














Marking Status of Tribal Hatchery Chinook

Grand Total Marked + CWT = |

14,171,100 |

_ Increase in Marking/Tagging = 2,956,100 fish

New Facility

! Hatchery funded via mitigation

2 Hatchery production is part of native supplementation program for stock recovery

*100% vent clipped

* Double Index Tag Group

2011 Production Mafkin
Tribe Hatchery Tagged (CWT) Untagged - J
AD Clipped |Unclipped |AD Clipped Unclipped gency
. Lummi Bay Sea Ponds 1,000,000 WDFW
Lummi X
Skookum Creek ' - Tribe
Harvey Creek 220,000 NWIFC
Stillaguamish H _
Brenners Creek ¢ Tribe
Tulalip Bernie Gobin 100,000 1,800,000 NWIFC
. Gorst Creek 180,000 1,720,000 WDFW
Suquamish >
Grovers Creek 200,000 200,000 100,000 NWIFC
e . 1,2 3 .
Muckleshoot White River 395,000 1,000,000 Tribe
Palmer Ponds Tribe
Puyallup Clarks Creek 100,000 NWIFC
Nisqually Clear Creek 200,000 200,000 * 3,100,000 WDFW
Kalama Creek 100,000 500,000 WDFW
Hoko Falls 200,000 NWIFC
Makah
Educket Creek 100,000 USFWS
Quileute Lonesome Cr/Sol Duc 150,000 50,000 NWIFC
. Salmon River 200,000 NWIFC
Quinault - P
Lake Quinault 200,000 200,000 NWIFC
Totals 1,856,100 995,000 11,320,000, 1,000,000




Marking Status of Tribal Hatchery Coho

- Increase in Marking/Tagging = 2,795,000 fish

New Facility

! Hatchery funded via mitigation

z Hatchery production is part of native supplementation program for stock recovery

? Double Index Tag Group

2011 Production Marking
Tribe Hatchery Tagged (CWT) Untagged
AD Clipped Unclipped |AD Clipped Unclipped Agency
T Lummi Bay Sea Ponds 50,000 950,000 WDFW
Skookum Creek 50,000 950,000 WDFW
Stillaguamish Harvey Creek/North Fork Hatchery 50,000 * NWIFC
Tulalip Bernie Gobin 50,000 NWIFC
Port Gamble Port Gamble Net Pens 45,000 WDFW
Suguamish Agate Pass Net Pens NWIFC
Micideshises Elliot Bay Net Pens ! 50,000 Tribe
Keta Creek/Crisp Creek 50,000 Tribe
Puyallup Rushing River 100,000 WDFW
Kalama Creek 45,000 355,000 WDFW
Skokomish Quilcene Bay Net Pens 45,000 155,000 USFWS
Lower Elwha__|Lower Elwha 75,000 75,000 * [ NSOOI00| NWIFC
Makah Educket Creek 50,000 USFWS
Quinault Salmon River 75,000  75,000* 500,000 NWIFC
Totals 735,000 150,000 6,060,000
Grand Total Marked + CWT = I 6,945,000 |




Marking Status of Tribal Hatchery Steelhead

2011 Production .
. Marking
Tribe Hatchery Tagged (CWT) Untagged
AD Clipped |Unclipped |AD Clipped |Unclipped Agency
Puyallup Diru Creek Tribe
Lower Elwha  [Lower Elwha NWIFC
Makah Hoko 60,000 NWIFC
Makah Educket Creek 25,000 USFWS
Quileute Bear Springs 140,000 WDFW
Hoh Chaalat Creek 20,000 80,000 NWIFC
Quinault Salmon River 35,000 115,000°|  Tribe
Quinault Lake Quinault 35,000 165,000 ° Tribe
Totals 90,000 230,000 505,000 280,000
Grand Total Marked + CWT = | 825,000 |

_ Increase in Marking/Tagging = 430,000 fish

2 Hatchery production is part of native supplementation program for stock recovery

* The potential for improving the fishing opportunity of on-going selective fisheries by altering the
current marking rate of this tribal hatchery production is negligible. Within these river systems, the
wild winter steelhead populations are healthy and not a management constraint. Currently,
retention of wild fish is permissible based on the strenght of wild returns. Furthermore, the
existing recreational fisheries in the Quinault and Salmon (Queets) Rivers predominately occur on
reservation and are not conducted as mark-selective fisheries.



