McMahon, J., Rand, P., Knudsen, E., and D.R. Bernard. 2016. Interactions of wild 
and hatchery pink salmon and chum salmon in Prince William Sound and Southeast 
Alaska. Progress Report for 2016. Prince William Sound Science Center, Cordova, AK.  


Knudsen, E., Buckhorn, M., Gorman, K., Rand, P., Roberts, M., Adams, B., O’Connell, V. and  
D.R. Bernard. 2015. Interactions of wild and hatchery pink salmon and chum salmon in 
Prince William Sound and Southeast Alaska. Final Progress Report for 2014. Prince 
William Sound Science Center, Cordova, AK; Sitka Sound Science Center, Sitka, AK.  


Knudsen, E., Buckhorn, M., Gorman, K., Crowther, D., Froning, K., Roberts, M., Marcello, L.,  
Adams, B., O’Connell, V. and D.R. Bernard. 2015. Interactions of wild and hatchery pink  
salmon and chum salmon in Prince William Sound and Southeast Alaska. Final Progress 
Report for 2013. Prince William Sound Science Center, Cordova, AK; Sitka Sound 
Science Center, Sitka, AK.  


Knudsen, E., Rand, P., Gorman, K., McMahon, J., Adams, B., O’Connell, V. and D.R. Bernard.  
2016. Interactions of wild and hatchery pink salmon and chum salmon in Prince William 
Sound and Southeast Alaska. Progress Report for 2015. Volume 1. Prince William 
Sound Science Center, Cordova, AK; Sitka Sound Science Center, Sitka, AK.  


Prince William Sound Science Center. 2013. Interactions of Wild and Hatchery Pink and Chum 
Salmon in Prince William Sound and Southeast Alaska. Annual Report 2012. For Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game Contract IHP-13-013


These reports were generated as part of a research effort sponsored by ADF&G. The purposes 
are to: “1) further document the degree to which hatchery pink and chum salmon straying is 
occurring; 2) assess the range of interannual variability in the straying rates; and, 3) determine  
the effects of hatchery fish spawning with wild populations on the fitness of wild populations.”  
Ocean sampling was conducted in 2013-2015 in nine locations near the entrances to PWS to 
determine wild or hatchery origins of pink and chum in PWS (via examination of otoliths). 
Stream studies were also conducted to determine the proportion of hatchery-origin fish on the 
spawning grounds and an investigation into the relative survival of the offspring of naturally 
spawned fish (wild and hatchery-origin). These reports have reported basic data with no 
advanced statistical or biological analyses. Proportions of hatchery-origin pink salmon on 
spawning grounds range from zero to over 80% in some PWS streams.  







Riddell, B., M. Bradford, R. Carmichael, D. Hankin, R. Peterman, and A. Wertheimer. 2013.  
Assessment of Status and Factors for Decline of Southern BC Chinook Salmon:  
Independent Panel’s Report. Prepared with the assistance of D.R. Marmorek and A.W.  
Hall, ESSA Technologies Ltd., Vancouver, B.C. for Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
(Vancouver. BC) and Fraser River Aboriginal Fisheries Secretariat (Merritt, BC). xxix +  
165 pp. + Appendices. Available at www.psc.org/publications/  
workshop-reports/southern-bc-chinook-expert-panel-workshop. Accessed June 5, 2018  


Evidence presented at a workshop discussing the decline of southern BC chinook did not 
support the hypothesis that pink salmon abundance had a role in the decline of southern BC 
Chinook. There was no apparent odd- and even-year pattern in Chinook survival (which would 
thought to be present if pinks were having an effect), although some recent literature 
(referenced in this report) indicated that there may be an effect.  


Ruggerone, G.T., and J.R. Irvine. 2018. Number and biomass of natural- and hatchery-origin  
pink, chum, and sockeye salmon in the North Pacific Ocean, 1925-2015. Mar Coast Fish  
10:152-168.  


