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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) allows listing of “distinct population segments” of
vertebrates as well as named species and subspecies. The policy of the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) on this issue for Pacific salmon and steelhead is that a population
will be considered “distinct” for purposes of the ESA if it represents an evolutionarily
significant unit (ESU) of the species as a whole. To be considered an ESU, a population or
group of populations must 1) be substantially reproductively isolated from other populations,
and 2) contribute substantially to ecological/genetic diversity of the biological species. Once
an ESU is identified, a variety of factors related to population abundance are considered in
determining whether a listing is warranted.

In October 1993, in response to three petitions seeking protection for coho salmon
under the ESA, NMFS initiated a status review of coho salmon in Washington, Oregon, and
California, and formed a Biological Review Team (BRT) to conduct the review. This report
summarizes biological and environmental information gathered in that process.

Proposed Coho Salmon ESUs

The BRT examined genetic, life history, biogeographic, geologic, and environmental
information to identify where ESU boundaries should be located. In particular, physical
environment and ocean conditions/upwelling patterns, estuarine and freshwater fish
distributions, and coho salmon river entry and spawn timing and marine coded-wire-tag
recovery patterns were found to be the most informative for this process. Based on this
examination, the BRT identified six coho salmon ESUs in Washington, Oregon, and
California. The geographic boundaries of the six proposed ESUs are as follows:

1) Central California coast. The geographic boundaries of this ESU extend from Punta
Gorda in northern California south to and including the San Lorenzo River in central
California, and include tributaries to San Francisco Bay, excluding the Sacramento-San
Joaquin River system.

2) Southern Oregon/northern California coasts. This ESU includes coho salmon from
Cape Blanco in southern Oregon to Punta Gorda in northern California.

3) Oregon coast. This ESU covers coastal drainages along most of the Oregon coast
from Cape Blanco to the mouth of the Columbia River.

4) Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast. Historically, this ESU
probably included coho salmon from all tributaries of the Columbia River below the Klickitat
River on the Washington side and below the Deschutes River on the Oregon side (including
Willamette River as far upriver as the Willamette Falls), as well as coastal drainages in
southwest Washington between the Columbia River and Point Grenville (between the Copalis
and Quinault Rivers).
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5) Olympic Peninsula. The geographic boundaries of this ESU are entirely within
Washington, including coastal drainages from Point Grenville to and including Salt Creek
(directly west of the Elwha River).

6) Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia. This ESU includes coho salmon from drainages of
Puget Sound and Hood Canal, the eastern Olympic Peninsula (east of Salt Creek), and the
Strait of Georgia from the eastern side of Vancouver Island and the British Columbia mainland
(north to and including Campbell and Powell Rivers), excluding the upper Fraser River above
Hope.

Assessment of Extinction Risk

The ESA (section 3) defines the term “endangered species” as “any species which is in
danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” The term “threatened
species” is defined as “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” According to the ESA,
the determination whether a species is threatened or endangered should be made on the basis
of the best scientific information available regarding its current status, after taking into
consideration conservation measures that are proposed or are in place. In this review, the BRT
did not evaluate likely or possible effects of conservation measures and, therefore, did not
make recommendations as to whether identified ESUs should be listed as threatened or
endangered species; rather, the BRT drew scientific conclusions about the risk of extinction
faced by identified ESUs under the assumption that present conditions will continue. The
resulting conclusions for each ESU follow.

1) Central California coast. There was unanimous agreement among the BRT that
natural populations of coho salmon in this ESU are presently in danger of extinction. The
chief reasons for this assessment were extremely low current abundance, especially compared
to historical abundance, widespread local extinctions, clear downward trends in abundance,
extensive habitat degradation and associated decreased carrying capacity, and a long history of
artificial propagation with the use of non-native stocks. In addition, recent droughts and
current ocean conditions may have further reduced run sizes.

2) Southern Oregon/northern California coasts. There was unanimous agreement
among the BRT that coho salmon in this ESU are not in danger of extinction but are likely to
become endangered in the foreseeable future if present trends continue. Current run size, the
severe decline from historical run size, the frequency of local extinctions, long-term trends that
are clearly downward, degraded habitat and associated reduction in carrying capacity, and
widespread hatchery production using exotic stocks are all factors that contributed to the
assessment. Like the central California ESU, recent droughts and current ocean conditions
may have further reduced run sizes.

3) Oregon coast. The BRT concluded that coho salmon in this ESU are not in danger
of extinction but are likely to become endangered in the future if present trends continue. The
BRT reached this conclusion based on low recent abundance estimates that are 5-10% of
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historical abundance estimates, clearly downward long-term trends, recent spawner-to-spawner
ratios that are below replacement, extensive habitat degradation, and widespread hatchery
production of coho salmon. Drought and current ocean conditions may have also reduced run
sizes.

4) Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast. Previously, NMFS concluded
that it could not identify any remaining natural populations of coho salmon in the lower
Columbia River (excluding the Clackamas River) that warranted protection under the ESA.

The Clackamas River produces moderate numbers of natural coho salmon. The BRT could not
reach a definite conclusion regarding the relationship of Clackamas River late-run coho

salmon to the historic lower Columbia River ESU. However, the BRT did concludétthat
Clackamas River late-run coho salmon is a native run that represents a remnant of a lower
Columbia River ESU, the ESU is not presently in danger of extinction but is likely to become

so in the foreseeable future if present conditions continue.

For southwest Washington coho salmon, uncertainty about the ancestry of coho salmon
runs given high historical and current levels of artificial production prevented the BRT from
reaching a definite conclusion regarding the relationship between coho salmon in that area and
the historical lower Columbia River/southwest Washington ESU. If new information becomes
available, the relationship and status of the ESU will be reexamined.

5) Olympic Peninsula. While there is continuing cause for concern about habitat
destruction and hatchery practices within this ESU, the BRT concluded that there is sufficient
native, natural, self-sustaining production of coho salmon that this ESU is not in danger of
extinction and is not likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future unless conditions
change substantially.

6) Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia. The BRT was concerned that if present trends
continue, this ESU is likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future. Although current
population abundance is near historical levels and recent trends in overall population
abundance have not been downward, there is substantial uncertainty relating to several of the
risk factors considered. These risk factors include widespread and intensive artificial
propagation, high harvest rates, extensive habitat degradation, a recent dramatic decline in
adult size, and unfavorable ocean conditions. Further consideration of this ESU is warranted
to attempt to clarify some of these uncertainties.
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INTRODUCTION

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) is a widespread species of Pacific salmon,
occurring in most major river basins around the Pacific Rim from central California to Korea
and northern Hokkaido, Japan (Laufle et al. 1986). Recently published investigations have
reported that a number of local populations of coho salmon in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and
California have become extinct, and that the abundance of many others is depressed (e.g.,
Brown and Moyle 1991, Nehlsen et al. 1991, Frissell 1993, Wilderness Society 1993). These
declines have led several conservation groups to petition the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES) to list populations of coho salmon as threatened or endangered “species” under the
U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA, technical terms and abbreviations such as “ESA” are
defined in the glossary, Appendix A). Under the ESA, the term “species” is defined rather
broadly to include subspecies and “distinct population segments” of vertebrates (such as
salmon) as well as taxonomic species.

The first petition to NMFS for coho salmon requested ESA protection for populations
in the lower Columbia River, excluding the Willamette River and its tributaries (Oregon Trout
et al. 1990). Following a status review, NMFS concluded that as a result of substantial and
long-term stock transfers, habitat degradation, and overfishing, they were unable to identify
any indigenous populations of coho salmon in the lower Columbia River that warranted
protection under the ESA (Johnson et al. 1991, NMFS 1991a).

In March 1993, NMFS was petitioned by the Santa Cruz County Planning Department
to list coho salmon in Scott and Waddell Creeks, California as a threatened or endangered
species (SCCPD 1993). Before a status review was completed for this petition, NMFS
received two additional petitions for ESA listing of coho salmon. Oregon Trout, the Portland
Audubon Society, and the Siskiyou Regional Education Project asked NMFS for ESA
protection for 40 coho salmon populations in Oregon (Oregon Trout et al. 1993). In response
to these petitions, NMFS announced a coastwide review of coho salmon from California,
Oregon, and Washington in a Federal Register Notice (58 FR 57770; 27 October 1993)
(NMFS 1993). However, a week before this broader status review was announced, NMFS
received a petition from the Pacific Rivers Council and 22 co-signers for ESA listing of coho
salmon throughout their range in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California (Pacific Rivers
Council et al. 1993). This petition thus included all populations covered by the previous three
petitions.

In 1994, NMFS announced its determination that coho salmon from Scott and Waddell
Creeks do not by themselves constitute an ESA “species,” and therefore a listing was not
warranted (Bryant 1994, NMFS 1994).

Scope and Intent of the Present Document

This document considers environmental and biological information for coho salmon
populations in Washington, Oregon, and California (Fig. 1) and British Columbia. These



Nooksack

. Skagit
Hoko SaltCr. Samish
Sooes Elwh:
oo Dungeness (illaguamish
Soleduck

Quillayute
Hoh \ WA

Queets Snohomish

Quinault Cedar
Point Grenville
Humptulips Geeen
Chehalis %4‘"4%
Willapa * Nisqually
Cowlitz
Toutle

. Nascllc|
Columbia River
Y
oungs g‘ a2
-
Washougal

Lewis
Kiickitat

hite Salmg

Nehalem

Tillamook
Sandy

Nestucea O’ac
Siletz % OR

Yaquina

SIMYISIT

Alsea

Siuslaw %)/

Umpqua
Tenmile Lake

Coos
Coquille

Cape Blanco
Rogue

Chetco
Smith

Redwood Cr. Sy, CA
Zo,
Mad Trinity

Eel
Cape Mendocino
Punta Gorda

Matole

Pudding Cr.
Noyo

DlusUIeIes

Pt. Arena

Garcia

&

" “

Salmon Cr.
La gunitas )
Redwood Cr.
Arroyo de Laguna

Waddell Cr. Coyote Cr.
Scott Cr. an Lorenzo

Figure 1. Map showing major rivers and other key geographic locations discussed in this status review.



populations will be collectively referred to in this document as west coast coho salmon. The
scope of this document thus encompasses both the Oregon Trout et al. (1993) and the Pacific
Rivers Council et al. (1993) petitions. In addition, we determine the boundaries of the
“distinct population segment” that includes coho salmon from Scott and Waddell Creeks.

Because the ESA stipulates that listing determinations should be made on the basis of
the best scientific information available, NMFS formed a team of scientists with diverse
backgrounds in salmon biology to conduct this status révigWis Biological Review Team
(BRT) discussed and evaluated scientific information contained in an extensive public record
developed for west coast coho salmon. This document represents the findings and conclusions
of the BRT on the status of west coast coho salmon under the ESA.

Key Questions in ESA Evaluations

An ESA status review involves answering two key questions: 1) Is the entity in
guestion a “species” as defined by the ESA? and 2) If so, is the “species” in danger of
extinction or likely to become so (the “extinction risk” question)? These two questions are
addressed in separate sections in the text that follows.

The “Species” Question

As amended in 1978, the ESA allows listing of “distinct population segments” of
vertebrates as well as named species and subspecies. However, the ESA provides no specific
guidance for determining what constitutes a distinct population, and the resulting ambiguity
has led to the use of a variety of criteria in listing decisions over the past decade. To clarify
the issue for Pacific salmon, NMFS published a policy describing how the agency will apply
the definition of “species” in the ESA to anadromous salmonid species, including sea-run
cutthroat trout and steelhead (NMFS 1991b). A more detailed discussion of this topic
appeared in the NMFS “Definition of Species” paper (Waples 1991a). The NMFS policy
stipulates that a salmon population (or group of populations) will be considered “distinct” for
purposes of the ESA if it represents an evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) of the biological
species. An ESU is defined as a population that 1) is substantially reproductively isolated
from conspecific populations and 2) represents an important component of the evolutionary
legacy of the species.

! The Biological Review Team for west coast coho salmon included: Peggy Busby, Dr. David
Damkaer, Robert Emmett, Dr. Jeffrey Hard, Dr. Orlay Johnson, Dr. Conrad Mahnken, Gene
Matthews, George Milner, Dr. Michael Schiewe, David Teel, Dr. Thomas Wainwright,

William Waknitz, Dr. Robin Waples, Laurie Weitkamp, Dr. John Williams, and Dr. Gary
Winans, all from the Northwest Fisheries Science Center. Gregory Bryant and Craig Wingert
from the Southwest Regional Office, Dr. Robert Kope from the Southwest Fisheries Science
Center, and Steven Stone from the NMFS Northwest Regional Office also participated in the
discussions and provided information on coho salmon life history and abundance.



The term “evolutionary legacy” is used in the sense of “inheritance”—that is,
something received from the past and carried forward into the future. Specifically, the
evolutionary legacy of a species is the genetic variability that is a product of past evolutionary
events and that represents the reservoir upon which future evolutionary potential depends.
Conservation of these genetic resources should help to ensure that the dynamic process of
evolution will not be unduly constrained in the future.

The NMFS policy identifies a number of types of evidence that should be considered in
the species determination. For each of the criteria, the NMFS policy advocates a holistic
approach that considers all types of available information as well as their strengths and
limitations. Isolation does not have to be absolute, but it must be strong enough to permit
evolutionarily important differences to accrue in different population units. Important types of
information to consider include natural rates of straying and recolonization, evaluations of the
efficacy of natural barriers, and measurements of genetic differences between populations.
Data from protein electrophoresis or DNA analyses can be particularly useful for this criterion
because they reflect levels of gene flow that have occurred over evolutionary time scales.

The key question with respect to the second criterion is, If the population became
extinct, would this represent a significant loss to the ecological/genetic diversity of the
species? Again, a variety of types of information should be considered. Phenotypic and life
history traits such as size, fecundity, migration patterns, and age and time of spawning may
reflect local adaptations of evolutionary importance, but interpretation of these traits is
complicated by their sensitivity to environmental conditions. Data from protein
electrophoresis or DNA analyses provide valuable insight into the process of genetic
differentiation among populations but little direct information regarding the extent of adaptive
genetic differences. Habitat differences suggest the possibility for local adaptations but do not
prove that such adaptations exist.

Artificial propagation —NMFS policy (Hard et al. 1992, NMFS 1993) stipulates that
in determining 1) whether a population is distinct for purposes of the ESA, and 2) whether an
ESA species is threatened or endangered, attention should focus on “natural” fish, which are
defined as the progeny of naturally spawning fish (Waples 1991a). This approach directs
attention to fish that spend their entire life cycle in natural habitat and is consistent with the
mandate of the ESA to conserve threatened and endangered species in their native ecosystems.
Implicit in this approach is the recognition that fish hatcheries are not a substitute for natural
ecosystems.

Nevertheless, artificial propagation is important to consider in ESA evaluations of
anadromous Pacific salmonids for several reasons. First, although natural fish are the focus of
ESU determinations, possible effects of artificial propagation on natural populations must also
be evaluated. For example, stock transfers might change the genetic or life history
characteristics of a natural population in such a way that the population might seem either less
or more distinctive than it was historically. Artificial propagation can also alter life history
characteristics such as smolt age and migration and spawn timing. Second, artificial
propagation poses a number of risks to natural populations that may affect their risk of
extinction or endangerment. These risks are discussed below in “The ‘Extinction Risk’



Question” section. Finally, if any natural populations are listed under the ESA, then it will be
necessary to determine the ESA status of all associated hatchery populations. This latter
determination would be made following a proposed listing and is not considered further in this
document.