Increases in Tribal Fish Marking and Tagging

No. of Fish
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Year
2004 2011

Chinook 11,275,000 14,171,000

Coho 5,830,000 6,945,000

Steelhead 482,000 825,000

Total Fish 17,587,000 21,941,000

i Steelhead
m Coho

B Chinook




WDFW and TRIBAL PUGET SOUND CHINOOK MASS MARKING and CODED-WIRE TAGGING 2011

Species: Chinook 11/01/2010
Area: Puget Sound
Brood: 2010
Releases 2011 and 2012

Number of fish to be Number of fish to be Proposed | Marked

released with a CWT | released withouta CWT to be in

marked previous
Ad Ad Total this year year
Agency Hatchery Stock Clipped | Unclipped Clipped Unclipped | Production (Y/N) (Y/N)
WDFW  Kendall Creek* NF Nooksack springs 200,000 200,000 350,000 0 750,000 Y Y
WDFW  Marblemount Skagit River springs 250,000 0 0 0 250,000 Y Y
WDFW  Marblemount* Skagit River springs 1+ 75,000 75,000 0 0 150,000 Y Y
WDFW  Hupp Springs White River springs 0 260,000 0 0 260,000 NA NA
WDFW  Hupp Springs White River springs 0 75,000 0 0 75,000 NA NA
Tribal White River White River springs 0 340,000 0 0 340,000 NA NA
Tribal White River White River springs 1+ 0 55,000 0] 0 55,000 NA NA
Tribal White River Acclimation White River springs 0] 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 NA NA
WDFW  Dungeness Dungeness.River springs 0 50,000 0 0 50,000 NA NA
WDFW  Hurd Creek Dungeness River springs 0 50,000 0 0 50,000 NA NA
WDFW  Greywolf Acclimation ~ Dungeness River springs 0 100,000 0 0] 100,000 NA NA
Total spring chinook 525,000 1,205,000 350,000 1,000,000 3,080,000
WDFW  Marblemount Skagit River summers 200,000 0 0 0 200,000 Y Y
Tribal Stillaguamish NF Stillaguamish River summers 220,000 0 0 0 220,000 Y Y
Tribal Bernie Gobin Skykomish River summers 100,000 0 1,600,000 0 1,700,000 Y Y
WDFW  Wallace River* Skykomish River summers 200,000 200,000 600,000 0 1,000,000 Y Y
WDFW Woallace River Skykomish River summers 1+ 90,000 0 160,000 0 250,000 Y Y
Total summer chinook 810,000 200,000 2,360,000 0 3,370,000

WDFW  Glenwood Springs Glenwood Springs falls 100,000 0 450,000 0 550,000 Y Y
Tribal Lummi Bay Sea Ponds Samish River (Friday Creek) falls 0 0 1,000,000 0 1,000,000 Y Y
WDFW  Samish* Samish River falls 200,000 200,000 3,600,000 0 4,000,000 Y Y
WDFW  Soos Creek* Big Soos Creek falls 200,000 200,000 2,600,000 0 3,000,000 Y Y
Tribal Keta Creek Big Soos Creek falls 0 0 1,000,000 0 1,000,000 NA Y
WDFW  Icy Creek Big Soos Creek falls 1+ 80,000 0 220,000 0 300,000 Y Y
WDFW Issaquah Issaquah Creek falls 200,000 0 1,800,000 0 2,000,000 Y Y
WDFW Portage Bay (UW) Portage Bay falls 0 0 180,000 0 180,000 Y Y
WDFW  Minter Creek Minter Creek falls 1+ 75,000 0] 45,000 0 120,000 Y Y




Tribal
Tribal
Tribal
Tribal
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
Tribal
Tribal
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
Tribal

Gorst Creek
Grovers Creek *
Clarks Creek
Electron Ponds
Voights Creek
Garrison Springs
Chambers Creek
Lakewood
Lakewood

Clear Creek *
Kalama Creek
Tumwater Falls
George Adams *
Hamma Hamma
Hoodsport
Hoodsport
Rick's Pond (LLTK)
Elwha

Elwha

Bear Springs
Hoko Falls *

Total

Grovers Creek falls
Grovers Creek falls
Puyallup River falls
Puyallup (Voights Creek) falls
Voights Creek falls
Garrison Springs falls
Garrison Springs falls
Garrison Springs falls
Garrison Springs falls 1+
Clear Creek falls
Kalama Creek falls
Deschutes River falls
George Adams falls
George Adams falls
Hoodsport falls
Hoodsport falls 1+
George Adams falls 0+
Elwha River falls 1+
Elwha River falls
Elwha River falls 1+
Hoko River falls