Abundance and biomass data are presented for pink, chum, and sockeye for the time period 
1925-2015; this is the most comprehensive tally to date. These species are at an all-time high, 
as the late 1970s regime shift benefited these species. If immature salmon are included, the 
north Pacific contains 5 x 106 metric tons of these species. Pink salmon were the most abundant 
adult fish of the three (67%) and were 48% of the total biomass (chum 20% and 35%; sockeye 
13% and 17%, respectively). Alaska produced 39% of the pink salmon with Japan and Russia 
producing most of the remainder. Hatcheries accounted for 15% of the pink salmon production 
(Alaska produced 68% of hatchery pink salmon) although hatchery fish dominated in some 
regions, such as PWS and SEAK. In the period 1990-2015, hatchery fish composed 40% of the 
total biomass in the north Pacific, which may be at its carrying capacity. Density-dependent 
effects are occurring although hatchery-wild interaction effects are difficult to quantify. 
Management agencies should mark hatchery fish and estimate hatchery- and natural-origin fish 
in their catch and escapement data to aid focused research efforts. 


Ruggerone, G.T., Agler, B.A., Connors, B.M., Farley Jr., E.V., Irvine, J.R., Wilson, L.I. and E.M.  
Yasumiishi. 2016. Pink and sockeye salmon interactions at sea and their influence on  
forecast error of Bristol Bay sockeye salmon. North Pacific Anadromous Fish  
Commission Bulletin 6:349–361. doi:10.23849/npafcb6/349.361 (Available at  
http://www.npafc.org).  


Ruggerone et al. (2010) showed that abundance of sockeye salmon in western and central 
Alaska tended to be positively correlated with pink salmon abundance, in contrast to more 
southern regions where sockeye abundance was negatively correlated with pink salmon 
abundance. Ocean conditions may be an overriding factor, so this research was focused on 
evaluation of the evidence of competition between Bristol Bay sockeye and pink salmon from 
Russia and central Alaska. Sockeye scales from 1965 through 2009 were evaluated for growth 
patterns; abundance of adult pink salmon was available in previously published literature. 
Growth patterns from all five BB sockeye stocks indicated a strong alternating-year growth 







pattern, consistent with the hypothesis that sockeye and pinks compete for food on the high 
seas. Sockeye growth at sea during odd-years was low; other referenced research indicated 
that pink and sockeye have a high diet overlap. Also, in odd-years sockeye stomach fullness 
was reduced. Examination of the ADF&G’s sockeye salmon abundance forecasts from 
19682010 indicated errors in an alternating-year pattern; a tendency for a too-high forecast in 
even-years, and too low in odd-years, consistent with a hypothesis that competition at sea 
between sockeye and pink (in the year previous to the sockeye return year) was indeed a factor 
but was not considered in the forecasts.  


Ruggerone, G.T. and B.M. Connors. 2015. Productivity and life history of sockeye salmon in  
relation to competition with pink and sockeye salmon in the North Pacific Ocean. Can. J.  
Fish. Aquat. Sci. 72, 818–833.  


The Fraser River (BC) sockeye salmon return in 2009 was the lowest in over 60 years, capping 
a decline that had started in the 1980s. Scientists indicated that declining productivity at sea 
was responsible rather than factors like spawner abundance or freshwater factors. Pink salmon 
abundance was identified as a possible factor due to overlapping spatial distribution in the north 
Pacific and diets. This research uses stock-recruitment dynamics and data from 36 sockeye 
salmon populations ranging from Washington State north to SEAK (18 were Fraser River 
drainage populations). Sea-surface temperature (SST) and farmed salmon were also 
considered as possible confounding factors. Results indicated that 1) during odd-years (high 
pink abundance), sockeye survival rates and length-at-age of returning sockeye were lower, as 
well as a higher proportion showing delayed maturation; 2) for all but one population (with a 
unique “ocean-type” life history) sockeye growth in the second year was negatively correlated 
with pink salmon abundance and led to lower sockeye productivity; 3) inclusion of environmental 
factors did not improve performance; and 4) there did not seem to be evidence that returning 
pink salmon preyed on out-migrating sockeye salmon. The 1970s regime shift saw an actual 
increase in pink salmon abundance from 200 million to 400 million; a model of pink salmon 
abundance and Fraser River sockeye returns predicted a reduction in Fraser River sockeye 
returns of approximately 5.5 million. 


Ruggerone, G. T., B. A. Agler, and J. L. Nielsen. 2012. Evidence for competition at sea between  
Norton Sound chum salmon and Asian hatchery chum salmon. Environmental Biology of  
Fishes 94:149–163.  