The “Extinction Risk” Question

The ESA (section 3) defines the term “endangered species” as “any species which is in
danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” The term “threatened
species” is defined as “any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” NMFS considers a
variety of information in evaluating the level of risk faced by an ESU. Important
considerations include 1) absolute numbers of fish and their spatial and temporal distribution;
2) current abundance in relation to historical abundance and carrying capacity of the habitat;
3) trends in abundance, based on indices such as dam or redd counts or on estimates of
spawner-recruit ratios; 4) natural and human-influenced factors that cause variability in
survival and abundance; 5) possible threats to genetic integrity (e.g., selective fisheries and
interactions between hatchery and natural fish); and 6) recent events (e.g., a drought or a
change in management) that have predictable short-term consequences for abundance of the
ESU. Additional risk factors, such as disease prevalence or changes in life history traits, may
also be considered in evaluating risk to populations.

According to the ESA, the determination of whether a species is threatened or
endangered should be made on the basis of the best scientific information available regarding
its current status, after taking into consideration conservation measures that are proposed or are
in place. In this review, we do not evaluate likely or possible effects of conservation measures.
Therefore, we do not make recommendations as to whether identified ESUs should be listed as
threatened or endangered species, because that determination requires evaluation of factors not
considered by us. Rather, we have drawn scientific conclusions about the risk of extinction
faced by identified ESUs under the assumption that present conditions will continue
(recognizing, of course, that natural demographic and environmental variability is an inherent
feature of “present conditions”). Conservation measures will be taken into account by the
NMFS Northwest and Southwest Regional Offices in making listing recommendations.

Summary of Information Presented by the Petitioners

This section briefly summarizes information presented by the petitioners (Oregon Trout
et al. 1993, Pacific Rivers Council et al. 1993) to support their arguments that coho salmon in
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California qualify as a threatened or endangered species
under the ESA. We discuss this information and related issues in the following sections, and
we evaluate the status of west coast coho salmon in the conclusions of the Assessment of
Extinction Risk section.



Distinct Population Segments

The two petitioners differed in the approach they suggested NMFS use for listing coho
salmon under the ESA. Oregon Trout et al. (1993) identified 40 coho salmon populations in
Oregon that they believed comprised five “distinct population segments” from the following
geographic areas: 1) south of Cape Blanco, 2) the Coquille and Coos Rivers, 3) the Umpqua
River, 4) all coastal drainages north of the Umpqua River, and 5) the lower Columbia River,
including the Clackamas River. Based primarily on evidence from a genetic analysis of
mitochondrial DNA from coho salmon from Oregon (Currens and Farnsworth 1993), Oregon
Trout et al. (1993) argued that these population groups qualified as ESUs under NMFS policy
and recommended that each be listed as a separate “species” under the ESA.

In contrast, Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) did not focus on identifying distinct
population segments or ESUs of coho salmon. Rather, they argued that a listing of all
populations in California, Oregon, Washington, and |8afas warranted because this region
“comprises an ecologically, evolutionarily, economically, and culturally significant portion of
the range of the species” (Pacific Rivers Council et al. 1993, p. 4). Under this scenario, west
coast coho salmon could be listed as a single species, rather than as multiple ESUs.

In this review, we have focussed on identifying ESUs of coho salmon that can be
considered for listing under the ESA. This approach has been taken for several reasons. First,
it is consistent with NMFS policy and with the approach that has been taken with other ESA
status reviews for Pacific salmon. Second, identifying ESUs provides biological information
for the species on a scale corresponding to the smallest units that can be listed under the ESA.
Finally, this approach would not preclude a broader listing under the ESA if it were
determined that the biological species is threatened in all or a significant portion of its range.

In fact, such an evaluation could most easily be made by considering the status of each of the
species’ distinct population segments, or ESUs.

Population Abundance

Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) and Oregon Trout et al. (1993) presented
gualitative and quantitative information indicating that current abundance of west coast coho
salmon populations have declined to small fractions of their historic levels and continuing
declines and local extinctions are widespread within this range. Nehlsen et al. (1991)
identified 35 stocks of coho salmon that are at short-term risk of extinction in Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, and California and 15 stocks that are extinct in California, southern Oregon,
and the Columbia River. Frissell (1993) estimated that coho salmon are extinct in the eastern
half of their range in the lower 48 states and imperiled throughout the southern two-thirds of
this range. The petitioners also referred to a report (Wilderness Society 1993) that estimated
that coho salmon are extinct in 56% of their historic range, endangered in 13%, threatened in

2Although Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) also included populations from Idaho in their
petition, all native populations of coho salmon from Idaho are believed to be extinct.



20%, of special concern in 5%, and not known to be extinct, declining, depressed, or facing
imminent threat in only 6.5% of their historic range.

The petitioners also provided region-specific estimates of current vs. historical
population levels. For California coho salmon, Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) reported
that Brown and Moyle (1991) estimated that naturally spawned adult coho salmon (regardless
of origin) returning to California streams were less than 1% of their abundance at mid-century,
and indigenous, wild coho salmon populations in California did not exceed 100 to 1,300
individuals. They further state that Brown and Moyle (1991) found that 46% of California
streams, which historically supported coho salmon populations, and for which recent data were
available, no longer supported runs.

Oregon Trout et al. (1993) argued that wild coho salmon spawner abundance along the
Oregon coast declined between 1965 and 1975 and has fluctuated at low levels since then.
According to Oregon Trout et al. (1993), escapement goals and maximum sustained-yield
escapement levels have not been reached since 1986 and 1971, respectively. Pacific Rivers
Council et al. (1993) used historical catch estimates (Lichatowich 1989) to calculate that the
potential production of wild coho salmon in coastal Oregon rivers in the 1980s had decreased
86% from the turn of the century. Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) also cited Lichatowich
and Nicholas’ (in press) estimate that current production, including hatchery fish, in many
coastal basins is less than 10% of historic levels. The petitioners expressed concern that the
“standard” survey methods used to estimate Oregon coast coho salmon abundance
overestimated population sizes (Oregon Trout et al. 1993, Pacific Rivers Council et al. 1993).

Discussion of Columbia River populations by Oregon Trout et al. (1993) was restricted
to coho salmon from the Clackamas River. They suggested that this population should be
listed as a separate “species” under the ESA because it is genetically distinct from other
Columbia River populations and has undergone continuing declines in abundance. In contrast,
Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) did not emphasize any particular stocks of Columbia River
coho salmon. They cited several reports (Nehlsen et al. 1991, Chilcote et §IVID&2et al.

1993) that show that coho salmon above Bonneville Dam are largely extinct, and the majority
of populations below the Dam are endangered, depressed, or out of compliance with ODFW'’s
wild fish policy.

Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) presented several estimates of current vs. historical
coho salmon abundance in Washington rivers outside of the Columbia River Basin. They
reported substantial declines (40-50%) in coho salmon populations in Puget Sound (Bledsoe et
al. 1989), the Chehalis River Basin (Hiss and Knudsen 1992), and in the Queets and Quinault
Rivers on the Olympic Peninsula (Houston 1983) between the earlier part of this century and
the period from the 1970s to the present.

3Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993, p. 11) cite this document as ODFW 1992.



Causes of Decline for Coho Salmon

The petitioners identified many of the same factors discussed above, including habitat
destruction, overfishing, artificial propagation, and poor ocean conditions, as the causes of
decline for coho salmon. Both petitioners argued that the primary cause for decline has been
habitat destruction (Oregon Trout et al. 1993, Pacific Rivers Council et al. 1993). Oregon
Trout et al. (1993) also identified overutilization of the species for commercial and recreational
purposes as an equally important factor for Oregon coho salmon, while the Pacific Rivers
Council et al. (1993) identified deteriorating ocean conditions as a major cause for the general
decline of west coast coho salmon. Both petitioners cited adverse effects of artificial
propagation as an aggravating factor. Pacific Rivers Council et al. (1993) also identified
intraspecific hybridization and interspecific hybridization with chinook salmon as an
additional concern.

INFORMATION RELATING TO THE SPECIES QUESTION

In this section, we summarize environmental and biological information that is relevant
to determining the nature and extent of ESUs for west coast coho salmon. This information
was used to indicate possible ESU boundary locations, as a systematic means of dealing with
the large area concerned, multitudes of coho salmon populations, and high variability in
environmental conditions and biological characteristics. This process involved determining
where significant changes in environmental and biological parameters occurred, and then
identifying locations or zones where attributes changed in common. Areas where many
attributes exhibited significant changes were identified as possible boundary locations for
ESUs. Final ESU boundaries were determined by the BRT on the basis of the team’s
professional opinion of the value or weight that these attribute changes merited with respect
the reproductive isolation and ecological/genetic diversity of west coast coho salmon.

Environmental Features

Environmental information was used to indicate where ESU boundaries might occur.
We identified areas where the physical environment appeared to change based on
environmental characteristics (i.e., river flow patterns, ocean conditions, water temperatures,
climate, etc.), and on the distributions of other organisms. Areas with different habitat types
may have different selective pressures, and may lead to local adaptations within specific areas.
The distributions of organisms sympatric with coho salmon were considered because these
distributions may reflect environmental, ecological, or historical processes that may also affect
coho salmon.

Physical features of the freshwater environment

The following discussion includes climate data from the U.S. Department of
Commerce (1968) and Farley (1979), calculations of river flow patterns using U.S. Geological



Survey (USGS) data from Hydrosphere Data Products, Inc. (1993), and information from
Forstall (1969). Riverflow data are presented in Figures 2-6 and Appendix Table B-1, water
temperature data are presented in Figures 7-8 and Appendix Table B-2, and average annual
precipitation is presented in Figure 9. Because coho salmon typically spawn and rear in small
tributaries, run timing and spawning timing are particularly sensitive to patterns in river flow.

In this respect, river flow patterns help define the temporal availability of, and access to,
rearing and spawning habitat.

California and southern Oregon—California rivers having coho salmon, from
Redwood Creek (in Humboldt County) southward, drain the 500-1,000 m-high Coast Range,
an area underlain by easily eroded sedimentary rocks of the Franciscan Formation (California
State Lands Commission 1993). To the north, the Rogue and Klamath River Basins cut
through the Coast Range to drain the Cascade Mountains as well. Maximum elevations in this
area are typically 1,000-2,000 m. Rivers from the Rogue River south to the Mattole River
exhibit peak flow in late January or early February, while rivers farther south have peak flows
in late February (Fig. 2). Duration of peak flows in rivers south of the Mattole are much
shorter than in those farther north (Fig. 3), although both areas experience relatively low flows
during the summer and early fall (Fig. 4). Annual precipitation levels are also much higher
along the west side of the Coast Range in northern California and southern Oregon (160-200
cm) than they are farther south (60-160 cm) or in the dry interior along the east slope of the
Coast Range (60-160 cm) (Fig. 9). Central California has a relatively short rainy season
compared to regions farther north. Annual winter snowfall at higher elevations is also lower
south of the Mattole River, averaging 60 cm or less, compared to 60-250 cm in the Klamath
Mountains Province. Maximum summer stream temperatures (18-26°C) (Fig. 7) and average
summer maximum and winter minimum air temperatures (around 21°C and 4°C, respectively)
are similar along the California coast north of the San Lorenzo River through southern Oregon.
However, winter stream temperatures in coastal river basins in central California (between
Cape Mendocino and Monterey Bay) are generally warmer (8-12°C) than they are in northern
California/southern Oregon (3-8°C) (Fig. 8, Appendix Table B-2). Finally, average annual
sunshine along the coast in central California is higher than it is anywhere farther north,
averaging 2,200-2,800 hours per year (h yr-1), while northern California/southern Oregon
receives 2,000-2,200 h yr-1 of sunshine.

Oregon coast—North of Cape Blanco, all coastal Oregon rivers, with the exception of
the Umpqua River, drain only the west side of the Coast Range. The Oregon Coast Range is
relatively low, with peaks at 500-1,000-m elevations, in contrast to most Cascade peaks which
are 1,000-2,000-m high. Seasonal river flows in this region follow a fairly consistent pattern,
with a single peak in December or January (Figs. 2, 5) and relatively low flow (Fig. 4) in
summer and fall. The Oregon coast receives high rainfall (120-240 cm yr-1) compared to
areas east of the Coast Range (60-120 cm yr-1) or farther south (60-200 cm yr-1), but receives
less rainfall than the extremely wet Olympic Peninsula farther north (>240 cm yr-1) (Fig. 9).
Both air and stream (Figs. 7-8) temperatures are fairly consistent along the Oregon coast, with
little latitudinal change. Minimum average winter air and stream temperatures are typically
around 4°C and 4-8°C, respectively, while maximum average summer air and stream
temperatures are typically around 21°C and 15-21°C, respectively. Because of the relatively
low elevation, snowfall in the Coast Range is low, averaging 30-60 cm annually, while the
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higher Cascade Mountains receive 250-760 cm annually. On average, the Oregon coast
receives more sunshine (1,800-2,200} ytnan the wetter Olympic Peninsula (<1,800 B yr
but less than northern California and southern Oregon (2,000-2,200 h yr

Columbia River Basin—Rivers draining into the Columbia River have their
headwaters in increasingly drier areas moving from west to east, as the Columbia River cuts
through the 500-1,000-m-high Coast Range/Willapa Hills and the 1,000-2,000-m-high
Cascade Mountains farther inland. Flow patterns for rivers draining into the lower Columbia
River are similar to those of coastal rivers immediately north and south of the Columbia River,
with a single peak in December or January (Figs. 2 and 5) and relatively low flows (Fig. 4) in
summer and fall. Columbia River tributaries draining the Cascade Mountains have
proportionally higher flows (Fig. 4) in late summer and early fall than rivers on the Oregon
coast, reflecting the greater contribution of snowmelt to these systems.

Precipitation levels in the Willamette Valley in Oregon (100-120 cifhame much
lower than those on the coast (120-240 ci) gr the Cascades (120-280 cri)yfFig. 9).
Water and air temperatures also reflect the more extreme climate east of the Coast Range.
Maximum water temperatures in rivers draining into the Columbia River are slightly warmer
(13-23°C) and minimum temperatures are slightly cooler (3-6°C) than those along the coast
(Figs. 7-8, Appendix Table B-2). Similarly, maximum air (around 27°C) and minimum air
(around -1°C) temperatures during the summer and winter are warmer and cooler, respectively,
than along the coast. The Willamette Valley receives 2,000-2,200dugshine, while the
lower Columbia River receives less than 2,000 yr

Southwest Washingtor—Rivers in southwest Washington drain the Willapa Hills, an
area characterized by relatively low elevations (500-1,000 m), with moderate amounts of rain
(200-240 cm yr-1) (Fig. 9). These rivers flow either south into the lower Columbia River or
west into the Pacific Ocean through Willapa Bay and Grays Harbor. However, many
characteristics of rivers draining the Willapa Hills, such as water temperature (Figs. 7-8), a
single peak in flow in December or January (Figs. 2, 5), and relatively low flows (Fig. 4),
which occur during late summer and early fall, are similar regardless of the direction they
drain.

The Chehalis River is the largest river flowing into Grays Harbor; it drains the south
slope of the Olympic Mountains and a small area of the Cascade Mountains, in addition to the
Willapa Hills. Although the Chehalis River is much larger and drains additional areas, it
shares many of the characteristics of other southwest Washington rivers. Most striking is the
similarity between the Columbia River estuary, Willapa Bay, and Grays Harbor; all three are
characterized by extensive intertidal mud and sandflats and are very different from estuaries to
the north or south.

Part of this similarity results from the shared geology of the area; the Chehalis River
Basin was the northern-most area that remained ice free during the most recent glaciation
(McPhail and Lindsay 1986), and the Chehalis and Columbia Rivers periodically had much
higher flows during that time period, which greatly enlarged their respective valleys (Alt and
Hyndman 1984, Allen et al. 1986). The Columbia River estuary, Willapa Bay, and Grays
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Harbor were all inundated as ocean levels rose following the last ice age. Material carried by
the Columbia River has slowly been filling the lower Columbia River and has been transported
northward along the coast to form Long Beach, which in turn has formed Willapa Bay. In
addition, this material has created extensive sand beaches and dunes north and south of Grays
Harbor (Alt and Hyndman 1984, Allen et al. 1986, Landry et al. 1989).