0
200,000
215,000
300,000
200,000

0

0

0

0
200,000
100,000

0
225,000

86,000
200,000
90,000

0

0

0

0
200,000

Total fall chinook 2,871,000

Total Chinook Production

Percent Marked

* DIT group

4,206,000

200,000
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200,000
0
0
225,000
0
0
0
0
200,000
200,000
200,000
0

1,625,000

3,030,000

1,900,000
100,000
1,000,000
0
1,400,000
1,050,000
70,000
200,000
130,000
3,100,000
500,000
3,800,000
3,350,000
0
2,600,000
30,000
375,000

0

0

0

200,000

30,700,000

33,410,000

44,146,000
85%

0 1,900,000
0 500,000

0 1,215,000
0 300,000
0 1,600,000
0 1,050,000
0 70,000
0 200,000
0 130,000
0 3,500,000
0 600,000
0 3,800,000
0 3,800,000
0 86,000
0 2,800,000
0 120,000
0 375,000
0 200,000
0 2,700,000
0 200,000
0 400,000

2,500,000 37,696,000

3,500,000 44,146,000
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WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
CRITFC
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW
WDFW

Cowlitz

Cowlitz - upper river
Friends of the Cowlitz
Fallert Creek

Gobar Pond

Lewis River*

Fish First

Lk Wenatchee Net Pens
Klickitat

Tucannon

Chiwawa Pond
Methow

Twisp

Chewuch

Cowlitz - springs
Cowlitz - springs
Cowlitz - springs 1+
Kalama - springs 1+
Kalama - springs 1+
Lewis River - springs 1+
Lewis River - springs 1+
White River - springs
Klickitat - springs 1+
Tucannon - springs 1+
Chiwawa - springs 1+
Methow - springs 1+
Twisp - springs 1+
Chewuch - springs 1+

100,000
0
0
125,000
125,000
150,000
0
0
140,000
0
672,000
0
0
0

OO0 OO0

150,000
0
150,000
0
225,000
0
183,000
183,000
184,000

807,539
0
55,000
0
250,000
600,000
150,000
0
460,000
0

oo oo

0
300,000

COO0OO0OCOCO0O0OCOoO

907,539
300,000

55,000
125,000
375,000
900,000
150,000
150,000
600,000
225,000
672,000
183,000
183,000
184,000
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WDFW and CRITFC COLUMBIA RIVER COHO MASS MARKING and CODED-WIRE TAGGING 2011

Species: Coho 11/01/2010

Area: Columbia River

Brood: 2010

Release Year: 2011

Number of fish to be Number of fish to be Proposed Marked
released with a CWT | released without a CWT to be in
marked previous
Ad Ad Total this year year

Agency Hatchery Stock Clipped | Unclipped | Clipped Unclipped | Production (Y/N) (Y/N)
WDFW Sea Resources Sea Resources 0 0 52,500 0 52,500 Y Y
WDFW Deep River Net Pens Grays River - Type S 30,000 0 770,000 0 800,000 Y Y
WDFW Grays River Grays River - Type N 30,000 0 120,000 0 150,000 Y Y
WDFW Grays River Grays River - Type S 30,000 0 120,000 0 150,000 Y Y
WDFW Cathlamet FFA Elochoman - Type N 0 0 15,000 0 15,000 Y Y
WDFW Cowlitz Cowlitz - Type N 90,000 0 1,745,434 0 1,835,434 Y Y
WDFW Cowlitz Cowlitz - Type N (wild) 1,000,000 0 0 0 1,000,000 NA NA
WDFW N Toutle Toutle - Type S 34,000 0 116,000 0 150,000 Y Y
WDFW Kalama Falls Kalama Falls - Type N 34,000 0 566,000 0 600,000 Y Y
WDFW Fallert Creek Kalama Falls - Type S 34,000 0 66,000 0 100,000 Y Y
WDFW Lewis River* Lewis River - Type S 75,000 75,000 730,000 0 880,000 Y Y
WDFW Lewis River* Lewis River - Type N 75,000 75,000 665,000 0 815,000 Y Y
WDFW Washougal (Klickitat release) Washougal - Type N 68,000 0 2,432,000 0 2,500,000 Y N
WDFW Washougal Washougal - Type N 34,000 0 116,000 0 150,000 Y Y
CRITFC Klickitat Klickitat - Type N 46,670 0 953,330 0 1,000,000 Y Y
WDFW Wells Willard - Type S 0 195,000 0 0 195,000 NA NA