An important chum salmon population in Norton Sound, Alaska (Kwiniuk chum) has experienced 
reduced adult length-at-age, age-at-maturation, productivity, and abundance, corresponding 
with increased hatchery Asian chum salmon abundance. Analyses of the relevant data indeed 
show that hatchery Asian chum salmon abundance is negatively correlated with the size and 
age parameters, productivity, and abundance of the Kwiniuk chum. Inclusion of Asian and 
western Alaska wild chum salmon abundance did not improve the model. Lower productivity of 
Kwiniuk chum was correlated with high abundance of wild eastern Kamchatka Island pink 
salmon during odd-years; the effect was less than that of hatchery chum. This evidence for 
density-dependent effects points out the need for international cooperation on hatchery 
releases.  







Ruggerone, G.T., Peterman, R.M., Dorner, B. and K.W. Myers. 2010. Magnitude and trends in  
abundance of hatchery and wild pink, chum, and sockeye salmon in the North Pacific  
Ocean. Mar Coast Fish 2, 306–328.  


Total abundance numbers for both Asia and North America populations of chum, pink, and 
sockeye salmon were reconstructed from catch and spawner abundance data from 1952–2005. 
Pink salmon were the most abundant (70%), followed by sockeye (17%) and chum (13%). After 
the mid-1970s regime shift, pink and sockeye became more abundant while chum numbers 
decreased. Asian salmon numbers did not increase until the 1990s. Hatchery releases 
increased during the 1990s and early 2000s, reaching 4.5 x 109 juveniles/yr. Hatcheries were 
responsible large numbers of adult fish returning: 62% of the chum, 13% of the pink, and 4% of 
the sockeye in 1990-2005. Combined, wild and hatchery salmon in the same time period 
averaged 634 million fish, twice as many as during 1952-1975. Better data gathering and 
management are needed, as well as international cooperation to better manage the common 
waters, especially in light of possible increases in hatchery releases in the face of evidence of 
changing climate and density-dependent effects.  


Ruggerone, G.T. and J.L. Nielsen. 2004. Evidence for competitive dominance of pink salmon  
(Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) over other salmonids in the North Pacific Ocean. Rev Fish  
Bio Fish 14, 371–390.  


The alternating yearly cycle of pink salmon abundance lends itself to studies of competition with 
other Pacific salmon. This review article examined studies to date indicating that competition 
between pink salmon and other salmon is an important process negatively influencing other 
salmon species because pink salmon are efficient predators of the (common) prey. The authors 
are not aware of any studies of pink salmon being negatively affected by other Pacific salmon. 
Their abundance (pink salmon are the most common Pacific salmon), rapid growth, high feeding 
rates, and early entry combine to make pink salmon a dominant competitor. It also appears that 
pink salmon have been the dominant competitor in the north Pacific across multiple climate 
regimes.  


Ruggerone, G.T., Zimmermann, M., Myers, K.W., Nielsen, J.L. and D.E. Rogers. 2003. 
Competition between Asian pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) and Alaskan 
sockeye salmon (O. nerka) in the North Pacific Ocean. Fish Oceanogr 12, 209–219.  


The researchers hypothesized that competition between Bristol Bay sockeye and Asian pink 
salmon would be greater in odd-years when pink salmon abundance was generally greater. BB 
sockeye scale samples from 1955 to the 1990s (from variously aged fish) and fish length (from 
adult returns in each river system) from 1958-2000 were used to determine growth estimates. 
Scale growth estimates showed a distinctive alternating-year pattern as growth was typically 
below average in odd-years and above average in even-years for both ocean age-2 and age-3 
sockeye. Lengths of adult BB sockeye were inversely related to Asian pink salmon abundance 
(of the previous year) for years other than the year of homeward migration. Sockeye survival 
also was negatively influenced by pink salmon abundance. In the years after the mid-1970’s, 
when pink salmon abundance greatly increased, BB sockeye returns averaged a 22% reduction 







in the alternating years the when higher pink salmon abundance would exert greater influence. 
The alternating-years phenomenon is due to Asian, primarily the eastern Kamchatka pink 
salmon population. In the (smolt) years 1977 to 1997, the researchers estimate 59 million fewer 
sockeye salmon returned to BB due to the high Asian pink salmon abundance in alternating 
years.  


Saito, T., Hirabayashi, Y., Suzuki, K., Watanabe, K. and H. Saito. 2016. Recent decline of pink 
salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) abundance in Japan. North Pacific Anadromous Fish 
Commission Bulletin, 6:279-296.  