Olympic Peninsula—The Olympic Peninsula is much wetter (160-380 cm
precipitation y#) than southwest Washington or areas farther east (Fig. 9) and receives
considerable snowfall (over 150 cmtyat higher elevations. This high precipitation results at
least partially from the relatively high elevation of the Olympic Mountains (1,000-2,000 m)
compared to the Willapa Hills or the Oregon Coast Range (both approximately 500-1,000 m
high). Olympic Peninsula rivers derive much of their water from snowmelt that causes a
second flow peak each year (Fig. 5). These rivers have relatively high flows even in summer
(Fig. 4) and have the highest annual flows, given their drainage areas, of any of the areas
discussed here (Fig. 6). Maximum and minimum air and water temperatures (Figs. 7-8) are
cooler in the Olympic Peninsula than along the Oregon coast, reflecting both latitudinal effects
and elevation. Annual maximum and minimum water temperatures are 10-14°C and 2-4°C,
respectively, while annual maximum and minimum air temperatures are <21°C and around
2°C, respectively. Annual sunshine along the Olympic Peninsula coast is the lowest of
anywhere in the continental United States, averaging less than 1,800 hours per year.

Coastal British Columbia—The very wet climate of the Olympic Peninsula continues
north along the west coast of Vancouver Island and along the British Columbia mainland north
of Vancouver Island. Limited hydrographic data (Farley 1979) indicate that river flow patterns
in this area are similar to those on the Olympic Peninsula, with relatively high flows
throughout the year. There is a general decrease in summer air temperatures with increasing
north latitude—the Olympic coast is 3-5°C warmer than the southwest coast of Vancouver
Island, which is 3-5°C warmer than the northwest coast and the mainland north of Vancouver
Island.

Inland Waters—Precipitation rapidly decreases east of the Olympic Peninsula
because of the rainshadow caused by the Olympic and Vancouver Island Mountains to the
north, and Willapa Hills and Oregon Coast Range to the south. This rainshadow continues
from the Willamette Valley through lowland Puget Sound, up the lowlands bordering the Strait
of Georgia, to the south end of Queen Charlotte Strait. It receives less than 120 crh rain yr
with some areas receiving as little as 50 crh(fAig. 9). Mountains on either side of this
rainshadow receive high precipitation (up to 280 cA) ¢fig. 9) and have an annual snowfall
of 500-1,020 cm yt.

Because of snowmelt in their headwaters, rivers along the eastern Strait of Juan de
Fuca, Puget Sound, and Hood Canal share many features with Olympic Peninsula rivers. All
have relatively high flows in summer and two peaks of high flow, although the levels of flow
relative to the basin area are not as large (Figs. 4-6). Limited data from British Columbia
indicate similar river flow patterns (Farley 1979).
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There appears to be a summer temperature cline within the greater rainshadow region:
average maximum air temperatures in the Willamette Valley (around 27°C) are a few degrees
higher than those in Puget Sound and Hood Canal (20-24°C), which in turn are slightly higher
than in the Strait of Georgia (16-20°C) or areas inside Vancouver Island farther north (14-
16°C). In contrast, winter air temperatures are more uniform and average 0-5°C throughout the
area. Stream temperatures in the area are fairly cold, with a maximum of 12-20°C in summer
and 0-4°C in winter (Figs. 7-8). The greater Puget Sound area receives 2,000-2,260 h yr
sunshine.

Vegetation

Dominant vegetation types are a valuable indicator of relative precipitation,
temperature, soil type, solar radiation, and altitude because of the specific requirements of
different forest communities. Consequently, changes of vegetation types indicate changes in
the physical environment, which may affect freshwater salmon habitat. The following
discussion of vegetation was compiled from studies by Viereck and Little (1972), Franklin and
Dyrness (1973), Barbour and Major (1977), Farley (1979), and Whitney (1985).

Sitka spruce zone—Coastal regions in Oregon, Washington, and British Columbia are
forested with a Sitka spruce-dominated floral community: Sitka spruce, western hemlock,
western red cedar, red alder, and Douglas fir are major species. This vegetation type is
restricted to coastal regions and river valleys; only over coastal plains does it extend farther
than a few kilometers inland, and it reaches elevations above 150 m only in areas immediately
adjacent to the ocean. This vegetation type is typified by a uniformly wet and mild climate.
Sitka spruce forests could be considered a variant of western-hemlock forests of higher
elevations and inland areas, but they are distinguished by frequent summer fogs and proximity
to the ocean (Franklin and Dyrness 1973).

Along the coast, Sitka spruce forests grade into redwood forests in southern Oregon
and northern California and into western hemlock-dominated forests along the Strait of Juan de
Fuca to the north. Sitka spruce forests also extend up the Columbia River to approximately the
Clatskanie River (River Kilometer (RKm) 80), beyond which point the vegetation increasingly
reflects the drier climate east of the Coast Range. The Columbia River passes through western
hemlock forests in the Coast Range and Cascade Mountains, Oregon white oak forests in the
Willamette Valley, and areas dominated by ponderosa pine or sagebrush in the arid interior
east of the Cascade Mountains.

Redwood zone—Beginning in the Chetco River basin in southern Oregon, Sitka
spruce and western hemlock are replaced by redwood forests, slightly inland and in river
bottoms along the coast. This forest type forms the dominant coastal vegetation south to
Monterey at elevations between 30 and 800 m. From the redwood zone along the coast,
vegetation on the moist western slopes changes to Douglas fir/hardwood forests at lower
elevations, followed by Shasta red fir and white fir, and finally mountain hemlock at higher
elevations.

Vegetation in the upper basins of the Rogue and northern California rivers is adapted to
a more arid climate than that of basins closer to the coast and, consequently, is distinct from
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upper-basin vegetation types either north or south. These vegetation types include forests
dominated by Oregon oak, mixed evergreen, Klamath montane, coastal montane, blue oak-
digger pine, and chapparal. South of the Mattole River, upper basins are not as arid, and the
vegetation shows greater similarity to the coastal type—primarily redwoods with patches of
mixed evergreens and mixed hardwoods, and coastal prairie-scrub around the San Francisco
Bay area.

Western hemlock zone—Along the Washington and Oregon coasts, the western
hemlock-dominated floral community replaces Sitka spruce at elevations above 150 m, and in
the Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia area forms the dominant vegetation from sea level to 700-
1,000 m. This zone includes western hemlock, Douglas fir, red alder, and western red cedar as
major floral species. The transition point between Sitka spruce and western hemlock along the
Strait of Juan de Fuca appears to be approximately the Elwha River on the U.S. side and Sooke
Inlet on the Canadian side. South of the Columbia River, the western hemlock zone extends
southward along the Coast Range to the Klamath Mountains and southward along the Cascade
Mountains to the Umpqua River.

Forests in the Puget Sound area are often considered a special type of western hemlock
forest. Because of Puget Sound’s lower precipitation and glacial soils, drought-tolerant
western white, lodgepole, and occasionally ponderosa pines are major species, whereas they
are considered minor species elsewhere in the western hemlock zone.

Alpine and subalpine zones-The headwaters of rivers draining higher mountains,
such as the Olympic and Cascade Mountains, and the British Columbia and Oregon Coast
Ranges, begin in alpine meadows and subalpine parklands, before they change to western
hemlock-dominated forests below 700-1,000 m. The higher, alpine regions are typified by a
mosaic of meadows and tree patches with extended and deep snow cover. The subalpine zone
is dominated by mountain hemlock and subalpine fir and is wetter and colder than areas at
lower elevations but has less extended snow cover than higher alpine areas.

Analyses of vegetation types-In his factor analysis of western U.S. floras, based on
the distribution of over 9,000 plant species, McLaughlin (1989) defined three floristic areas
within the range of coho salmon: the Vancouverian, Sierra Nevada, and California areas. The
Vancouverian area includes the Sitka spruce zone described above, the western hemlock zone
excluding the central and southern Oregon Cascade Mountains, and the redwood zone from its
northern boundary to approximately Cape Mendocino. The California floristic area is
comprised of the redwood zone south of Cape Mendocino and the lower elevation portions of
the Sacramento/San Joaquin Valley, while the Sierra Nevada area is defined by the central and
south Oregon Cascade Mountains, the interior Klamath Mountain Province, and the Sierra
Nevada Mountains. In a similar analysis based solely on Pacific coast beach vegetation,
Breckon and Barbour (1974) identified a “temperate” eco-floristic zone, which extended from
54°N to 36°30’'N. This zone was subdivided into northern North Coastal Zone and a southern
Mediterranean Zone with the boundary at 43°30’N, approximately the Coos River, about 70
km north of Cape Blanco.
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Upwelling

Ocean upwelling (the movement of cold, nutrient-rich subsurface water to the surface)
along the coasts of British Columbia, Washington, and Oregon is primarily wind driven
(Bakun 1973, 1975). Consequently, upwelling in the area is both seasonal and episodic,
because winds that cause upwelling are more frequent in the spring and summer but do not
occur uniformly even at those times (Smith 1983, Landry et al. 1989). Wind-driven upwelling
also occurs within the Strait of Georgia, where it is similarly limited both spatially and
temporally (Thompson 1981). One exception to this pattern has been observed off the
southwest corner of Vancouver Island, where consistent and strong upwelling appears to occur
throughout the year (Denman et al. 1981). Upwelling in this area is thought to be caused by
current-driven as well as wind-driven events, leading to relative temporal and spatial stability.

South of Cape Blanco, (43°30’N), upwelling is much more consistent, less seasonal,
and is stronger on average than in areas farther north (Bakun 1973, 1975). This strong
upwelling area extends into central and southern California, beyond the southern distribution
of coho salmon.

Zoogeography

Patterns of marine and freshwater species’ distributions, like vegetation types, indicate
changes in the physical environment which they share with coho salmon. These
environmental differences may affect salmon habitat and provide different selective pressures
in different areas to which salmon must adapt.

Marine fishes—There are two distinct faunal boundaries for marine fishes within the
range considered in this status review: Point Conception (34°30’N) and the northern tip of
Vancouver Island (approximately 50°N) (Allen and Smith 1988). Marine fishes north of 50°N
are primarily coldwater, subarctic species; those between 50°N and 34°30’N are primarily
temperate species; and those south of 34°30’N are primarily subtropical. Although not a
distinct faunal boundary, Cape Mendocino represents the southern limit beyond which the
presence of many northern species markedly declines (Horn and Allen 1978).

Marine invertebrates—The distribution of marine invertebrates shows transition
points between major faunal communities similar to those for marine fishes (Hall 1964,
Valentine 1966, Hayden and Dolan 1976, Brusca and Wallerstein 1979). Invertebrate faunal
boundaries along the west coast of North America occur at approximately Dixon Entrance
(directly west of Prince Rupert), Strait of Juan de Fuca, and Point Conception, with minor
boundaries at Cape Mendocino and Monterey Bay (Hall 1964, Valentine 1966). The primary
cause of this zonation is attributed to temperature (Hayden and Dolan 1976), but other abiotic
(Valentine 1966) and biotic (Brusca and Wallerstein 1979) factors may also influence
invertebrate distribution patterns.

Freshwater fishes—Freshwater fishes in south/central British Columbia, Washington,
and most of coastal Oregon are of Columbia River origin (McPhail and Lindsey 1986,
Minckley et al. 1986). Variations in the makeup of freshwater fish communities in these areas
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reflect the varied dispersal patterns of fishes between river basins. The Stikine River in
northern British Columbia is the point at which freshwater fishes from the north displace the
Columbia River fish fauna (McPhail and Lindsay 1986). Similarly, the Sixes River in

southern Oregon marks the southern extent of the Columbia River freshwater fish fauna
(Minckley et al. 1986). Freshwater fishes in the Klamath-Rogue ichthyofaunal region, which
includes the Klamath and Rogue Rivers, differ from the Columbia River-dominated
assemblages to the north and the Sacramento/San Joaquin River-dominated faunas to the south
(Moyle 1976, Minckley et al. 1986). Freshwater fishes in north/central California between
Redwood Creek and the San Lorenzo River are derived from the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River system. However, many of the smaller basins have no exclusively freshwater species,
but only those that can move readily through salt water (Moyle 1976). From the San Lorenzo
River southward, freshwater fishes belong to the Pajaro-Salinas type (Moyle 1976). This
faunal type is derived from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River system, but it has been isolated
for some time, which has allowed for significant divergence from species of that system.

Estuarine fishes—Estuarine fishes also show regional differences based on presence
or absence of species and can be roughly divided into five groups in Washington, Oregon, and
north/central California (Monaco et al. 1992). Two groups were identified in Washington:
one restricted to Puget Sound and Hood Canal, and a second consisting of Grays Harbor,
Willapa Bay, and the Columbia River estuary. Two large groups with considerable geographic
overlap extend from Willapa Bay in Washington to the Eel River estuary in California. The
differentiation between these latter two groups appeared to be related to the size of the
respective estuaries. A final group extends from Tomales Bay to Morro Bay in California.

Amphibians—Although most amphibians are not restricted to aquatic habitats and
therefore have little direct habitat overlap with coho salmon, many amphibian species have
very restricted distributions, suggesting preferences for specific habitat types and
environmental conditions. Because of this sensitivity, patterns of amphibian distributions may
serve as indicators of subtle differences in environmental conditions.

The distributions of many amphibians appear to begin and end at several common
geographical areas within the range of west coast coho salmon. For example, the Strait of
Georgia and Vancouver Island are the northern extent of many amphibian distributions
including tailed and red-legged frogs, and Pacific giant, western long-toed, western red-
backed, Oregon, and brown salamanders (Cook 1984). Southern Oregon, in the vicinity of
Cape Blanco, is both the northern (southern long-toed, Del Norte’s, and California
salamanders), and the southern (western red-backed salamander) extent of some amphibian
distributions (Stebbins 1966, Leonard et al. 1993), as is Cape Mendocino (northern endpoint of
the southern red-legged frog, red-bellied newt, and the arboreal salamander, and southern
endpoint of the northern red-legged frog and Del Norte’s salamander distributions) (Stebbins
1966). In addition, several amphibians are restricted to the Olympic Peninsula (Olympic
torrent and Van Dyke’s salamanders), while other species occur in most areas in western
Washington and Oregon except in the Olympic Peninsula (Pacific giant and Dunn’s
salamanders) (Leonard et al. 1993).



24

Other Ecological Factors

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has developed a system of ecoregions,
based on the patterns of a combination of factors such as land use, climate, topography,
potential natural vegetation, and soils (Omernik and Gallant 1986, Omernik 1987). Under this
system, the range of coho salmon in Washington, Oregon, and California covers seven
ecoregions, although only three border on salt water: the “coast range” ecoregion extends
from the Strait of Juan de Fuca to Monterey Bay, from the ocean to approximately the crest of
the coastal mountains; the “southern and central California plains and hills” ecoregion extends
from the Sacramento/San Joaquin basin through the coast range ecoregion to the coast around
San Francisco Bay; and the “Puget lowland” ecoregion begins at approximately the Dungeness
River on the eastern end of the Strait of Juan de Fuca and extends through Puget Sound to the
Canadian border. The remaining four ecoregions cover the upper basins of coastal rivers and
were defined as the “Willamette Valley,” “Cascades,” “Sierra Nevada,” and “eastern Cascades
slopes and foothills” ecoregions. There has generally been good correspondence between
Omernik’s ecoregions and the distribution of freshwater fish assemblages (Hughes et al. 1987,
Lyons 1989).