WDFW MASS MARKING and CODED-WIRE TAGGING SUMMARY 2011
(Includes some Puget Sound and Coastal tribes and CRITFC)

Ad+CWT CWT only Ad only (Mass Marked) Unmarked Total
Chinook 12,357,000 5,330,000 70,670,039 7,600,000 95,957,039
Coho 2,945,670 1,040,000 24,013,264 0 27,998,934
Total 15,302,670 6,370,000 94,683,303 7,600,000 123,955,973




Appendix F



Pseudo-Tag Identification in Database, problems & questions
April 2011

We would like to address the issue of identifying pseudo-tag release groups. These release
groups have been very difficult to identify and manage in the database. For example, we
have had agencies recover a pseudo-tag in the fishery and are seeking some information as
to its origin. It is suspected that, among all ~146,000 release groups in the database, there
could be about 500 rows which are pseudo-tag releases.

e Problem #1: Given the current field values and validation requirements, it appears
there is no way to be sure if a particular group of fish went out with blank or agency-
only wire.

e Problem #2: Efforts to identify pseudo-tag releases (to the extent possible) are
exacerbated by the fact that the data entity known as Tag Coordinator which is
represented in the database by field #6, (Coordinator) is often confused with the entity
known as agency wire prefix which — esp. in the case of agency-only wire —has no
representation whatsoever in the database. Note that these two entities are different,
but they appear identical, and are used interchangeably in the same field in different
circumstances(!) (See: RL, field #7, Tag Code or Release Id).

These problems could possibly be addressed by making changes to one or more of the
following Release fields:

o field #1, RECOTA COUR .oiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et eaaeaaeneeeenaren p. 8
& field HE, COOTOINATON s iiimssmissmsiss e sy (s s o s e e s e Ee oo s S S Yo p. 8
e field #7, Tag Code or RelEase I ..o oot e cer e a e p.9
O RS p. 10

Consider the following (hypothetical) case:

1. Assume that a group was released in Oregon by ODFW with Agency-only wire ‘090000
some years ago (ex: Brood Year = 2006). Assume also for relative simplicity that it was
unassociated with any other release group (tagged or otherwise);

2. As currently specified, the record of this group should be assigned: Record Code = ‘N’,
Coordinator = ‘05’, Tag Code or Release Id = ‘105sssssssss’ where ‘s’ is agency
determined string value, Tag Type = ‘16;

3. However, if Record Code = ‘N’, then Tag Type is not a required field (because, in the
case of general unassociated groups, Tag Type is not applicable and therefore cannot
be assigned a value);

4. Problem #1: For this group in question, if Tag Type was not assigned the value ‘16’
then there is no way of knowing it was a pseudo-tag release. We have found several
rows of data where Tag Type is NULL, and informal comments indicated it was
probably a pseudo-tag release (see: RL: field# 41, Comments); There was no other
way to find this. (A list of these data rows can be provided on request.)



5. Problem #2: Given this hypothetical case, consider now the user’s attempt to select
this agency-only wire release from the database (i.e. to link to ‘09BLANK’ recovery
records or for whatever reason). To do this one must resort to either Tag Type (field
#8), or Tag Code or Release Id (field #7). As seen above, Tag Type cannot be relied
upon to locate these release groups. Furthermore; using Tag Code or Release Id, one
cannot simply enter the wire code (as applies to all Tagged groups) to select the data -
- nor can one enter any readily-identifiable string value in the case of general
unassociated groups. |.e. the actual wire code ‘090000’ cannot be located using
either the string ‘090000’ or any pattern matching prefix of it. Again, with the
hypothetical case above, a '109%.." value will select all BCFW releases if any exist;
whereas ‘105%.." must be used to select any ODFW releases — even though the wire
had the code ‘090000’ on it. Note that the above release group might be found with
the “105%..’ selection, or might not — since there’s no enforceable requirement that it
be identified as a blank wire release(!) Even if found however, we have had many
instances in which users are not aware of Coordinator or do not understand the use of
Coordinator in this context. All they know is that their selections return no data when
entering a plausible agency-only wire prefix into their selection queries. Given the
many agencies involved (involving numerous Coordinator codes, and numerous
agency-wire prefixes) we have experienced some difficulty explaining to the user how
one might attempt to locate these data records.

