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Maintain harvest opportunity while reducing Maintain harvest opportunity while reducing 
genetic risks to native troutgenetic risks to native trout

…….IDFG Sterile fish policy in 2000.IDFG Sterile fish policy in 2000

Sterile Hatchery Trout - Program GoalSterile Hatchery Trout Sterile Hatchery Trout -- Program GoalProgram Goal



Background – sterile trout???Background Background –– sterile trout???sterile trout???

Commercial + Sport fishingCommercial + Sport fishing
Triploid = 3 sets DNATriploid = 3 sets DNA
SterileSterile
–– no maturation in femalesno maturation in females
–– disrupted maturation in disrupted maturation in 

males  males  

Performance in fisheries??Performance in fisheries??
–– SurvivalSurvival
–– GrowthGrowth
–– LongevityLongevity



Sterile Trout Sterile Trout 

Research Research HML FingerlingsHML Fingerlings

Stream CatchablesStream Catchables

Reservoir fingerlingsReservoir fingerlings



Uncertainty remains about 3N performanceUncertainty remains about 3N performance……
Mainly fingerling studies in lakesMainly fingerling studies in lakes
Atypical lakes used for reservoir studyAtypical lakes used for reservoir study

Representative of typical hatchery stocking?Representative of typical hatchery stocking?

Questions remain…Questions remainQuestions remain……



IDFG Resident HatcheriesIDFG Resident HatcheriesIDFG Resident Hatcheries

$2.3 million dollar $2.3 million dollar 
programprogram
Catchable rainbow trout : Catchable rainbow trout : 
$1.2 million (50% !)$1.2 million (50% !)

About 1.6 million About 1.6 million 
catchables per yearcatchables per year
Over 500 water bodies Over 500 water bodies 
stocked stocked 



Reservoir catchable evaluationReservoir catchable evaluationReservoir catchable evaluation
2N vs. 3N Catchable rainbow2N vs. 3N Catchable rainbow
–– Growth (length / wt)?Growth (length / wt)?
–– Longevity?Longevity?
–– Total harvest?Total harvest?



Size ranges: 35 Size ranges: 35 –– 482 ha482 ha

(Island Park Res = 2,947 ha)(Island Park Res = 2,947 ha)



MethodsMethodsMethods

AllAll--female 2N/3Nfemale 2N/3N
Adipose clip + CWTAdipose clip + CWT
Reared at Hagerman StateReared at Hagerman State
Stocked equal Stocked equal numbersnumbers
-- Spring 2008Spring 2008



Methods – in the fieldMethods Methods –– in the fieldin the field

Gill netsGill nets
–– Fall 2008Fall 2008
–– Spring 2009Spring 2009
–– Fall 2009Fall 2009

Voluntary Creel (Voluntary Creel (““snout boxessnout boxes””))
–– Angler donated snoutsAngler donated snouts
–– April to October 2008, 2009April to October 2008, 2009



Methods – in the labMethods Methods –– in the labin the lab

Snouts frozenSnouts frozen
CWT dissectedCWT dissected
Tag codes Tag codes via microscopevia microscope



ResultsResultsResults
Total Total StockedStocked
2N = 84,5232N = 84,523
3N = 3N = 85,28385,283

Avg Size at StockingAvg Size at Stocking
2N = 252 mm2N = 252 mm
3N = 252 mm3N = 252 mm

Avg Stocking DensityAvg Stocking Density
2N = 64.5 fish/ha2N = 64.5 fish/ha
3N = 64.2 fish/ha3N = 64.2 fish/ha



53%

Bulk of RBT captured are hatchery fishBulk of RBT captured are hatchery fish
CarryCarry--over to next season is limitedover to next season is limited
3N trout had 28% lower return in first year3N trout had 28% lower return in first year
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No Length advantage of 3N fishNo Length advantage of 3N fish
2N fish actually average a little longer (not significant) 2N fish actually average a little longer (not significant) 
Length comparison consistent over timeLength comparison consistent over time
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No No weight advantage weight advantage of 3N of 3N fish at firstfish at first
2N fish significantly heavier, until second fall 2N fish significantly heavier, until second fall 
3N catch up in weight by Fall 20093N catch up in weight by Fall 2009…… sexual maturity?sexual maturity?

2N 3N
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No 3N advantage for dressed weightNo 3N advantage for dressed weight
Even with removing gonads in 2N fish, still no advantage for Even with removing gonads in 2N fish, still no advantage for 
3N fish3N fish

2N 3N



ResultsResultsResults
20082008 20092009

Gill NetsGill Nets Voluntary CreelVoluntary Creel Gill NetsGill Nets Voluntary CreelVoluntary Creel
Lake NameLake Name 2N2N 3N3N 2N2N 3N3N 2N2N 3N3N 2N2N 3N3N
Devil Creek ResDevil Creek Res 3333 3636 4747 3939 33 22 66 11
Horsethief ResHorsethief Res 9898 118118 442442 454454 1010 1818 1111 1414
Island Park ResIsland Park Res 4646 3030 5656 2828 1818 66 1616 1414
Little Camas ResLittle Camas Res 8585 4646 4646 4444 00 00 -- --
Lost Valley ResLost Valley Res 144144 9494 6666 7070 4444 4545 3131 1818
Mann LakeMann Lake 66 66 5757 5555 -- -- -- --
Oakley ResOakley Res 55 55 6565 2626 22 00 22 11
Paddock ResPaddock Res 1010 11 55 44 -- -- -- --
Roseworth ResRoseworth Res 1616 22 8282 4444 00 11 00 00
Soldier Meadow ResSoldier Meadow Res 3535 3333 5959 3535 1313 1111 1111 99
Stone ResStone Res 7070 2727 8181 4141 -- -- -- --
Thorn Creek ResThorn Creek Res 3030 2020 111111 8989 00 00 -- --
Waha LakeWaha Lake 5757 3838 9898 6060 6262 6262 1313 77
Grand TotalGrand Total 635635 456456 12151215 989989 152152 145145 9090 6464

58%58% 42%42% 55%55% 45%45% 51%51% 49%49% 58%58% 42%42%

Differences in 2N v. 3N performance varies across reservoirsDifferences in 2N v. 3N performance varies across reservoirs
Differences seen in both nets and creel with similar resultsDifferences seen in both nets and creel with similar results



What does it mean…?What does it meanWhat does it mean……??
Idaho reservoirs heavily dependent on hatchery troutIdaho reservoirs heavily dependent on hatchery trout

2N seem to have better performance after stocking 2N seem to have better performance after stocking 
–– Slightly better length and weightSlightly better length and weight
–– Better initial survival and return to creelBetter initial survival and return to creel

Differences in 2N vs. 3N performance variable across Differences in 2N vs. 3N performance variable across 
reservoirsreservoirs
–– Water managementWater management……??
–– Species compositionsSpecies compositions……??

Similar results from the creel and net dataSimilar results from the creel and net data
–– Suggests survival differences, not harvestSuggests survival differences, not harvest



Now what…?Now whatNow what……??
Examine anglerExamine angler--caught tag returns:caught tag returns:
–– Do catch ratios mimic gill net ratios?Do catch ratios mimic gill net ratios?

LakeLake--specific resultsspecific results
–– Do ratios change differently across lakesDo ratios change differently across lakes……??

Length / Weight changes next year:Length / Weight changes next year:
–– Sexual maturity/spawningSexual maturity/spawning……??

Relative abundance next year:Relative abundance next year:
–– Overwinter survivalOverwinter survival……??
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Questions?Questions?Questions?