The Washington and Oregon portion of the “coast range” ecoregion has since been
subdivided (Thiele et al. 1992), primarily on the basis of elevation and geology. One
interesting subregion, however, is the “California coast range extension” subregion, which
begins at Cape Blanco and extends south into California, replacing “coastal lowlands” and
“mid-coastal sedimentary” subregions to the north.

Coho Salmon Life History

Several types of biological evidence were considered in evaluating the contribution of
west coast coho salmon to ecological/genetic diversity of the biological species under the ESA.
Life history traits examined for naturally spawning coho salmon populations included smolt
size and outmigration timing, age and size at spawning, river entry timing, spawn timing,
fecundity, and ocean migration patterns based on marine code-wire-tag (CWT) recoveries.

The primary objective of this examination was to determine regional patterns in these traits
that might indicate stock groupings, and to identify geographic areas where patterns change.
Because these traits are believed to have both genetic and environmental bases, similarities
among populations could indicate either shared genetic heritage or similar responses to shared
environmental conditions.

Compilation and comparison of life history trait information on a regional scale is
confounded by several factors. Firstis the high spatial and temporal variability of these traits,
which is presumably in large part a reflection of high environmental variability. Fish
examined in different years or from different locations or habitats within a basin may display
different life history characteristics, making it difficult to estimate values that characterize
historic or basinwide populations. This variability creates considerable “noise,” which may be
as large as differences between geographically distant populations, and may mask subtle
regional patterns. High interannual variability also means that results of studies may be
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sensitive to the time period over which they were conducted. For example, measurements of
many life history traits for Oregon coho salmon during the 1983 EIl Nifio were very different
than those in the years preceding and succeeding that event (Johnson 1988).

A second factor which has confounded data compilation is lack of information on life
history traits, especially the lack of long-term data sets, from most naturally spawning
populations. Very little information on any life history trait is available for many central
California populations, and the available information on some life history traits of naturally
spawning populations in the better-studied areas (southern British Columbia and Washington)
is also lacking or limited. There appear to be population or regional differences in some traits,
such as spawner size, relative fecundity, body morphology, and egg size, in coho salmon
(Beacham 1982, Hjort and Schreck 1982, Taylor and McPhail 1985, Swain and Holtby 1989,
Fleming and Gross 1990, Murray et al. 1990) and other salmon species (Riddell and Leggett
1981, Beacham and Murray 1987, Jonsson and L’Abée-Lund 1993), but not enough
information is available on these traits to examine coastwide patterns.

A third confounding complication is that anthropogenic activities such as land-use
practices (Hartman et al. 1984, Holtby 1987) and artificial propagation (Steward and Bjornn
1990, Flagg et al. 1995) may alter life history traits. To help limit this bias, life history trait
comparisons in this status review have focused on naturally spawning populations. However,
because of the widespread practice of off-station plants of hatchery fry and smolts, many
studies of naturally spawning populations may have included first- or second-generation
hatchery fish. Life history trait information from hatchery populations was used only when
insufficient information from naturally spawning populations was available, as in the case of
ocean migration patterns. In this case, comparisons of ocean migration patterns in paired
natural and hatchery populations were made to confirm that patterns exhibited by hatchery
populations could serve as a surrogate for those of naturally spawning populations. As with
environmental variability, the effects of anthropogenic activities may confuse the
determination of average life history traits yet are difficult to factor out.

Because of these potential sources of variability, we felt that statistical analyses of life
history traits would not be particularly informative. Instead, data were collected from as many
sources as possible from each system to give some indication of the “average” results, and
older data sets were especially sought to indicate coho salmon population traits prior to the
proliferation of hatchery programs which produced fish with relatively high survival rates.

Age

From central British Columbia south, the vast majority of coho salmon adults are 3-
year-olds, having spent approximately 18 months in fresh water and 18 months in salt water
(Gilbert 1912, Pritchard 1940, Marr 1943, Briggs 1953, Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Foerster
1955, Milne 1957, Salo and Bayliff 1958, Loeffel and Wendler 1968, Wright 1970). The
primary exception to this pattern are “jacks,” sexually mature males that return to freshwater to
spawn after only 5-7 months in the ocean. However, in southeast and central Alaska, the
majority of coho salmon adults are 4-year-olds, having spent an additional year in fresh water
before going to sea (Godfrey et al. 1975, Crone and Bond 1976). The Keogh River at the north
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end of Vancouver Island produces relatively low (8-11% of total outmigrating smolts) but
consistent numbers of 4-year-old adults (Irvine and Ward 1989), suggesting that the transition
zone between predominantly 3-year-old and 4-year-old adults occurs somewhere between
central British Columbia and southeast Alaska.

Trends in Jacks—Drucker (1972) suggested that there is a latitudinal cline in the
proportion of jacks in a coho salmon population, with populations in California having more
jacks and those in British Columbia having almost none. Although the production of jacks is a
heritable trait in coho salmon (lwamoto et al. 1984), it is also strongly influenced by
environmental factors (Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Silverstein and Hershberger 1992). The
proportion of jacks in a given coho salmon population appears to be highly variable and may
range from less than 6% to over 43% over 9-35 years of monitoring (Shapovalov and Taft
1954, Fraser et al. 1983, Cramer and Cramer 1994).

Some systems have also shown long-term changes in the proportion of jacks produced.
The Tenmile Lakes system (Oregon) historically produced large numbers of jacks (Morgan
and Henry 1959) but no longer does (Ursitti 1989), presumably because of altered freshwater
predation pressures (Reimers et al. 1993). Because of this high level of variability in the
relative production of jacks in a population, the proportion of jacks appeared to be a poor
indicator of regional patterns and was not pursued further.

Fecundity

Because larger females have higher fecundity than smaller females, any comparison of
fecundity between populations is confounded by differences in female size (Rounsefell 1957).
Consequently, comparisons of fecundity should be adjusted for size (Beacham 1982), which
requires measurements of both size and fecundity from the same individuals. Available
information that provides these measurements for naturally spawning coho salmon populations
was insufficient to adequately evaluate patterns of relative fecundity in west coast coho
salmon.

However, two analyses of fecundity of coho salmon provide some insight. Beacham
(1982) found differences in relative fecundity between coho salmon populations in California,
Washington, British Columbia, and Alaska that he attributed to river size, but only weak
increases in fecundity with increasing north latitude. In contrast, Fleming and Gross (1990)
found significant increases in fecundity with increasing north latitude. The fact that separate
researchers reached different conclusions about fecundity over approximately the same area
suggests that the observed relationships are strongly influenced by both the data used and
temporal and spatial variability in fecundity. This degree of variability may interfere with the
ability to detect differences between areas. Other researchers have reported that fecundity can
be effectively used to differentiate other salmon populations (Gard et al. 1987), while
fecundity of Clupeidae showed strong latitudinal trends in eastern North America (Jessop
1993).
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Smolt Size and Outmigration Timing

There does not appear to be any clear, regional pattern for either smolt outmigration
timing (Fig. 10, Appendix Table C-1) or smolt size (Fig. 11, Appendix Table C-2) in west
coast coho salmon. Regardless of the area of origin, peak outmigration timing generally
occurs in May, with some runs earlier or later, and with most smolts measuring 90-115 mm
fork length. Smolts from southwest Washington and the Klamath River Basin (northern
California) tend to be relatively large, but this is possibly due to influences of off-station
hatchery plants. Large smolts observed in Tenmile Lakes were thought to have resulted from a
productive lake-rearing environment (McGie 1970).

Smolt outmigration timing and smolt size appear to respond to small-scale habitat
variability. Smolts residing in ponds or lakes often have different outmigration timing and are
a different size than smolts residing in streams within the same basin (Swales et al. 1988,
Irvine and Ward 1989, Rodgers et al. 1993, Nielsen 1994). Both smolt outmigration timing
and size exhibit considerable interannual variation; mean smolt sizes from a single system can
vary by over 15 mm between years (Blankenship et al. 1983; Fraser et al. 1983; Lenzi 1983,
1985, 1987), while peak outmigration timing can vary by several weeks to a month
(Shapovalov and Taft 1954; Salo and Bayliff 1958; Blankenship and Tivel 1980; Seiler et al.
1981, 1984, Blankenship et al. 1983; Fraser et al. 1983; Lenzi 1983, 1985, 1987).

Because of their responses to small-scale habitat variability, smolt size and
outmigration timing have also been shown to be affected by anthropogenic activities, including
habitat degradation (Moring and Lantz 1975, Scrivener and Andersen 1984, Holtby and
Scrivener 1989), habitat restoration (Johnson et al. 1993, Rodgers et al. 1993), and flow
control (Fraser et al. 1983). These factors thoroughly complicate the assessment of any
regional pattern that may exist for either trait, since these activities have occurred throughout
the range of coho salmon. Sampling design may also influence reported smolt sizes and
outmigration timing.

Despite these confounding problems, it appears that regional patterns for some aspects
of smolt outmigration do exist. Spence (1994 Apponducted a detailed evaluation of coho
salmon smolt outmigration timing and the factors that appear to influence it. Using only long-
term data sets to minimize interannual variability, he found that the duration and between-year
variation of smolt outmigration timing exhibited distinctive patterns between areas. These
areas were identified as the Columbia River and south, Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia, and
central/north British Columbia and Alaska. Spence concluded that these patterns were likely
driven by differences in the predictability of nearshore ocean conditions.

“Citations followed by “App.” are given in Appendix C.
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Adult Run Timing

In general, river entfyand spawn timirfgshowed considerable spatial and temporal
variability. Despite this high variability, some regional patterns were observed. Most west
coast coho salmon enter rivers in October (Fig. 12, Appendix Table C-3) and spawn from
November to December and occasionally into January (Fig. 13, Appendix Table C-4).
However, coho salmon from central California enter rivers much later, in late December or
January, and spawn immediately afterwards, probably in response to late peak river flows of
limited duration. Consequently, central California fish spend little time between river entry
and spawning, while northern stocks may spend 1 or 2 months in fresh water before spawning
(Flint and Zillges 1980, Fraser et al. 1983). Stocks from British Columbia, Washington, and
the Columbia River often have very early (entering rivers in July or August) or late (spawning
into March) runs in addition to “normally” timed runs.

Coho salmon river entry timing is influenced by many factors; one of the most
important appears to be river flow (Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Salo and Bayliff 1958, Sumner
1953, Eames et al. 1981, Lister et al. 1981). Coho salmon wait for freshets before entering
rivers, so a delay in fall rains delays river entry and, potentially, spawn timing as well. Delays
in river entry of over a month are not unusual (Salo and Bayliff 1958, Eames et al. 1981).
Many small California systems have sandbars which block their mouths for most of the year
except during winter. In these systems, coho salmon and other salmon species are unable to
enter the rivers until sufficiently strong freshets break the sandbars (Sandercock 1991).

There is also considerable temporal variability in river entry and spawn timing,
especially in large river systems. For example, the Skagit (northern Washington), Chehalis
(southwest Washington), Columbia, and Klamath Rivers have coho salmon which enter
freshwater over a broad period from August until December (WDF 1951, Leidy and Leidy
1984, WDF et al. 1993, J. Polos 1994 App.). In general, earlier migrating fish spawn farther
upstream within a basin than later migrating fish, which enter rivers in a more advanced state
of sexual maturity (Sandercock 1991).

On a smaller scale, Lister et al. (1981) found that spawn timing of coho salmon in
tributaries of the Cowichan River (British Columbia) was strongly correlated to tributary water
temperature: coho salmon spawning in warmer tributaries spawned later than those spawning
in colder tributaries. All these factors make determinations and comparisons of “average” or
“peak” river entry and spawn timing difficult because of the high spatial and temporal
variability exhibited within basins.

River entry was taken from reports which specifically listed it, or was based on the timing
of peak in-river catches of coho salmon.

5Spawn timing was compiled from reports listing spawn timing, or based on an average of the
dates when peaks in spawning occurred, as reported in spawning ground surveys.
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Compared to “normal” run times, river entry of some coho salmon stocks are
exceptionally early or late; these stocks are often referred to as summer or winter runs,
respectively (Godfrey 1965), and are thought to have evolved in response to particular flow
conditions (Sandercock 1991). The relationship between populations with unusually timed
runs and normally timed runs within the same basin is not well understood. For example, in
some cases, such as the Soleduck (Washington coast) and Clackamas (Willamette River)
Rivers, differently-timed, sympatric runs are thought to be largely reproductively isolated from
each other (Houston 1983, Cramer and Cramer 1994), while in the Grays Harbor Basin, there
is believed to be reproductive overlap (WDF et al. 1993). Exceptionally timed runs are found
in numerous geographic areas. However, because there is no evidence to suggest that all runs
of a certain type are closely related, we considered differently-timed runs to be a component of
overall life history diversity within each area.

Spawner Size

Regional variation—Like the other life history traits discussed above, adult spawner
siz€ in naturally spawning populations shows considerable spatial and temporal variability
which may obscure regional patterns of variation. Except for the tendency of some
populations of Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia coho salmon to be slightly smaller, there did not
appear to be obvious patterns for adult spawner size (Fig. 14, Appendix Table C-5). Similarly,
Sandercock (1991) observed no obvious patterns of spawner size across the range of the
species.

Variability in spawner size results from numerous factors and occurs both over the
course of a run and between years (Chapman 1940, Salo and Bayliff 1958, Shapovalov and
Taft 1954, Fraser et al. 1983). Spawner size is affected by migration patterns (Allen 1959),
genetic heritage (Hershberger et al. 1990), and conditions experienced during the last year of
growth (van den Berghe and Gross 1989), especially during anomalous ocean events such as
El Nifios (Johnson 1988). In addition, runs that enter freshwater later tend to have larger
spawners than those entering earlier (Sandercock 1991), and coho salmon that spawn in
mainstem areas may be larger than those spawning in tributaries (Lister et al. 1981).

Decrease in spawner size-One factor which has thoroughly confounded comparisons
of spawner size is that coho salmon, throughout their range, are declining in size over time,
and the rates of decrease are population- or area-specific (Ricker 1981, Bigler and Helle 1994).
Decreases in size for other salmon species have also been observed (Ricker 1981, Healey
1986, Ishida et al. 1993, Bigler and Helle 1994).

Table 1 shows statistics of size regressed on time for coho salmon collected from
various fisheries or locations in British Columbia, Washington, Oregon and California.
Although the data sets used for these regressions include measurements made on both hatchery

"The data presented come from measurements of naturally spawning coho salmon and fish
landed in in-river fisheries. This latter source of data is included because of the scarcity of
direct data for naturally spawning populations.
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Table 1. Results of regression analysis of coho salmon size (fork length (cm) or total weight (kg)) over time for
’ selected populations and fisheries in British Columbia, Washington (WA), Oregon (OR), and
California. Slopes which are statistically significant at P < 0.05 are indicated in bold.