Proposed /possible solutions:

e Solution #1: As currently defined, Tag Type cannot be relied on to have a value present
to indicate the pseudo-tag since in general, records with Record Code ‘N’ are
unassociated releases where Tag Type is not applicable. Therefore, we would
recommend identifying all known pseudo-tag records with a different Record Code: e.g.
the value ‘P’. In this way, we could render Tag Type a required field for all ‘P’ coded
release records (along with existing ‘T’ coded records), and allow all ‘N’ records to
continue to have Tag Type as NULL.

e Solution #2: In addition to Solution #1 (above), there are a number of potential
database changes that could allow greatly improved access to pseudo-tag records. One
rather simple such change is as follows: in field #7, Tag Code or Release Id, change the
format requirement as follows:

o from the current format: ‘lccsssssssss’ where cc= coordinator and sssssssss=
<agency assigned string value>

o to this format: ‘Ipp0000sssss’ where pp=<actual wire code prefix>, with
blank digits indicated by ‘0’, and sssss=<agency assigned string value>.

This would render data identification of pseudo-tags consistent with identification of
other data records.

We welcome any alternative ideas that might address the issue of identifying and/or
accessing pseudo-tag records in the database.
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Request for Marking Variances
Regional Mark Committee

Please provide the following information when requesting marking variances from the
standard tagging and marking established in the "Regional Coordination and Agreements on
Marking and Tagging Pacific Coast Salmonids." The information is necessary to assess
impacts of the marking variance to the coastwide CWT program.

Please address all of the following items 1-6 in adequate detail (use separate pages).

Agency: ADFG Date: April 15, 2011

Marking Coordinator:
a) Name: Catherine Robinson
b) Email: cathy.robinson@alaska.gov

1. Mark Requested: Adipose clip + Thermal Mark
2. Details of Marking

a) Number of fish: 300K

b) Species and Run : Chinook; Crooked Creek, Deception Creek, and Ninilchik River
¢) Brood year: 2009

d) Stock(s): Crooked Creek, Deception Creek, and Ninilchik River Spring Chinook
e) Hatchery(ies): Fort Richardson and/or Elmendorf

) Geographic area(s): Cook Inlet

g) Release date: May-June 2011

h) Duration of'this marking program: 15 days

3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives:

Need an external mark to differentiate hatchery from wild Chinook salmon in these three
systems during future egg takes. All hatchery fish already have an otolith mark. The CWT is
not necessary for fisheries management, stock assessment or brood collection.

4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs

Since 1975 ADFG has CWTd 7.5 million fish released in Cook Inlet. There have only been
74 recoveries in PST fisheries. The 55 tags recovered in Southeast Alaska expand to
approximately 134 tagged fish. The 15 Canadian recoveries were all troll fish over the years
from 1988 to 2005 and expanded to 60 fish. The 4 recoveries in Washington were all in 2002
and from different fisheries — a real anomaly. This data supports Alaska’s assertion that
adipose-only clipping these fish will have minimal if any bearing on PST fisheries.



a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year
Negligible, if any.

b) Changes to current CWT sampling program

None

c¢) Other

5. Specify Expected Benefits

Marking enables segregation of broodstock into wild and hatchery categories. Hatcheries also
estimate annual costs savings of $70,000 dollars. There are also liberalized sport fish
regulations on some systems and in some years for retention of adipose clipped fish.

6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection)

The use a ventral (pelvic) rather than adipose fin clip was considered. We do not favor this
option because the additional cost will exceed the savings from not CWTing these fish. It
costs more to clip a ventral fin than an adipose fin because it takes more time to locate and
properly clip a ventral fin. Using a ventral clip will increase hatchery operation costs. Studies

indicate survival of ventral clipped fish is low, so more fish must be reared and released to
offset the decrease in survival and supply sufficient adult returns to satisfy angler demand.



Request for Marking Variances
Regional Mark Committee

Please provide the following information when requesting marking variances from the standard tagging and marking
established in the "Regional Coordination and Agreements on Marking and Tagging Pacific Coast Salmonids.” The
information is necessary to assess impacts of the marking variance to the coastwide CWT program.

Please address all of the following items 1-6 in adequate detail (use separate pages).

Agency: DFO Date: March 15, 2011

Marking Coordinator: a) Name: Cheryl Lynch b) Email: cheryl.lynch@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

1. Mark Reguested: Adipose clip
2. Details of Marking

a) Number of fish: 300K

b} Species and Run : Williams Creek fall sockeye (Lakelse Lake)
c) Brood year: 2010

d) Stock(s): Williams Creek fall sockeye (Lakelse Lake)

e) Hatchery(ies): Snootli Creek

f) Geographic area(s): Ceniral Coast

g) Release date: May 2011

h) Duration of this marking program: 15 days

3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives:
« |dentification of hatchery fish in escapement to see if depressed stock is responding to enhancement.