In-river catch data from twenty-two pink stocks from the coast of the Sea of Okhotsk were 
analyzed (separated into five regional groups) along with sea surface temperatures (SST). The 
long-term decline in pink salmon abundance is related to higher coastal SSTs which can cause 
decreased juvenile survival, preliminary adult mortality, and increased straying. The higher 
coastal SSTs can also cause a shift in migration timing, although pink salmon hatchery 
programs have been consciously selecting for earlier migration. No data were available to 
determine the proportion of wild fish in the escapement.  


Schindler, D., C. Krueger, P. Bisson, M. Bradford, B. Clark, J. Conitz, K. Howard, M. Jones, J. 
Murphy, K. Myers, M. Scheuerell, E. Volk, and J. Winton. 2013. Arctic-Yukon- 
Kuskokwim Chinook salmon research action plan: Evidence of decline of Chinook 
salmon populations and recommendations for future research. Prepared for the AYK 
Sustainable Salmon Initiative (Anchorage, AK). v + 70 pp. Available at www.aykssi.org/
wp-content/uploads/AYK-SSI-ChinookSalmon-Action-Plan-83013.pdf. Accessed June 5, 
2018 PC022 17 of 24


The decline in AYK Chinook populations since the 1990s is discussed. All evidence (for and 
against) various hypotheses is summarized and research recommendations are made. The 
authors are careful not to be conclusive in their summary, instead stating that the hypotheses  
are not “statement of facts” but instead represent how the “salmon system” “may work”. One  
hypothesis, on anthropogenic changes to ocean conditions, includes a discussion of the 
evidence that hatchery releases of chum, pink, and sockeye are affecting (or not) the survival of 
AYK Chinook.  


Shiomoto, A., Tadokoro, K., Nagasawa, K., and Y. Ishida. 1997. Trophic relations in the  
subarctic North Pacific ecosystem: possible feeding effect from pink salmon. Marine  
Ecology Progress Series, 150, 75-85.  


Biomass of phytoplankton and macrozooplankton were sampled from 1985 to 1994 in the north 
Pacific Ocean and year-to-year variations noted. After comparing these data to pink salmon 
abundance data, the researchers noted that years in which the biomass of macrozooplankton 
was low corresponded with years when pink salmon were more abundant and phytoplankton 
biomass was higher. In years when pink salmon were less abundant, macrozooplankton 
biomass was higher and phytoplankton biomass was lower. Temperatures and surface nutrient 
concentrations did not show any year-to-year variation, ruling out phytoplankton blooms; also, 







phytoplankton productivity was higher in even-years than in odd-years. This indicates that the 
variation in phytoplankton biomass was not regulated by the chemical or physical environment, 
nor by the productivity of the phytoplankton. Similarly, the macrozooplankton biomass variation 
did not seem to be influenced by their own productivity. Instead (post-1989), the variations were 
regulated by predation by pink salmon.  


Shaul, L.D. and H.J. Geiger. 2016. Effects of climate and competition for offshore prey on  
growth, survival, and reproductive potential of coho salmon in Southeast Alaska. North  
Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Bulletin 6:329–347.  
doi:10.23849/npafcb6/329.347. (Available at http://www.npafc.org).  


The relationship between Gulf of Alaska and their prey can be described as a “trophic triangle”  
where both pink and sockeye salmon prey upon minimal armhook squid and also compete with 
the squid for zooplankton prey. The squid is also the primary prey of coho; this research 
explored relationships between adult coho weight, environmental conditions, and top-down 
control on squid by pink and sockeye salmon, using data from 1970-2014 (for some variables, 
1990-2014). Most of the variation in the size of coho salmon was equally explained by pink 
salmon biomass, and a PDO index corresponding with squid emergence and development. The 
late-marine period may be crucial for coho survival. Pink salmon is a keystone predator that 
controls the trophic structure of salmon food and directs energy flow in the offshore GOA. Sea 
ranching of chum salmon may offer an alternative to pinks as a way to lessen effects on higher 
trophic level species. 


Springer, A., van Vliet, G.B., Bool, N., Crowley, M., Fullagar, P., Lea, M.A., Monash, R., Price,  
C., Vertigan, C., and E.J. Woehler. 2018. Transhemispheric ecosystem disservices of  


pink salmon in a Pacific Ocean macrosystem, PNAS 2018 115 (22) 5038-5045.  