Measurement Years Data
System/Fishery source Measurement covered . Slope P value source(s)
Big Qualicum (Vancouver Is.)  spawners length 59-72 0.144 -3.57 0.181 a
WA total commercial catch all weight 35-91 0.669 -0.03  0.000 b
All WA commercial troll troll weight 54-92 0.718 -0.04  0.000 c
Apple Cove Point test fishery purse seine length 85-94 0.299 -0.53  0.102 d
Apple Cove Point test fishery  purse seine weight 85-94 0.468 -0.10  0.029 d
All Puget Sound net weight 68-91 0.587 -0.06  0.000 b
Big Beef Creek (Hood Canal)  spawmer length 78-91 0.081 -0.43  0.325 e
Nooksack in river weight 77-93 0.299 0.03  0.023 f
Skagit in river weight 78-93 0.581 -0.06 0.001 f
Stillaguamish in river weight 80-93 0.082 -0.02  0.320 f
Duwamish/Green in river weight 72-93 0.567 -0.09  0.000 f
Puyallup in river weight 72-93 0.714 -0.09  0.000 f
Nisqually in river weight 72-93 0.663 -0.08  0.000 f
Deschutes River spawners® length 78-92 0.514 -0.96  0.003 e
Skokomish in river weight 79-90 0.207 -0.04 0.138 f
Dungeness in river weight 75-83 0.170 -0.06 0.271 f
Elwha in river weight 77-93 0.471 -0.08 - 0.002 f
Sooes/Waatch in river weight 72-93 0.095 -0.02 0.163 f
Quillayute in river weight 72-93 0.560 -0.05  0.000 f
Hoh in river weight 72-93 0.258 -0.03 0.016 f
Queets in river weight 77-93 0.280 -0.03 0.011 f
Quinault in river weight 77-93 0.432 -0.03  0.001 f
Chehalis in river weight 77-93 0.021 0.01  0.584 f
Bingham Creek (Chehalis R.)  spawners® length 83-91 0.300 -0.74  0.127 e
Columbia total catch in river weight 54-92 0.400 -0.03  0.000 g
Columbia in river length 76-93 0.079 -1.29  0.258 h
All Oregon troll troll weight 52-90 0.150 -0.03  0.015 i
Oregon troll, August troil weight 52-90 0.117 -0.04  0.033 i
Nehalem spawners length 78-92 0.053 -1.95 0.408 ]
Alsea spawners length 78-92 0.050 -1.73  0.422 j
Coquille spawners length 78-92 0.012 1.38  0.695 j
Rogue spawners length 76-86 0.007 -1.50  0.794 k
All CA troll troll weight 52-90 0.323 -0.05  0.000 h
CA troll, September troll weight 52-90 0.258 -0.05  0.001 h
Klamath estuary test fishery beach seine length 81-91 0.056 0.28  0.509 1

*Males and females combined.

Sources: a: Fraser et al. 1983; b: WDF 1981, Hoines 1994; c: Wright 1970, WDF 1981, Hoines 1994;
d: Anderson and Milward 1992, S. Boessow 1994 App.; e: Seiler et al. 1981, C. Knudsen 1995 App.;
f: WDFW 1994a; g: ODFW and WDF 1993; h: S. King 1994 App.; i: PFMC 1993b; j: S. Jacobs
1994a App.; k: ODFW 1989; I: Adair et al. 1982-1985, Tuss et al. 1989, Kisanuki et al. 1991, Rueth
et al. 1992.
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and naturally spawning fish, they provide the most reasonable proxies for specific information
on size of naturally spawning coho salmon, which are largely unavailable. In most cases, the
slope of the relationship was negative, although not always statistically different than zero (P <
0.05) (Table 1). Differences in the rate of decline in adult size among areas, such as those
indicated by the varied regression slopes in Table 1, make regional patterns in adult size
difficult to interpret. In addition, long-term data sets on size of all commercially-caught and
troll-caught coho salmon in Washington State indicated declines in size that began in the mid-
1950s (Fig. 15) (Wright 1970, WDF 1981, Hoines 1994). This suggests that declines in adult
size in other areas, such as Puget Sound, may have begun earlier than the available data sets
indicate. However, no other evidence exists that indicates earlier declines in size.

The size of coho salmon adults in Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia is declining at a much
faster rate than in other areas (Table 1). Coho salmon caught in in-river fisheries in Puget
Sound decreased in weight by about 50% between 1972 and 1993, from average weights of
approximately 4 kg to about 2 kg (Fig. 16). Whether the size of naturally spawning coho
salmon in Puget Sound is also declining is largely unknown. Coho salmon weight in the
Skagit River, a river managed for natural production (WDF et al. 1993), declined from about
3.5 kg in 1978 to about 2.5 kg in 1992 (Fig. 16), showing a clear, statistically significant
downward trend (Table 1).

Big Beef Creek (Hood Canal) and Deschutes River (south Puget Sound) populations
are the only naturally spawning Puget Sound coho salmon populations for which there are
long-term (14-15 years) size data. These data show that average spawner length decreased
between 1978 and 1991/92 from about 64 and 60 cm fork length (FL) for Deschutes River and
Big Beef Creek populations, respectively, to approximately 53 cm FL for both populations
(Fig. 17) (Seiler et al. 1981, Knudsen 1995 App.). The Deschutes River regression of length
over time was statistically significant (P < 0.05), while that for Big Beef Creek was not (Table
1).

Because measurements from Big Beef Creek and Deschutes River were taken for
length and those from the Skagit River were taken for weight, the two analyses are not directly
comparable. To compare declines in size between these naturally spawning populations (Big
Beef Creek, Deschutes and Skagit Rivers), length data were converted to weight data using the
length-weight equation described by Holtby and Healey (1986). This equation was calculated
from coho salmon returning to Rosewall Creek on Vancouver Island and was used to estimate
weight (log weight (g) = 3.3183 ( [logfork length (mm)]-5.843).

The regression of estimated weight over time for Deschutes River coho salmon was
statistically significant (P = 0.003), and the regression statistics (slope = 26:@/510) were
quite similar to those from the Skagit River (P = 0.001, slope = -3.86).681) (Table 1). In
contrast, estimated weight regressed over time for Big Beef Creek fish was not statistically
significant (P = 0.315, slope = -0.020.084), and it exhibited about one-third of the rate of
decline in size as either Deschutes or Skagit River coho salmon. This comparison suggests
that rates of decrease in size over time of Skagit and Deschutes River coho salmon are roughly
comparable, and they exceed the rate of decline of the naturally spawning population at Big
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Figure 15. Changes in the average annual weight (kg) of coho salmon caught in all Washington
commercial fisheries and Washington troll fisheries, 1935-92. Data from Wri ght 1970,
WDF 1981, and Hoines 1994.
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Figure 16. Changes in coho salmon size over time from selected Puget Sound rivers, 1972-93. Size data are
average annual weight (kg) per fish caught in in-river fisheries (WDFW 1994a).
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Beef Creek. Whether other naturally spawning Puget Sound populations are declining in size
at similar rates remains to be determined.

The average size of coho salmon caught in the 1994 Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) Apple Cove Point test fishery (2.2 kg, 55.6 cm FL) was larger than in
the previous 2-3 years (1.4-2.1 kg, 47.9-52.5 cm FL in 1991-93) (Fig. 18) (Anderson and
Milward 1992, S. Boessow 1994 App.). Two possible explanations for this increase are the
near-absence of ocean harvest in 1994 and the low abundance of coho salmon, which led to the
fishing restriction. Many salmon harvest methods are size-selective for larger fish (Ricker
1981, Healey 1986), and 1994 was the first year on record when almost all ocean harvest for
coho salmon was halted (PFMC 1993a). The 1994 fishing restriction was implemented
because the year class was expected to be extremely weak; however, this may have allowed
fish that did survive to attain greater size since adult size is often inversely correlated with year
class strength (Ishida et al. 1993).

Even including the 1994 data, the sizes of fish caught in the test fishery still show a
decline over the period, and the decline in weight is statistically significant (Table 1). Whether
continued relaxation of ocean fishing pressure and weak year classes would allow Puget Sound
coho salmon to return to their previous size is not known. In any case, 1994 sizes are still
smaller than those observed in 1985, and considerably smaller than the 3.6 kg reported for
Puget Sound-caught coho salmon during 1915-26 (WDFG 1928).

It is not clear whether the dramatic size reductions observed in Puget Sound/Strait of
Georgia coho salmon are due to harvest practices, effects of fish culture, declining ocean
productivity, density-dependent effects in the marine and freshwater environments attributable
to large numbers of hatchery releases, or a combination of these factors. Similarly, it is not
known whether there have been permanent genetic changes related to size changes in these
populations. Regardless of its cause or genetic basis, reduced adult size in itself poses a
number of serious risks to natural populations of coho salmon, and could be a sign of other
factors placing the population at risk.

Declines in adult size can have direct implications for individual reproductive success
and population viability. As is the case in other salmon species, coho salmon fecundity is a
nonlinear function of size (Fleming and Gross 1989), such that a small reduction in size can
lead to a substantial reduction in fecundity. For example, using the length-fecundity
relationship given by Shapovalov and Taft (1954, Fecundity = 0.01153 ( FE{®&ma 17%
decrease in spawner size (from 60 to 50 cm FL) results in a 42% reduction in fecundity (from
1,950 to 1,141 eggs). Knudsen (1995 App.) estimated that as female sizes decreased between
1960 and 1992 at four Washington state hatcheries (Skykomish, Simpson, George Adams, and
Puyallup), coho salmon fecundity decreased by one-third to one-half.

Smaller coho salmon females also dig fewer and shallower redds than do larger females
(van den Berghe and Gross 1984). This subjects the redds of smaller individuals to greater risk
of destruction by superimposition of redds of larger individuals or by scouring from floods.
Flooding frequency has increased throughout much of Puget Sound because of habitat
degradation (Booth 1991), further decreasing the survival potential of redds created by small
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Figure 17. Average annual length (cm fork length) of naturally-spawning coho salmon from Big Beef Creek and
Deschutes River (south Puget Sound), 1978-92. Data from Seiler et al. 1981, C. Knudsen 1995 App.
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females. Smaller coho salmon may also be unable to consume prey items available to larger
individuals, or may be more susceptible to some forms of predation (Holtby et al. 1990).

There also appears to be some size advantage for anadromous fishes making long or strenuous
migrations (Bernatchez and Dodson 1987, L'Abée-Lund 1991). All these factors suggest that
smaller adults may be less able to reach spawning grounds and successfully spawn than larger
adults, and this can directly affect population survival rates.

Ocean Migration

Coded-wire tag studies—Ocean distribution of coho salmon, inferred from marine
recoveries of coded-wire-tagged fish, showed distinctive differences between regions. Coded-
wire tags (CWTSs) are primarily recovered in salt or fresh water as the salmon return to their
natal streams after overwintering in the ocean. Consequently, CWT recovery patterns only
indicate ocean migration patterns during the last few months of a 11/2-year long migration.
Although patterns of movement during earlier stages of ocean migration have been studied
(e.g., Loeffel and Forster 1970, French et al. 1975, Hartt 1980, Miller et al. 1983, Hartt and
Dell 1986, Pearcy and Fisher 1988), the studies are insufficiently broad in scope to adequately
compare early migration patterns for coho salmon released from different areas. However, the
extremely large number of CWTs released and recovered for coho salmon provides a detailed
picture of the later stages of ocean migration.

Ocean distribution patterns based on CWT marine recovery patterns were determined
from CWT recovery data for 66 North American hatcheries (Appendix Table C-6) from the
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (PSMFC 1994) Regional Mark Information
System. Marine (as defined in the database) CWT recoveries of adults and jacks were
expanded for sampling but not for unmarked fish and were summed over all years for each
hatchery by state or province of landing. These tag recoveries represent 1,892,270 coho
salmon released between 1972 and 1991 and recovered between 1973 and 1992. Recoveries
were made during an average of 10 years for each facility, with an average of 28,671 tags
recovered per facility; only Warm Springs had less than 1,000 total recoveries, while six
facilities had over 100,000 total recoveries (Appendix Table C-6).

The patterns of recoveries showed marked differences between areas, with extremely
limited “transition zones” between areas (Fig. 19). Eight general CWT recovery patterns were
identified, which can be grouped by releases from the following areas: 1) northern California
and the Oregon coast south of Cape Blanco, 2) the Oregon coast north of Cape Blanco, 3)
Columbia River, 4) Washington coast, 5) Puget Sound, Hood Canal, and Strait of Juan de
Fuca, 6) southern British Columbia, 7) northern British Columbia, and 8) Alaska. Patterns
observed in each of these areas are discussed below.

1) Northern California and Oregon south of Cape Blan@who salmon released
from the southernmost facilities (those south of Cape Blanco) had the most southerly recovery
patterns: these fish were recovered primarily in California (65-92%), with some recoveries in
Oregon (7-34%) and almost none (<1%) in Washington or British Columbia (Fig. 19). The
recovery pattern of coho salmon released from the southernmost hatchery, Warm Springs
(Russian River), had a much higher proportion of California recoveries (92%) than the other
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California and southern Oregon facilities. Whether this represents a unique recovery pattern,
or results from the southerly location of the hatchery, is not known. No hatcheries in central
California release or recover sufficient numbers of coho salmon tags to be used for
comparison.

2) Oregon coast north of Cape Blancbagged coho salmon from Oregon coast
hatcheries north of Cape Blanco have a more northern distribution than those released farther
south. The majority of Oregon coast coho salmon are recovered in Oregon (57-60%), followed
by California (27-39%), Washington (2-9%), British Columbia (2-6%), and Alaska (<1%)

(Fig. 19). The Butte Falls Hatchery is located on the Rogue River (south of Cape Blanco) but
rears Umpqua River fish and releases them into the Umpqua River. The recovery pattern of
these fish is most similar to the Oregon coast pattern, rather than nearby Cole Rivers Hatchery,
indicating that ocean distribution is more heavily influenced by stock history and release
location than it is by rearing location.

3) Columbia River Coho salmon released from Columbia River hatcheries are
recovered primarily in Oregon (36-67%) and Washington (22-54%), with lower but consistent
recoveries from British Columbia (2-16%) and California (1-15%) (Fig. 19). Compared to
Oregon coast coho salmon, Columbia River fish are recovered less frequently in California and
more frequently in Washington. Although they share the same general recovery pattern, coho
salmon from Washington-side Columbia River hatcheries are caught more frequently in
Washington and British Columbia and less frequently in Oregon than those from Oregon-side
hatcheries. This is presumably the result of a successful program aimed at increasing the
Washington catch of Washington-produced Columbia River coho salmon (Hopley undated).

4) Washington coastCoho salmon released from these coastal hatcheries are
recovered primarily in British Columbia (37-74%) and Washington (18-53%), with few
recoveries from Oregon (3-16%) and almost none (<1%) from California or Alaska (Fig. 19).
Compared to Columbia River fish, Washington coastal hatchery coho salmon have much
higher recovery rates from British Columbia and much lower recovery rates from Oregon and
California. The Makah National Fish Hatchery produces coho salmon with exceptionally high
recoveries in British Columbia. As this facility is closest to Canadian waters, its fish may be
more susceptible to Canadian fisheries than other coastal stocks. Tagged coho salmon from
the Simpson Hatchery (Chehalis River) have very low Oregon recoveries and relatively high
Washington recoveries, perhaps reflecting high terminal marine fisheries.

5) Puget Sound, Hood Canal and Strait of Juan de F@aho salmon released from
Puget Sound, Hood Canal, and Strait of Juan de Fuca hatcheries have approximately equal
marine recoveries from Washington (23-72%) and British Columbia (27-74%), with few
recoveries from Oregon (0-3%), and essentially none from Alaska or California (Fig. 19).
Recovery patterns from this group are similar to those of fish released from the Washington
coast, except that the Oregon catch is much smaller and the Washington catch tends to be
higher. Lower Elwha River Hatchery fish have a recovery pattern which is intermediate
between that of fish from hatcheries to the east and west; their high British Columbia
recoveries are similar to recoveries of fish from the Makah National Fish Hatchery. These fish
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are seldom recovered in Oregon, however, which is the pattern typical of coho salmon from
Puget Sound/Hood Canal and other Strait of Juan de Fuca hatcheries.

The proportion of Washington recoveries for coho salmon released from Puget Sound
hatcheries generally increases from north to south, presumably because fish returning to south
Puget Sound facilities spend more time in Washington waters. Removing Puget Sound
recoveries from Washington recoveries to correct for marine fisheries that other populations
are not subjected to, results in this group having recovery patterns intermediate between those
from the Washington coast and British Columbia (Fig. 20). The “corrected” marine recoveries
are highest in British Columbia (65-86%), followed by recoveries in Washington waters
outside of Puget Sound (14-32%), with few recoveries in Oregon and California (<3%
combined) (J. DeLong 1994 App.).