4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs

a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year
« Marks should only be detected in escapement

b) Changes to current CWT sampling program
e« None

c) Other

5. Specify Expected Benefits
e to determine whether enhancement of this stock is successful

6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection)
e Other fin clips result in higher levels of mortality. This is a stock of concern, higher mortality not acceptable

Please forward request to: George Nandor

Regional Mark Coordinator

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission

205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100

Portland, OR 97202

Telephone: 503-595-3144

Email: george_nandor@psmfc.org Revised 28 March, 2008



Marking Variance Announcement

2011 Mark Committee Meeting
Victoria, British Columbia
April 28-29, 2011

Oregon Department Fish and Wildlife: Ken Johnson (971) 673-6059 (coordinator)

Mark Used: Adipose clip with 100% full code CWTs

Number of Fish: 1,190,000

Species/Run: Spring Chinook

Brood Year: 2010

Stock: McKenzie River

Hatchery: McKenzie

Geographic Area: Upper Willamette River — Oregon

Tagging Date: June -July, 2011

Release Date: Three releases: 11/07/2011; 02/01/2012; 03/01/2012)
Duration: 2nd and last year for full tag codes to used for entire production

(Extended duration for Agency only wire very likely)

Management Objectives:

Overview of Mass Marking Objectives:

Mass marking spring Chinook production at McKenzie Hatchery in the upper Willamette River is part of an ongoing mass
marking program to provide fishing opportunity for Willamette Valley hatchery origin spring Chinook while minimizing
impacts to wild/natural origin fish. In addition to fishery enhancement, the mass mark program is facilitating hatchery
and wild fish escapement accounting in natural spawning areas.

The 2008 Willamette Biological Opinion identifies the McKenzie spring Chinook stock as "a stronghold population and
remains the most productive run of natural-orvigin spring Chinook in the basin" (Executive Summary - page 10).
Concerns are noted in the BiOP that strays from other Willamette Basin hatcheries would continue to impact this
population by decreasing fitness and productivity. Therefore, a sorter/separator site is to be installed at Leaburg Dam on
the McKenzie River to create a natural fish sanctuary.

100% Wire Tagging at McKenzie Hatchery (4th Year):
The entire production of McKenzie Hatchery’s 1.19 million spring Chinook (McKenzie brood 2010) will be marked with
full code CWTs in mid July, 2011 per request of the USACE.

At this point in time, construction has not begun on the sorter and US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) funding is
tight. It is not known when this project will actually start.

Impacts to Coastwide CWT Programs: Table 1 lists the projected coastwide CWT recoveries of the 2010
brood McKenzie stock based on recovery results for brood years 2001-2004. An estimated 651 adipose clipped
McKenzie Hatchery spring Chinook (brood 2010) could be encountered over 3-4 years in the various recovery
regions from Alaska down through Oregon. Alaska, British Columbia, and Washington would see a total of 60,
52, and 66, respectively, in their fisheries. Not surprisingly, the largest number would be encountered in the
Columbia River (367).

Expected Benefits: See Management Objectives above.
Alternatives Considered: None; marking mandated by Biological Opinion for the McKenzie stock.

Date of this Update: April 13, 2011



Table 1. Oregon McKenzie Hatchery Spring Chinook (Brood 2010)
Potential Encounters based on 100% Tagging with full code CWTs

Recovery Region Fishery Encounter Rate of CWT Groups

BY 2001-2004

Estimated No. of MM Fish Encountered

(Encounters spread over 3-4 years)
(Col. 3 x 1,190,000 Ad+CWT marked fish)

Alaska Commercial 0.00005056 60
Sport 0 0

BC Marine North Commercial 0.00004395 52
Sport 0 0

BC Marine South Commercial 0.00005688 68
Sport 0 0

Washington Commercial 0.00005548 66
Sport 0 0

Columbia River Commercial 0.00010833 129

Sport 0.00019991 238

Oregon Coast Commercial 0.00003219 38
Sport 0 0

California Commercial 0 0
Sport 0 0

TOTAL.: 651

* Spring and summer run Chinook fisheries are sampled electronically by ODFW and WDEFW. Fall run Chinook

fisheries are sampled visually by ODFW and electronically by WDFW.

** Commercial Northern BC fisheries for Chinook are electronically sampled. However, CWTs from
unclipped fish are not extracted.