Short-tailed shearwaters make annual 30,000 km, non-stop round-trip migrations from their 
breeding grounds in southeastern Australia, the Bass Strait, and Tasmania to the north Pacific 
Ocean and Bering Sea (NP/BS). Other research has noted dietary overlap between pink salmon 
and shearwaters in the NP/BS and greater numbers of shearwaters (more than an order-
ofmagnitude greater) dying in the Pribilof Islands in odd years (high pink salmon abundance) 
than even years. This research used proxies to estimate shearwater abundance at their 
breeding grounds and compared those data to pink salmon abundance data (catch plus 
escapement). There are strong correlations between low bird abundance and high pink 
abundance in all five examined time intervals. In recent odd-years, there have been increasing 
numbers of “wrecks”: massive bird mortality upon reaching their breeding grounds due to 
malnutrition during their time in NP/BS (the non-stop migration means that the birds rely on their 
reserves established in the NP/BS). Greater numbers of birds nest in even years than in odd 
years. Reduced numbers of shearwaters on the breeding grounds are thought to be responsible 
for changes in local (breeding ground) ecology, and forced reductions in commercial harvest of 
shearwaters by Aboriginal residents. These results suggest that pink salmon--and the hatchery 
releases of pink salmon--are “altering the distribution of wealth stored in this macrosystem.”  


Springer, A.M. and G.B. van Vliet. 2014. Climate change, pink salmon, and the nexus between  
bottom-up and top-down control in the subarctic Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea. PNAS  







2014 111 (18) E1880-E1888.  


Monitoring data from four major seabird colonies (four islands) in the southern Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands were examined and indexed, such as “mean hatch date” and any anomalies 
noted (e.g., days before [“early”] or after [“late”] the mean). Thirteen of twenty omnivorous  
species/island samples had later hatch dates in even years, and this result was seen on all four 
islands. Clutch size was smaller in odd-years than in even-years for one bird species on all 
three islands where that species is found. Other significant effects were found for some species 
for parameters such as laying success, hatching success, fledgling success, and productivity, 
consistent with a hypothesis that in odd-years (high pink abundance) bird reproductive success 
was reduced. Some species build nests and in all cases where sufficient nests were counted to 
make comparisons, more nests were built in even-years than in odd-years. Many of these same 
nesting parameters were negatively correlated with a more specific parameter, the run size of 
eastern Kamchatka pink salmon. There were no consistent geographic patterns in the strength 
of the relationships (i.e, no island showed significantly more or fewer significant differences). As 
might be expected given these results, planktivorous seabirds showed an opposite response (or 
there was no relationship). The abundance of pink salmon in the northern Pacific and the results 
here that indicate top-down forcing call for a re-examination of fishing and hatchery practices 
and an ecosystem-based management. 


Stachura, M. M., Mantua N. J., and M.D. Scheuerell. 2014. Oceanographic influences on 
patterns in North Pacific salmon abundance. Can. J. Fish. Aquatic Sci. 71(2), 226-235.  


Authors took the 34 time series of regional salmon (wild North American and Asian, pink, chum, 
and sockeye) abundance used by Ruggerone et al. (2010) and applied three separate 
ordination techniques to identify patterns of abundance (as represented by the salmon 
abundance time-series) vs atmospheric and oceanographic variability (data from 10 
environmental indices/datasets previously identified in the literature). Three dominant patterns 
were identified, accounting for 47% of the variability seen. Asian and North American 
populations had opposite trends for on pattern, indicating that large-scale climatic events may 
have different regional effects (e.g., NW Pacific vs. NE Pacific), or that density-dependent  
relationships become more important during these particular climatic events. Other factors “[f]or  
example, changes in harvest, hatchery practices, or freshwater habitat may contribute to 
abundance trends unrelated to climate and ocean variability” but were not investigated.  


Sturdevant, M.V., R. Brenner, E.A. Fergusson, J.A. Orsi, and W.R. Heard. 2013. Does predation  
by returning adult pink salmon regulate pink salmon or herring abundance? North Pacific  
Anadromous. Fish Commission Technical Report 9: 153–164. (Available at  
www.npafc.org).  