6) Southern British ColumhiaCoho salmon released from Vancouver Island and
south mainland British Columbia facilities are recovered primarily from British Columbia (90-
99%) and Washington (0-9%), with few recoveries from Alaska (0-1%), Oregon (<1%), or
California (0%) (Fig. 19).

7) Northern British ColumbiaMarine CWT recovery patterns for fish released from
British Columbian facilities north of Vancouver Island are intermediate between those from
Alaska and Vancouver Island/south British Columbia mainland, with the majority of
recoveries from British Columbia (61-85%), and the remainder from Alaska.

8) Alaska Tagged coho salmon released from Alaskan facilities were overwhelmingly
recovered in Alaskan waters (>98%), with the remainder captured in British Columbia (Fig.
19).

The methodology used in this analysis did not address several sources of variability
that may have altered the observed patterns. For example, experimental release groups may
have had unique migration patterns compared to nonexperimental production releases from the
same facility, and observed migration patterns were probably also affected by differences in
the number of tags released and recovered each year, and by interannual variation in migration
patterns. However, addressing these factors was beyond the scope of our status review.
Because the observed differences in recovery patterns between areas were large and often
represented presence or absence of recoveries by state or province rather than differences of a
few percentage points, manipulations to correct for sources of variability would be expected to
clarify, rather than cloud, recovery patterns. For example, Puget Sound coho salmon are not
recovered in California, and no amount of data manipulation is likely to change that fact.

Although there appear to be differences in CWT recovery patterns between hatchery
populations from the eight areas, it is reasonable to ask whether hatchery migratory patterns
are similar to those of nearby naturally spawning populations and can therefore be used as a
surrogate for naturally spawning populations. In order to address this uncertainty, CWT
recovery patterns of the few naturally spawning populations that have been tagged were
compared to those of nearby hatchery populations. In most cases, recovery patterns of the two
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groups were quite similar to each other (Fig. 21) and to the regional pattern (Garrison and
Carmichael 1982, Garrison 1985, Cramer and Cramer 1994, Lestelle and Weller 1994, PSMFC
1994). The two populations (from the Hoko and Skokomish Rivers) which were less similar to
nearby hatcheries are purposely avoided by terminal fisheries targeting the hatchery runs
(WDF et al. 1992).

Other methods—An assessment of differences in ocean migration patterns
independent of CWT recovery patterns was also made by considering changes in adult size
from different areas during anomalous years. Interannual variation in adult size is largely
caused by variation in growth rates during the last year in the ocean (van den Berghe and
Gross 1989). Assuming that variation in ocean productivity is area-specific, differences in
ocean migration patterns could cause differences in growth rates and therefore in adult size, in
addition to other factors which may also influence adult size. Distinctive differences in adult
size between areas were apparent during anomalous years. For example, adult coho salmon
from the Columbia River and Oregon coast north of Cape Blanco experienced a dramatic
decrease in size in 1983 during the strong El Nifio (Johnson 1988), and underwent smaller
decreases in size in 1989 and 1992 (Fig. 22) (S. Jacobs 1994a App., S. King 1994 App., S.
Markey 1994 App.). Coho salmon from other areas did not exhibit the marked size decrease in
1983 but showed decreases during other years (Figs. 22-23). For example, Rogue River fish
declined in size in 1979 and 1982 (ODFW 1989), Washington coast fish size declined slightly
in 1976, 1989 and 1992 (WDFW 1994a), and Puget Sound coho salmon size declined in 1976,
1984, and 1993 (WDFW 1994a).

These patterns suggest that the ocean environment experienced by these groups were
different, at least during the anomalous years; this difference would occur if ocean migration
patterns were also different. The CWT recovery patterns (Fig. 19, Appendix Table C-6)
generally agree with groupings based on observed patterns in adult size: Rogue River (Cole
Rivers Hatchery) fish are predominately recovered in California; both Oregon coast and
Columbia River coho salmon have high recovery rates from Oregon, and low rates from
Washington and British Columbia; and Washington coast and Puget Sound/Hood Canal coho
salmon have high recovery rates from Washington and British Columbia, and low recovery
rates from Oregon. Although the true causes of unusually small adult sizes from some areas
and not others is not known, it is likely that ocean migration patterns are a factor.

Ocean migration patterns and genetic heritage-This discussion assumes that
differences in migratory patterns between areas, as inferred from CWT recovery patterns or
changes in adult size, reflect differences in the genetic heritage of those groups. Several lines
of evidence support the notion that ocean migration patterns have some genetic basis. For
example, CWT recovery patterns of local and transplanted coho salmon released from the
same general area are often different. Oregon Aqua Foods (Yaquina Bay) and Anadromous
Inc. (Coos Bay) began coho salmon production using primarily Puget Sound stocks (Wagoner
et al. 1990, Borgenson et al. 1991). The CWT recovery patterns from these fish are much
more northerly than those of other Oregon coast stocks (Table 2) (PSMFC 1994), despite the
high Oregon recoveries, presumably from terminal fisheries, which target these two stocks.
Similarly, Alsea and Klaskanine coho salmon were released from California hatcheries (Jensen
1971). Klaskanine recovery patterns were much more northerly than patterns of local stocks,
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Figure 21. Comparison of marine coded-wire-tag recovery patterns from naturally spawning populations,
and adjacent hatchery populations in British Columbia (BC), Washington (WA), Oregon (OR),
and California (CA). (Garrison and Carmichael 1982, Garrison 1985, Lestelle and Weller 1994,
Cramer and Cramer 1994, PSMEC 1994).
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Table 2. Comparison of ocean recovery patterns of marked local and exotic coho salmon
stocks released from the same general areas (PSMFC 1994 and Jensen 1971).

Local/ Recovery (%) by state/province®

exotic Stock Release location Years BC WA OR CA

Exotic Puget Sound Anadromous Inc., 75, 77-87 16 9 71 5
Coos Bay

Exotic Puget Sound Oregon Aqua Foods, 74-89 13 12 69 5
Yaquina Bay

Local Oregon coast  Oregon coast north 73-89 2-6 2-9 57-60 27-39
of Cape Blanco

Exotic Klaskanine R. Mad River 57, 61 42° 59

Local Pudding Cr. Pudding Creek® 57, 61 3* 98

Local Mad River Mad River Hatchery 75, 78-79, 0 1 20 79

84-86
Exotic Alsea River Noyo River 61-62 9b 91
Local Pudding Cr.  Pudding Creek® 61-62 : 11° 90

“Percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding.

*Includes marine recoveries from both Washington and Oregon.

‘Pudding Creek is approximately 165 km south of the mouth of the Mad River and 3 km
north of the mouth of the Noyo River.
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although Alsea patterns were not (Table 2). The WDFW has also based much of its Columbia
River coho salmon production on migration patterns of different stocks (Hopley undated). The
agency has concentrated production on Type N (north-turning) stocks because they are caught
more frequently by Washington fishers than Type S (south-turning) stocks. Other studies
using different salmon species have indicated that ocean migration patterns are a heritable
characteristic (Nicholas and Hankin 1988).

In conclusion, it appears that at least some portion of ocean migration patterns are
genetically based. Given the similarity of recovery patterns for hatchery and nearby naturally
spawning populations, hatchery and naturally spawning coho salmon from the eight different
regions have distinctive ocean migration patterns, suggesting similar genetic heritages.

Disease

Disease resistance is listed as one of several phenotypic traits to consider when
determining the ecological/genetic importance of salmon populations under the ESA (Waples
1991b, p. 14). Using this guideline, the resistancgai@tomyxa shastaf most Columbia
River coho salmon was one of many factors contributing to the conclusion that lower
Columbia River coho salmon were a historical ESU (Johnson et al. 1991). It was recently
suggested that coho salmon from the Nehalem River, Oregon, qualify as their own ESU
because they are the only Oregon coast stock which is resis@nstiastg Cramer 1994).

Aside from the fact that numerous factors in concert are used to determine ESU boundaries,
several key questions remain to be adequately answered concerning resistance to, and the
historical distribution ofC. shastan the Nehalem River.

At present, there is considerable confusion surrounding the historical resistance of
populations taC. shastalikelihood ofC. shastaesistance detection, and the rate at which
populations may acquire resistance (Zinn et al. 1977). The documented distrib@ion of
shastawithin the Pacific Northwest has been expanding since its discovery in 1948
(Hoffmaster et al. 1988, Bartholomew et al. 1989). Whether this increase reflects a true spread
of the disease or improved detection methods remains unclear (Bartholomew et al. 1989).
However, it appears that the abundanc€.aghastaat least in the Columbia River Basin,
really is increasing (Ratliff 1983), and may be spreading to other areas. Accordingly, the
historical presence and abundanc€o$hastawithin other river basins, such as the Nehalem,
is unknown.

Conflicting reports abou. shastaesistance of several coho salmon populations, such
as those of the Alsea River (Schafer 1968, Udey et al. 1975, Zinn et al. 1977) and Columbia
River (Conrad and Decew 1966, Hemmingsen et al. 1986), have also confused the
interpretation ofC. shastaesistance Ceratomyxa shasteesistance has also been identified in
populations which are not thought to have been exposed to the parasite, and not all populations
that are expected to be resistant because of exposure are in fact resistant (Zinn et al. 1977). In
addition, there is also some concern that commonly used methods of detecting infection in fish
are inadequate (Yasutake et al. 1986, Bartholomew et al. 1992), while methods of detecting the
parasite in open waters are hampered by parasite concentrations which have high spatial and
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temporal variability (Sanders et al. 1970, Hoffmaster et al. 1988). These factors make it
difficult to interpret resistance to C. shasta in terms of ESU determinations.

Clackamas River Late-Run Coho Salmon

One population that warrants specific discussion because of its complex history is late-
run Clackamas River coho salmon. The Clackamas River, a tributary of the Willamette River,
was excluded from the petition for lower Columbia River coho salmon considered by NMFS
in 1991 (Johnson et al. 1991), but it is within the area under consideration for this status
review. Cramer and Cramer (1994) suggested that this population is the last remaining viable
wild coho salmon population in the Columbia River Basin. This section briefly reviews
information relevant to coho salmon from the Clackamas River; unless noted, the following
information comes from Cramer and Cramer (1994).

The Clackamas River historically had runs of coho salmon and other anadromous
species. However, the river also has a long history of obstructions to fish passage by dams.
Cazadero Dam (1905, River Kilometer (RKm) 47) and River Mill Dam (1911, RKm 38) were
the first large dams to completely block river flow. Both dams were equipped with fish
passage facilities, which were often blocked for egg taking. In 1917, the fish ladder at
Cazadero Dam washed out, and for 22 years, until the fish ladder was finally restored in 1939,
coho salmon were unable to access the upper Clackamas River.

Subsequently, the upper river was repopulated by natural immigration and, possibly,
unrecorded releases. Because of the relatively low success of hatcheries at producing adult
coho salmon at that time (Hopley undated, Lichatowich and Nicholas in press), the immigrants
were most likely natural coho salmon from either the Clackamas River below RKm 47, the
Willamette River, or elsewhere in the lower Columbia River. In 1958, North Fork Dam was
built at RKm 50. This dam was built with an extensive fish passage facility that has allowed
enumeration of salmon entering and leaving the upper Clackamas River.

The history of coho salmon production and runs in the Clackamas River is also
complex. Delph Creek Hatchery, located on Eagle Creek (Clackamas River) first raised coho
salmon between 1945 and 1948, using Stubbe Creek (a Clackamas River mainstem tributary)
as the source population. After the closure of Delph Creek Hatchery in 1954, the Eagle Creek
Hatchery began operation in 1956. Initially, Eagle Creek Hatchery used two stocks of coho
salmon: an early-run stock transplanted from the Sandy and Toutle Rivers, and a late-run
stock which was present at the site and was possibly the progeny of Delph Creek Hatchery
stocks. Eagle Creek Hatchery managers recognized that the two stocks had different run
timings—the earlier Sandy/Toutle stock spawning peak occurred in November, and the later
“natural” stock peak occurred in January—and made attempts to avoid spawning the two
stocks together. However, the criteria by which the two groups were differentiated is not
known, so it is possible that some mixing of the two stocks occurred. In 1967, production of
the late-run stock at the Eagle Creek Hatchery was terminated, confining coho salmon
production to the early-run Sandy/Toutle-derived stock.
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At present, the distribution of coho salmon passing the North Fork Dam is bimodal
(Fig. 24), with a peak of early-run fish passing the dam in September, and a late-run peak
passing the dam in January/February. Early and late-run populations also spawn in different
areas of the basin, with the earlier fish spawning higher in the basin than later fish. It has been
suggested that differences in run timing between the early and late populations, in addition to
spatially-segregated spawning areas, have kept the two populations reproductively isolated.
However, the early and late runs are much earlier and later, respectively, than they formerly
were.

Beginning with the first North Fork Dam counts until about 1980, the distribution of
coho salmon over the dam was unimodal, with a single peak in late November/early
December, which presumably included both early and late runs (Fig. 24). Cramer and Cramer
(1994) argued that intensive fishing pressure during the middle of this peak, targeted on
Cowlitz River coho salmon, caused the changes in run timing. According to this hypothesis,
this severe harvest pressure selected against the intermediate run timing and forced the two
tails of the Clackamas River run to diverge, thus producing the current bimodal distribution of
unusually early- and unusually late-running coho salmon.

Since the run timing over the North Fork Dam of early- and late-run Clackamas coho
salmon overlapped extensively prior to about 1980, the spawn timings of the two populations
may have also overlapped. Spawning areas currently available to late-run coho salmon are
thought to be limited by the cold water temperatures they encounter because of their late run
timing. Prior to the shift to even later run timings, late-run coho salmon may have been able to
use more of the upper basin, potentially overlapping areas used by early-run fish. Although
early- and late-run Clackamas coho salmon currently appear to be reproductively isolated
spatially and temporally, they may have been less so previously, and this would have allowed
mixing of the two populations either naturally in the river or in the Eagle Creek Hatchery,
where both populations were maintained between 1956 and 1967.

Cramer and Cramer (1994) suggested that late-run Clackamas coho salmon are
distinctive from other lower Columbia River coho salmon because of their late run timing,
ocean migration pattern, large adult size, high fecundity, and small egg size. Current timing of
late-run Clackamas River coho salmon is extreme, with spawning occurring from February to
March. However, the historical timing of late-run Clackamas coho salmon is thought to have
occurred in December or January, closer to other native, lower Columbia River coho salmon
populations. The ocean distribution of late-run Clackamas coho salmon, as inferred from
marine CWT recoveries, includes fewer Washington recoveries than other Oregon-side, lower
Columbia River early-run hatchery populations but is otherwise similar to these (Fig. 25), and
other Columbia River populations, as discussed earlier (Fig. 19).