This study investigated predation by returning adult pink salmon on 1) juvenile pink salmon 
(cannibalism) and 2) Pacific herring in SEAK and PWS through 1) diet comparisons, 2) 
contrasting adult pinks with more piscivorous but less abundant coho and immature Chinook, 
and 3) examining climate mechanisms’ influence on predator-prey relationships. In the SEAK 
straits, herring and salmon were uncommon in adult pink salmon diets, unlike coho salmon 







diets; Chinook consumed herring but not salmon. In alongshore areas, pinks consumed greater 
numbers of fish. In PWS alongshore areas, pink diets varied monthly and between years. Pink 
salmon cannibalism was uncommon in either PWS or SEAK. No evidence was found to support 
that pink salmon cannibalism was a factor in the alternating-year nature of pink returns, 
although some results indicate that retuning pinks may locally affect herring in PWS. 
Environmental factors such as annual temperature variations can affect adult return timing as 
well as out-migration by juveniles and migration routes, and therefore shift temporal and spatial 
overlaps of prey and predators.  


Sydeman, W.J., Thompson, S.A., Piatt, J.F., Garcia-Reyes, M., Zador, S., Williams, J.C.,  
Romano, M. and H.M. Renner. 2017. Regionalizing indicators for marine ecosystems:  
Bering Sea - Aleutian Island seabirds, climate, and competitors. Ecological Indicators 78,  
458-469.  


Marine predators occupying upper-trophic levels, like birds, mammals, and piscivorous fish, are 
more affected by ocean climate variability than ones in mid-trophic levels. Seabirds are 
secondary and tertiary consumers and multivariate seabird indicators can be used as indicators 
of marine ecosystem health. This study used data from 1989 to 2012 on birds’ breeding and diet 
(collected in the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge), pink salmon abundance, and 
environmental factors to investigate food webs and developed multivariate indices (principal 
components or PCs). Besides significant correlations between some PCs representing breeding 
success with some environmental PCs, there was a strong negative correlation for one breeding 
PC with pink salmon abundance. This is interpreted as regional kittiwake breeding success is 
negatively related to pink salmon abundance. Regional murre breeding success is unrelated to 
pink salmon abundance. The authors recommend keeping bird data separated by genera when 
developing PCs. Negative and positive relationships between environmental factors and  
breeding success show the importance of “early season” conditions and how those conditions  
affect food webs. For kittiwakes, the abundance of pink salmon is another such factor.  


Toge, K., R. Yamashita, K. Kazama, M. Fukuwaka, O. Yamamura, and Y. Watanuki. 2011. The  
relationship between Pink Salmon biomass and the body condition of short-tailed  
shearwaters in the Bering Sea: can fish compete with seabirds? Proceedings of the  
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 278:2584–2590.  


From October to March, short-tailed shearwaters (Puffinus tenuirostris) breed mainly in 
Tasmania but spend May to September in the North Pacific Ocean. About 16 million can be 
found in the Bering Sea in summer, feeding on upper water-column krill, fishes, and small squid; 
thus they possibly compete with pink salmon for prey. Birds were sampled 2002-2008 for 
stomach contents and various condition factors, along with pink salmon to estimate pink salmon 
biomass. Body mass and liver mass were similar among the birds sampled in the central Bering 
Sea and the birds sampled in the northern Pacific Ocean, suggesting that the birds had in fact 
recovered their body condition after migration. Bird body mass and bird liver mass were found to 
be negatively influenced by pink salmon biomass (as represented by pink salmon catch per unit-
effort or CPUE). Pink salmon CPUE was higher in odd-years. No significant relationship 







between stomach contents and pink salmon biomass was found, possibly because of the 
daytime feeding habits of the birds did not lend itself well to the nighttime sampling of birds.  


Ward, E. J., M. Adkison, J. Couture, S. C. Dressel, M. A. Litzow, S. Moffitt, T. Hoem-Neher, J. T.  
Trochta, and R. Brenner. 2017. Evaluating signals of oil spill impacts, climate, and  
species interactions in Pacific Herring and Pacific salmon populations in Prince William  
Sound and Copper River, Alaska. PLoS ONE [online serial] 12(3): e0172898.  


Pre- and post-oil spill (the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill, or EVOS) were used to determine what 
has driven changes in productivity of Pacific salmon (wild PWS pink, two PWS-lake sockeye 
populations, as well as Copper River Chinook and Copper River sockeye) and PWS Pacific 
herring. Five possible drivers were evaluated: 1) intraspecific density dependence; 2) EVOS, 3) 
changing environmental conditions, 4) interspecific competition, and 5) competition with and 
predation by adult fish (for salmon)/predation by humpback whales (for herring). Support was 
found for the first hypothesis for all evaluated fish stocks except wild PWS pink salmon. No 
support was found that the EVOS event negatively affected long-term productivity. The 
strongest environmental factor was that freshwater discharge negatively affected herring 
productivity. Little support was found for effects of juvenile-juvenile competition. A negative 
relationship was found between adult pink salmon hatchery returns and sockeye salmon 
productivity but was not shared with herring, Chinook, or PWS wild pink salmon. The lack of 
support seen in this study for so many of the drivers suggests that other factors may be 
important and operating on these fish stocks (e.g., disease).  


Wertheimer, A. and E.V. Farley Jr. 2012. Do Asian Pink Salmon Affect the Survival of Bristol  
Bay Sockeye Salmon? North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report  
No. 8: 102-107.  


Ruggerone, G.T., Myers, K.W., Agler, B.A. and J.L. Nielsen. 2012. Evidence for bottom-up  
effects on pink and chum salmon abundance and the consequences for other salmon  
species. North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission Technical Report No. 8: 94-98.  


Using the data analyzed by Ruggerone et al. (2003), Wertheimer and Farley conclude there is 
no evident effect on Asian pink salmon numbers on Bristol Bay sockeye. Using correlation 
analyses, they found no consistent response in the three BB sockeye stocks with pink numbers 
(separated into odd-even years). They reject the contentions of Ruggerone et al. (2012) that 
correlation analyses are not sufficiently robust to detect effects and stand by their conclusion 
that Asian pinks did not have a detrimental effect on BB sockeye.  


Ruggerone et al. stand by the conclusions in Ruggerone et al. (2003) and later manuscripts 
(linking declines in Bristol Bay sockeye growth and survival to increased Asian pink salmon 
abundance), thus offering a rebuttal to Wertheimer and Farley (2012). They list a number of 
reasons why the use of correlation analyses by Wertheimer and Farley (2012) is incorrect, while 
acknowledging that use of correlation would lead to a conclusion that there is not a significant 
relationship between Asian pink abundance and BB sockeye survival. Ruggerone et al. also 







review a number of other papers offered as evidence of density-dependent relationships (while 
respecting changes in oceanographic conditions).  


Wertheimer, A.C., Heard, W.R., Maselko, J.M. and W.W. Smoker. 2004. Relationship of size at  
return with environmental variation, hatchery production, and productivity of wild pink  
salmon in Prince William Sound, Alaska: does size matter? Reviews in Fish Biology and  
Fisheries, 14(3), pp.321-334.  


Historically high returns of PWS pink salmon has been accompanied by decreasing body size. 
This research considered body size at return of PWS pink salmon against ten biophysical 
factors including hatchery inputs. Body size was also evaluated against wild pink salmon 
productivity. Two measures of temperature conditions were positively correlated to body size 
while three measures of pink salmon abundance (hatchery releases, hatchery returns, and 
overall GOA catch) were negatively correlated with body size. This is evidence that the growth 
of salmon in the ocean is density dependent and is also affected by environmental factors 
operating on the basin- and regional-scale. Body size significantly affected wild stock 
productivity, although marine environmental conditions explained most of the variability. 
Productivity of PWS pink salmon was affected more by regional environmental indices (e.g., 
GOA SST) than by basin-scale conditions (e.g., PDO) during their first year in ocean. Overall, 
density-independent factors affect wild pink salmon productivity more than do than density-
dependent ones. While wild stocks may be affected by hatchery programs, the overall net 
benefit of hatcheries is much greater than the reduction in wild production. Continued evaluation 
of the efficacy of the hatchery programs is essential to give managers and policy-makers the 
data they need for informed decision-making.  


Wertheimer, A.C., Heard, W.R. and W.W. Smoker. 2004. Effects of hatchery releases and  
environmental variation on wild-stock productivity: consequences for sea ranching of  
pink salmon in Prince William Sound, Alaska. Pages 307-326 in: K.M. Leber, S. Kitada,  
H. L. Blankenship, and T. Svasand, eds. Stock Enhancement and Sea Ranching: 
Developments, Pitfalls and Opportunities, Blackwell Publishing, Oxford, UK.  