Adult late-run Clackamas coho salmon are large compared to other lower Columbia
River and west coast coho salmon (Fig. 14, Appendix Table C-5). However, this is not
surprising because they reside longer in the ocean than other coho salmon, especially during
the late summer and early fall when growth is rapid (Allen 1959). Other late run coho salmon,
such as those from the Satsop River (Chehalis River Basin), are also large (WDF 1966).
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Figure 24. Percent of the total run of coho salmon passing over the North Fork Dam (Clackamas River)
each month, grouped by five-year periods, 1957-92. Since about 1980, the passage of coho
salmon over the dam has changed from a unimodal distribution, centered around November/
December, to a bimodal distribution with peaks in September and January. (Cramer and
Cramer 1994.)
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Based on a limited comparison with two Columbia River hatchery stocks, Cramer and
Cramer (1994) suggested that Clackamas River coho salmon have high fecundity and small
egg size. However, compared to other west coast coho salmon, late-run Clackamas coho
salmon do not have exceptionally high fecundity given their body size (Fig. 26) (Crone and
Bond 1976, Beacham 1982, Cramer and Cramer 1994), nor is their egg size, expressed as egg
weight, unusually small (Fig. 27) (Fleming and Gross 1989, Cramer and Cramer 1994). If
anything, the hatchery populations used by Cramer and Cramer (1994) for comparison
purposes were unusual, having large egg size and relatively low fecundity given their size.
Although Clackamas River coho salmon do have a late run timing and are large, neither of
these traits are unusual within the Columbia River Basin, nor was their fecundity or egg size
exceptional. Consequently, we found no characteristics which would clearly distinguish late-
run Clackamas River coho salmon from other Columbia River stocks.

Genetics
Previous Genetic Studies

Since 1982, a variety of genetic studies have found evidence for population structure in
coho salmon using allozymes, transferrin, or DNA characters. However, these studies were
limited to specific geographical regions and did not examine patterns of genetic relationships
on a broader basis. In addition, several other factors may have limited the conclusions that
could be drawn from these studies.

First, allozyme studies published prior to 1988 included less than half of the 10 most
polymorphic loci recently identified for coho salmon (Milner 1993). These previous studies
generally reported a lack of genetic variation and relatively low levels of population
subdivision. Second, many of these studies were also limited by small sample sizes. The use
of small sample sizes may be a particular problem for coho salmon because of the large
number of loci which are variable at low levels (Reisenbichler and Phelps 1987, Bartley et al.
1992).

Finally, several of the studies (Hjort and Schreck 1982, Olin 1984, Solazzi 1986,
Bartley et al. 1992) used data for the highly variable transferrin locus. Suzumoto et al. (1977)
and Winter et al. (1980) reported differential resistance to bacterial kidney disease among
transferrin genotypes. Also, Pratschner (1978) showed differential mortality from vibriosis,
cold-water disease, and furunculosis between transferrin genotypes. Because transferrin
polymorphisms may be maintained by a selective mechanism and may reflect adaptive
properties of different genotypes rather than ancestral relationships, data for this locus are
difficult to interpret in terms of population structure.

Bartley et al. (1992) examined the population structure of coho salmon from 27
California populations using 22 variable allozyme loci and the transferrin locus. They reported
low levels of variability and little evidence of geographic pattern to the observed genetic
variability. However, Bartley et al. (1992) did find significant allele frequency differences
among all samples as well as within six regional groupings. They pointed out that the “genetic
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analyses could be greatly improved by increasing the samples sizes,” which averaged only 34
fish per sample.

In a study based on 30 variable allozyme loci in addition to transferrin, Olin (1984)
found a generally low level of genetic variability in 23 samples from the Oregon coast. He
identified four major genetic groupings: 1) the Nehalem River south to the Coos River (just
north of Cape Arago); 2) the Nehalem River south to the Alsea River; 3) the Siuslaw River
south to Morton Creek (just north of Cape Blanco); and 4) the Rogue and Klamath Rivers.
The last group was the most southerly and the most genetically distinctive. Geographic
coverage of groups 1 and 2 overlapped and also were the most genetically similar.

Solazzi (1986) examined a dendrogram provided by researchers from the University of
California at Davis. This dendrogram was based on some of the data from the allozyme and
transferrin studies reported by Olin (1984) and Bartley et al. (1992) and included hatchery and
wild samples from the Columbia River (n = 8), the Oregon coast (n = 28), and the California
coast (n = 16). The dendrogram featured three major clusters: 1) Oregon coast north of the
Rogue River; 2) Columbia, Rogue, and Klamath Rivers, plus two samples from small rivers
north of Cape Mendocino; and 3) California samples from south of Cape Mendocino. Eight
samples, including three from the Oregon coast and five from California, were outliers and
only loosely associated with the major clusters.

Hjort and Schreck (1982) examined population structure using an agglomerative
method based on frequencies for one allozyme locus (GPI-B2*) and transferrin, as well as life
history and morphological characters. Over half (23) of their samples were from the Oregon
coast, with others representing the Washington coast (1), Hood Canal (1), the Columbia River
(7), and California (3). Their cluster analysis identified three major groupings: 1) hatchery
populations from the north coast of Oregon; 2) Columbia River populations, as well as
samples from the Rogue and Klamath Rivers; and 3) coastal Oregon populations. The Oregon
coastal group consisted of subclusters of hatchery samples from the south coast, natural
samples from the mid coast, and natural samples from the north coast. Three hatchery samples
(Quinault from the Washington coast, Quilcene from Hood Canal, and Mad River from the
California coast) were outliers in the analysis, being distinct from the three major groups and
also from each other.

Reisenbichler and Phelps (1987) used 21 variable allozyme loci and found little
geographic structure among seven samples of coho salmon from the northwestern coast of
Washington.

Wehrhahn and Powell (1987) surveyed 16 gene loci of low variability for 95
populations from southern British Columbia and reported significant differences between
allele frequencies from the lower coastal mainland of British Columbia and those of Oregon
reported by Olin (1984). They also reported significant differences between upper Fraser
River and lower coastal mainland fish. However, Wehrhahn and Powell (1987) concluded
that, based on the distribution of rare alleles, “there are no absolute barriers to dispersal and to
gene flow in the area we sampled” (p. 825).
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Two recent reports have studied variation in coho salmon at the DNA level. Currens
and Farnsworth (1993) studied mitochondrial DNA variation in 18 Oregon populations. Their
analysis identified three major groups: 1) north and central coastal Oregon; 2) the Columbia
River, and 3) south coastal Oregon (Rogue and Coquille Rivers), together with two Columbia
River populations (the Clatskanie and Clackamas Rivers). Forbes et al. (1993) examined
nuclear DNA variation for two growth hormone genes in seven samples from Columbia River
and Oregon coastal populations. They reported highly significant differences between
Columbia River and Oregon coastal coho salmon but only “marginal differences among stocks
within these regions.”

New Data

NMFS geneticists have collected allozyme data over a 10-year period from over 100
coho salmon samples as part of Genetic Stock Identification (GSI) studies (Milner 1993), a
previous ESA status review (Johnson et al. 1991), and for this status review. Sample locations
ranged from California to Alaska, with a primary focus on Oregon, Washington, and southern
British Columbia (Table 3, Fig. 28). Electrophoretic procedures described by Aebersold et al.
(1987) were used to examine up to 87 loci coding for 39 enzymes (Milner 1993). The
following 53 loci were variable and used to examine population structure (locus nomenclature
follows Shaklee et al. 19905AAT-1,2*; SAAT-3*; SAAT-4*; ADA-1*; ADA-2*; mAH-2%;
SAH*; ALAT*; CK-Al*; CK-A2*; CK-C1*; CK-C2*; EST-1*; FBALD-3*; FBALD-4*; FH*;
bGALA*; GAPDH-2*; GAPDH-3*; GAPDH-4*; bGLUA*; GPI-A*; GPI-B1*; GPI-B2*;
GR*; HAGH*; mIDHP-1*; mIDHP-2*; sIDHP-1*; sSIDHP-2*; LDH-A1*; LDH-A*2; LDH-
B1*; LDH-B2*; LDH-C*; aMAN*; sMDH-A1,2*; sMDH-B1,2*;MPI*; PEPA*; PEPB-1*%,
PEPC*; PEPD-2*; PEPLT*; PGDH*; PGK-1*; PGK-2*; PGM-1*; PGM-2*; PNP-1*,
sSOD-1*; TPI-1*; TPI-3*.

Regional patterns of allele frequency-Plots of allele frequencies at selected gene
loci illustrate the regional differences seen in the allozyme data set (Fig. 29). For example,
samples from Puget Sound northward are characterized by lower frequencies of the 100 allele
of EST-1*than those from other regions. Columbia River samples are characterized by
relatively high frequencies of the 100 alleld*&M-1* andEST-1* Samples from Alaska
have an unusually low frequency for the 100 allelBBPA* Additional regional patterns of
allele frequency can be seen in the scatterplots.

Genetic distance—Genetic distances (D) computed for 53 loci between each pair of
samples were used to construct the dendrogram shown in Figure 30. We examined both
Cavalli-Sforza and Edwards’ (1967) chord distance and Nei’s (1978) unbiased genetic
distance, but only the former is shown. Nei’'s distance metric includes a correction for
sampling error, which can be important if sample sizes are small or if they vary among
collections. However, in the present data set the bias correction led to a number of negative D
values, which made it difficult to depict genetic relationships on a dendrogram.

Seven major clusters were identified that were largely distinct geographically (Figure
30). Clusters | (separated from other clusters at a D value of 0.088) and Il (D = 0.086) are the
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Table 3. Samples of coho salmon used in NMFS allozyme analysis. Map codes correspond to those in
Figure 28. N is the number of fish in each sample. All fish are juvenilcs unless otherwise indicated.

Map Brood

Area code  Name Source year N
California 1 Trinity Trinity Hatchery 1982 98
So. Oregon Coast 2 Rogue Illinois River, Greyback Creek 1992 40.
3 Rogue Illinois River, Silver Creek 1991 29

4 Rogue Cole Rivers Hatchery, stock #52 1992 80

5 Elk North Fork Elk and Elk Rivers 1992 32

Oregon Coast 6 Sixes Crystal and Edson Creeks 1992 44
7 New Bether and Morton Creeks 1992 62

8 Coquille Butte Falls Hatchery, stock #44 1992 80

9 Coos Cole Rivers Hatchery, stock #37 1992 80

10 Coos Millicoma River and Marlow Creek 1992 22

11 Coos South Fork Coos River, Tioga Creek 1992 29

12 Eel Butte Falls Hatchery, stock #63 1992 80

13 Tenmile Big Creek, Noble Creek, and Tenmile Lake 1991 56

14 Umpqua Rock Creek Hatchery, stock #55 1992 80

15 Umpqua North Umpqua River, Williams Creek 1992 40

16 Umpqua Butte Falls Hatchery, stock #18 1992 80

17 Smith Smith River, Halfway Creek 1992 40

18 Tahkenitch Fall Creek Hatchery, stock #113 1992 80

19 Alsea Fall Creek Hatchery, stock #31 1992 80

20 Alsea Fall Creek Hatchery, stock #43 1992 80

21 Beaver Beaver Creek 1992 62

22 Siletz Forth of July, Sunshine, and Buck Creeks 1991 50

23 Siletz Salmon River Hatchery, stock #33 1992 80

24 Salmon Salmon River Hatchery, stock #36 1992 80

25 Salmon Salmon River Hatchery 1982 96

26 Trask Trask River Hatchery, stock #34 1992 80

27 Trask Trask River Hatchery 1991 120

28 Nehalem Nehalem River Hatchery, stock #32 1992 80

29 Nehalem Nehalem River Hatchery, Fishhawk stock 1982 110

30 Nehalem Nehalem Hatchery, Fishhawk stock 1990 80

Columbia River 31 Lewis and Clark Lewis and Clark River 1992 30
32 Grays Grays River Hatchery 1989 40

33 Grays® Grays River Hatchery 1989 40

34 Grays Grays River Hatchery 1982 100

35 Big Creek® Big Creek Hatchery 1989 80

36 Clatskanie Carcus Creek 1989 50

37 Cowlitz Cowlitz Late 1990 100

38 Cowlitz Cowlitz Early 1989 80

39 Cowlitz Cowlitz Late 1989 80

40 Scappoose Siercks, Raymond, and Milton Creeks 1989 44

41 Lewis? Lewis River Hatchery Late 1989 80

42 Lewis Lewis River Hatchery Early 1989 80
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Map Brood
Area code  Name Source year N
Columbia River 43 Clackamas North Fork Clackamas River 1990 90
(continued) 44 Clackamas® Clackamas and North Fork Clackamas Rivers 1989 60
45 Eagle Eagle Creck Hatchery 1990 100
46 Eagle* Eagle Creek Hatchery 1989 80
47 Sandy* Sandy River Hatchery 1989 80
48 Sandy Still Creek 1989 62
49 Sandy Sandy River Hatchery 1990 100
50 Hardy® Hardy Creek 1989 50
51 Bonneville® Bonneville Hatchery 1989 80
52 Willard Willard Hatchery 1989 80
Southwest 53 Naselle Naselle River Hatchery 1990 100
Washington 54 Nemah Nemah River Hatchery 1990 100
Coast 55 Willapa Willapa River Hatchery 1990 100
56 Chehalis® Simpson Hatchery 1989 40

57 Chehalis Satsop River, Bingham Creek and Simpson

River Hatchery® 1982, 1988 140
58 Humptulips® Humptulips River Hatchery 1988 40
Olympic Peninsula 59 Queets Clearwater River 1982 95
60 Quillayute Bogachiel River 1985 80
61 Soleduck Bear Creek 1982 95
62 Hoko Hoko River 1985 80
Puget Sound 63 Hood Canal Hood Canal Hatchery, Baker stock 1992 80
64 Big Beef Big Beef Creck 1982 80
65 Green Green River Hatchery 1982 100
66 Green Green River Hatchery 1992 80
67 Snohomish Pilchuck River, Little Pilchuck Creek 1985 80
68 Snohomish Snoqualmie River, Harris Creek 1985 120
69 Snohomish Skykomish River 1982 80
70 Stillaguamish ~ Church Creek 1985 80
71 Stillaguamish ~ North Fork Stillaguamish River, Fortson Creek 1985 80
72 Stillaguamish North Fork Stillaguamish River, McGovern Creek 1985 40
73 Stillaguamish ~ South Fork Stillaguamish River, Tiger Creek 1985 80
74 Skagit Upper Skagit River 1991 127
75 Skagit Carpenter Creek 1991 139
76 Skagit West Fork Nookachamps Creek 1991 120
77 Skagit West Fork Nookachamps Creek 1985 100
78 Skagit Baker River 1991 183
79 Skagit® Baker River 1989 120
80 Skagit Upper Sauk River 1991 200
81 Skagit Suiattle River, All Creek 1985 80
82 Skagit Suiattle River, All Creek 1991 120
83 Skagit’ Skagit River Hatchery, Baker stock 1989 120
84 Skagit® Skagit River Hatchery, Clark stock 1989 120
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Map Brood
Area code  Name Source year N
Puget Sound 85 Skagit Skagit River Hatchery, Clark stock 1991 120
(continued) 86 Skagit Upper Cascade River 1991 224
87 Skagit Skagit River Hatchery, Baker stock 1991 120
88 Nooksack* Nooksack River Hatchery 1982 80
British Columbia 89 Chilliwack Chilliwack River Hatchery 1982 100
90 Coldwater Spius River Hatchery 1985 80
91 Coldwater Spius River Hatchery 1986 80
92 Cowichan Cowichan River Hatchery 1982 80
93 Big Qualicum® Big Qualicum Hatchery 1989 80
94 Big Qualicum  Big Qualicum Hatchery 1982 80
95 Robertson Robertson Creek Hatchery 1982 100
96 Capilano Capilano Hatchery 1989 80
97 Squamish® ¢ Squamish River Hatchery 1985 80
Alaska 98 Cabin Cabin Creek 1990 80
99 Karta Karta River 1990 76
100 Campbell Campbell Creek 1990 80
101 Goodnews Goodnews River 1990 80

*Sample is missing data for EST1*.
*Sample is missing data for EST1*.

“Sample is from adult coho salmon.

Sample is missing data for PNP1*

. Missing data were filled with allele frequency of area mean.