This study is a follow-up to the Wertheimer et al. (2001) comment on the Hilborn and Eggers 
(2000) study. Wertheimer et al. (2001) believed that the Hilborn and Eggers population model 
over-estimated wild production and did not consider other factors. Here, the researchers 
evaluate wild stocks (returns per spawner) against a number of parameters, including hatchery 
releases. Wild stock data (derived from ADFG harvest data and spawner surveys) from 
19601998 were used. Environmental variables included winter air temperature; spring air 
temperature; spring zooplankton abundance; herring biomass; Gulf of Alaska (GOA) summer 
sea surface temperature (SST); GOA summer wind stress; Pacific decadal oscillation (PDO); 
PDO-1 (variable using the annual winter PDO index in pink brood year y -1; evaluates 
conditions during the adult ocean life-history phase of pinks); GOA pink salmon abundance; 
marine survival index (MSI); and hatchery releases. Three separate time series were used 
(1980-1998; 1975-1998; and 1960-1998) because data on all the variables were available only 
in 1960-1998. For all three time series, indices/variables of environmental conditions better 
explained variability in wild stock productivity than did hatchery releases. In the 1975-1998 time 
period, while hatchery releases were significant, MSI explained more variability. The authors 







believe that the assertions made in Wertheimer et al. (2001) are validated and that wild stocks 
in PWS have only been marginally negatively affected by hatchery releases, and that the net 
benefits of pink salmon hatchery programs are substantially greater (an increase in total runs 3x 
to 6x).  


Yasumiishi, E.M., Criddle, K.R., Helle, J.H., Hillgruber, N. and F.J. Mueter. 2016. Effect of  
population abundance and climate on the growth of 2 populations of chum salmon  
(Oncorhynchus keta) in the eastern North Pacific Ocean. Fishery Bulletin, 114(2).  


The seasonal and annual marine growth of chum salmon from an Alaskan creek and a 
Washington river were compared to abundances of pink and chum salmon and climate indices. 
Data from the early 1970s through 2004 were used. Pink salmon abundance negatively affected 
immature growth of chum salmon, except in the case of the first immature year of WA river 
chum. The exception may be due to the marine distribution of WA river chum; they were not as 
far west or as far north as the AK creek chum and thus did not overlap with pinks to be affected. 
Growth of both populations (except mature growth) was positively related to surface sea 
temperatures after accounting for density-dependent effects. 


Zador, S., Hunt Jr., G.L., TenBrink, T., and K. Aydin. 2013. Combined seabird indices show  
lagged relationships between environmental conditions and breeding activity. Mar Ecol  
Prog Ser (485), 245-258.  


Seventeen data sets related to the reproductive effort of five predacious seabirds were 
integrated into two indices using principal components analysis and then compared to 
environmental variables in the eastern Bering Sea. The two principal components (PC1 and 
PC2) accounted for 65% of the variability. Pink salmon abundance was not one of the 
environmental variables evaluated, but a “sawtooth” pattern in PC2 values was noted that 
corresponds to the odd/even year pattern in pink salmon abundance, reflecting lower kittiwake 
reproductive success in the odd-years (high pink abundance). The authors hypothesize that 
increased competition for prey between kittiwakes and pink salmon lead to lower kittiwake 
reproductive success in odd-years.  


Zavolokin, A. V., V. V. Kulik, and L. O. Zavarina. 2014. The food supply of the Pacific salmon of  
the genus Oncorhynchus in the Northwestern Pacific Ocean 2: comparative  
characterization and general state. Russian Journal of Marine Biology 40:199–207.  


The intent of the study was to determine how diet, growth, and survival interacted at various 
levels of salmon abundance and food abundance for salmon species in the northwestern 
Pacific, based on a hypothesis that salmon consume only a small portion of the prey available to 
them, even in periods of high salmon abundance. Periods of low food supply were identified for 
the western Bering Sea, the southern Sea of Okhotsk, and the northwestern Pacific Ocean, and 
most of these periods coincided with strong shoreward salmon migration. This evidence for a 
density-dependent effect included a shift in the diet composition and the feeding patterns of 
salmon. Because there was no reduction in growth or survival of salmon, the effect is thought to 
be small. The increase in salmon abundance in the 2000s was sufficiently supported by the 
available food. 
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