Missing data were filled with allele frequency from other year.
Missing data were filled with allele frequency of area mean.
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Figure 28. Location of 97 samples used in the NMFS allozyme analysis of coho salmon from the
Pacific Northwest. Samples from Alaska (98-101) are not shown. Numbers correspond

to map codes in Table 3.
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Figure 30. Dendrograms based on pairwise
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most distinct major clusters and consist of the four samples from Alaska and the two samples
from the mid-Fraser River, respectively. These samples are not discussed further in this report.

Clusters IlI, 1V, and V contain Oregon coastal populations. Cluster Il is comprised of
hatchery populations from northern Oregon (Alsea, Trask, Siletz, and Nehalem) and is the
most distinctive cluster (D = 0.074) except for those from the Fraser River and Alaska. Cluster
IV (D = 0.071) includes a sample from the Rogue River (Cole Rivers Hatchery) as well as
natural and hatchery samples from the Elk and Umpqua Rivers. The Elk and Umpqua Rivers
samples constitute a tight subcluster that is more distantly linked to the Rogue River sample.
Somewhat less distantly linked are other samples from the Rogue River and the Trinity
Hatchery in northern California. Cluster V (D = 0.062) contains wild and hatchery populations
ranging from the Rogue River (lllinois River, Greyback Creek) in the south through the
Salmon River in the north.

Cluster VI (D = 0.062) includes all of the Puget Sound and British Columbia samples
(except the two Fraser River samples noted above and one of two samples from Big Qualicum
Hatchery). All of the British Columbia samples except that for Robertson Creek (on the west
Coast of Vancouver Island) are from streams draining into the Strait of Georgia. Four samples
from the Strait of Juan de Fuca and the northern coast of Washington (Queets, Quillayute,
Soleduck, and Hoko Rivers) form a subgroup within the larger Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia

group.

Cluster VII (D = 0.068) includes all of the samples from the lower Columbia River, as
well as those from the southwestern Washington coast. This cluster also includes a sample
from the Rogue River Basin (lllinois River, Silver Creek) and one from Trask Hatchery.

Within this cluster are several subclusters and three branches with only one or two members.
Two subclusters comprise most of the lower Columbia River samples: one consisting
primarily of samples from Washington and the other consisting primarily of samples from
Oregon. Another subcluster contains three samples from Willapa Bay. A final subcluster
contains a group of samples from the Clackamas and Clatskanie Rivers, together with a group
that includes samples from the Humptulips and Simpson hatcheries from southwestern
Washington.

Principal component analysis—A principal components analysis was used to provide
another way of interpreting the pattern of genetic relationships among samples. We focused
on data for the following 29 loci, in which the common allele had a frequency of less than 0.95
in at least one samplesAAT-3*, SAAT-4*, ADA-1*, mAH-2*, sAH*, CK-A2*, EST-1%,

FBALD-4*, FH*, bGALA*, GAPDH-2*, GAPDH-3*, bGLUA*, GPI-A*, GPI-B2*, SIDHP-1*,
sIDHP-2*, LDH-B1*, MPI*, PEPA*, PEPC*, PEPD-2*, PEPLT*, PGK-1*, PGM-1*, PGM-
2*, PNP-1*, sSOD-1*, TPI-3* Eigenvectors were extracted from a matrix of correlations

computed from allele frequencies. The NTSYS-pc computer program was used for the

principal component analysis (Exeter Software 1993).

A scatterplot of principal component scores for principal components PC1 and PC2 is
provided in Figure 31. These two components together describe about 22% of the total
variance among samples, so considerable information is contained in other principal
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Figure 31. Scatterplot of scores for the first two principal components (PC1 and PC2) from an analysis of genetic
data for 29 of the most variable gene loci from 101 samples of coho salmon from the Pacific Northwest
Letters correspond to major geographic areas: south of Cape Blanco (C), Oregon coast (O), lower
Columbia River (L), southwest Washington coast (W), Olympic Peninsula (P), Puget Sound (S), mid-

Fraser River (F), and remainder of British Columbia (B). Samples from Alaska are beyond the scale
of the plot.
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components not shown in the figure. Several geographic clusters are identifiable here. For
example, samples from Alaska are the most divergent and are well separated with PC1 scores
greater than 0.09 (off the scale and therefore not shown in Figure 31). Samples from British
Columbia and Puget Sound are characterized by high PC1 scores and moderate PC2 scores.
Samples from the Oregon coast north of Cape Blanco have moderate to low scores for PC1
and low scores for PC2.

Two samples from the lower Columbia River and three samples from south of Cape
Blanco are also located in the Oregon coast portion of the scatterplot. Samples from the lower
Columbia River have low PC1 scores and high PC2 scores. Three of the samples from the
southwest Washington coast, two samples from south of Cape Blanco, and the two samples
from the mid-Fraser River are also located in the Columbia River portion of the scatterplot.

The mid-Fraser samples, however, are well separated from all other samples by PC4. The
remaining three samples from the southwest Washington coast and the three samples from the
Olympic Peninsula have moderate scores from both PC1 and PC2 and are near the
convergence of the Puget Sound/British Columbia and lower Columbia River clusters.

California and southern Oregon data set-Because our new data set included only a
single sample from California, we examined the genetic relationships of California and
southern Oregon coho salmon populations by combining data for NMFS samples from this
area with data from Olin (1984) and Bartley et al. (1992). The geographic coverage of samples
in this analysis can be seen in Figure 32 and Table 4; these include the 5 most southern NMFS
samples, 20 samples from Bartley et al. (1992), and the Iron Gate Hatchery sample from Olin
(1984). Samples with 25 or fewer fish were excluded from the analysis.

Ideally, inferences about genetic relationships based on genetic distances should be
based on a set of gene loci common to all pairwise comparisons of populations. Even after
exclusion of the smallest samples, however, few loci were scored in all samples in the
combined dataset. Therefore, to allow an analysis using a minimally-representative set of loci,
we computed genetic distances (Cavalli-Sforza and Edwards 1967) for each pair of populations
using the maximum number of loci common to both samples. The following 13 polymorphic
loci were considered in this analyssAAT-1, 2*; sAH; GPI-A*; IDDH-1*; LDH-B1*; LDH-

B2*; sSMDH-B1,2*; MPI*; PEPA*; PEPC*; PEPD-2*; PGDH*; PGM-1* Each of these loci
had a common allele frequency of 0.95 or less in at least one sample and was scored in at least
50% of the samples.

In the dendrogram resulting from this analysis (Fig. 33), two major geographic clusters
are apparent and are separated by a relatively large genetic distance (D = 0.126). The northern
(and primarily large-river) group includes 11 samples from the Elk River (near Cape Blanco)
to the Eel River (just north of Cape Mendocino). The southern (and primarily small-river)
group includes nine samples spanning a geographic range from Fort Bragg to Tomales Bay
(Lagunitas Creek), in addition to three samples from north of Cape Mendocino. The single
sample from south of Tomales Bay (Scott Creek) and two additional samples from south of
Punta Gorda (Cottoneva and Pudding Creeks) are outliers to both of the major groups.
Considerable genetic diversity among populations is apparent within both groups.
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Table 4. Samples used in allozyme analysis of coho salmon from southern Oregon and California. Map codes
correspond to those in Figure 32. N is the number of fish in each sample.

Map code Sample Source® N
1 Scott Creek 1 39
2 Lagunitas Creek 1 32
3 Tanner Creek, Salmon Creek 1 62
4 Russian River, Willow Creek 1 38
5 Navarro River, Flynn Creek, John Smith Creek 1 61
6 Albion River 1 30
7 Little River 1 51
8 Russian Gulch 1 31
9 Caspar Creek 1 82

10 Hare Creek 1 28
11 Pudding Creek 1 47
12 Cottoneva Creek _ 1 28
13 South Fork Eel River, Huckleberry Creek 1 104
14 South Fork Eel River, Butler Creek 1 60 -
15 South Fork Eel River, Redwood Creek 1 58
16 Elk River (Humboldt Bay) 1 30
17 Trinity River, Trinity Hatchery 1 172
18 Trinity River, Trinity Hatchery 1 36
19 Trinity River, Trinity Hatchery 2 98
20 Trinity River, Deadwood Creek 1 26
21 Klamath River, Iron Gate Hatchery 3 92
22 Smith River, West Branch Mill Creek 1 30
23 Rogue River, Illinois River, Greyback Creek 2 40
24 Rogue River, Illinois River, Sitver Creek 2 29
25 Rogue Rivér, Cole Rivers Hatchery 2 80
26 Elk and North Fork Elk Rivers 2 32

1 = Bartley et al. 1992; 2 = Samples collected by NMFS for this status review; 3 = Olin 1984
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Discussion and Conclusions on ESU Determinations

In this section, we summarize evidence developed in the status review that is relevant
to the two criteria that must be met for a population(s) to be considered an ESU and, hence, a
species under the ESA: reproductive isolation and contribution to ecological/genetic diversity.

Reproductive Isolation

Coho salmon are generally believed to have strong tendencies to home to their natal
stream (Donaldson and Allen 1958, Quinn and Tolson 1986, Sandercock 1991, Labelle 1992).
Fish that do stray are most commonly found in streams near their natal stream (Shapovalov
and Taft 1954, Jacobs 1988b, Labelle 1992). Because a low level of natural straying is
expected to occur, some exchange of fish between adjacent rivers (within-ESU exchanges)
probably occurs. The ESUs defined below are relatively large and identify regions among
which we believe gene flow to be limited.

Genetic data (from studies of protein electrophoresis and DNA) provide further
evidence for the reproductive isolation criterion. Genetic information presented in this status
review indicate that there are several locations where genetic discontinuity/transition occurs.
These locations are approximately: Punta Gorda, California; Cape Blanco, Oregon; the north
Oregon coast/Columbia River; the area between the Chehalis and Queets Rivers; and areas
between Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia and the upper Fraser River and Alaska. These genetic
discontinuities or transition zones indicate a restriction of gene flow across these areas,
suggesting a reasonable degree of reproductive isolation from each other.

There is also evidence for genetic heterogeneity within many of the areas defined by
these boundary locations, such as the greater Olympic Peninsula/Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia
area, and Oregon coast north of Cape Blanco. This heterogeneity suggests fairly high
reproductive isolation of individual populations or groups of populations. In the case of the
greater Olympic Peninsula/Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia area, Olympic Peninsula fish are
both geographically and genetically distinct, indicating they form a major subgroup within the
larger unit. In contrast, Oregon coast fish lack clear geographic patterns to the genetic
structuring that would allow us to identify major subgroups within this area.

Ecological/Genetic Diversity

The physical environments to which west coast coho salmon are adapted, and the life
history traits and genetic characteristics exhibited by these fish indicate a substantial degree of
ecological and genetic diversity. Physical environments in the six ESUs summarized below
are unigue within the range of the species, and are expected to exert distinctive selection
pressures. These environments range from the relatively dry climate in central California with
strong and consistent upwelling offshore, to the extremely wet Olympic Peninsula with its
snow-fed rivers.

Between these extremes, the environments in the other ESUs present their own
particular challenges: Oregon coastal rivers receive considerable rain but little snowmelt and



73

flow into an unpredictable ocean environment; fish inhabiting Columbia River tributaries must
navigate one of the largest rivers along the West Coast of North America; and coho salmon in
the Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia inhabit glacially-fed rivers which flow into a productive and
stable marine environment. Ocean migration patterns, as inferred from marine CWT recovery
patterns, are also distinctive in each of the six ESUs. The distinctiveness of these patterns
indicates the unique adaptations made by the six groups of fish to their environments.

Conclusions

Based on information discussed above and summarized below, the BRT identified six
ESUs for west coast coho salmon populations (Fig. 34). The proposed ESUs are briefly
described and characterized below.

1) Central California coast—The geographic boundaries of this ESU extend from
Punta Gorda in northern California south to the San Lorenzo River in central California, and
include tributaries to San Francisco Bay, excluding the Sacramento-San Joaquin River system.
These boundaries encompass coho salmon populations from the present southern extreme
range of the species. This area is characterized by very erosive soils, and redwood forest is the
dominant vegetation for these coastal drainages. Precipitation is much lower and less
prolonged here than in areas to the north, and elevated stream temperatures (>20°C) are
common in the summer. Freshwater fishes in this area are derived from the Sacramento River
fauna. Coastal upwelling in this region is strong and consistent, resulting in a relatively
productive nearshore marine environment.

Both run and spawn timing of coho salmon in this region are very late (both peaking in
January), with little time spent in freshwater between river entry and spawning. This
compressed adult freshwater residency appears to coincide with the single, brief peak of river
flow characteristic of this area. Coho salmon released from the Warm Springs Hatchery on the
Russian River have a much more southern distribution than fish released north of the ESU.
Whether this pattern reflects a unique migration pattern for the ESU as a whole or just the
southerly location of the hatchery is not known. However, genetic data indicate that most
samples from this region differ substantially from coho salmon north of Punta Gorda.

The northern boundary of this ESU, Punta Gorda, was selected primarily because of the
clear shift in terrestrial and marine environments that occurs in the vicinity of Punta Gorda and
Cape Mendocino. The freshwater environment of the Mattole River, which enters the Pacific
Ocean between these two points, is more similar to rivers north of Cape Mendocino, and coho
salmon populations from the Mattole River are likewise more similar to populations farther
north. However, there is scant information on coho salmon from the numerous small basins
between Punta Gorda and the Ten Mile River, some 90 km to the south, which might indicate
their greater similarity to populations to the north or south.

Available information indicates that the San Lorenzo River currently is the
southernmost population of coho salmon, and this is the southern geographic boundary for the
proposed ESU. However, it should be recognized that any coho salmon found spawning south
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of the San Lorenzo River that have not resulted from stock transfers should also be considered
part of this ESU.

2) Southern Oregon/northern California coasts—This ESU includes coho salmon
from Cape Blanco in southern Oregon to Punta Gorda in northern California. Geologically,
this region includes the Klamath Mountains Geologic Province, which has soils that are not as
erosive as those of the Franciscan Formation to the south. Dominant vegetation along the
coast is redwood forest, while some interior basins are much drier than surrounding areas and
are characterized by many endemic plant species. Elevated stream temperatures are a factor in
some areas, but not to the extent that they are in areas south of Punta Gorda.

Rivers in this ESU are relatively long compared to those to the south. With the
exception of major river basins such as the Rogue and Klamath, most streams in this region
have short duration of peak flows and relatively low flows given both peak flow levels and
basin sizes, compared to rivers farther north. Freshwater fishes include elements of the
Sacramento River fauna as well as from the Klamath-Rogue ichthyofaunal region. Strong and
consistent coastal upwelling begins around Cape Blanco and continues south into central
California, resulting in a relatively productive nearshore marine environment. In contrast to
coho salmon from north of Cape Blanco, which are most frequently captured off the Oregon
coast, coho salmon from this region are captured primarily in California waters.

Genetic data indicate that most samples from this region differ substantially from coho
salmon from south of Punta Gorda. In general, populations from southern Oregon also differ
from coastal Oregon populations north of Cape Blanco. However, some samples from the
Rogue River show an unexplained genetic affinity to samples from outside the region,
including some from the Columbia River. In addition, a sample from the Elk River (just south
of Cape Blanco) clustered with samples from the Umpqua River.

The southern boundary of this ESU is farther south than the boundary designated for
the Klamath Mountains Province steelhead ESU, which includes the Klamath River but not
drainages to the south (Busby et al. 1994). Both the steelhead and coho salmon ESUs share
the northern boundary of Cape Blanco. Although the Klamath River (inclusive) serves as the
southern boundary for the Klamath Mountains Geological Province and for freshwater fish
faunas, major changes in ocean currents and environmental characteristics, as well as the
southern limit of the steelhead half-pounder life history strategy, occur at Cape Mendocino/
Punta Gorda.

Consequently, the southern limit of the steelhnead ESU was based primarily on strong
genetic discontinuity between Klamath River steelhead and steelhead populations to the south
(Busby et al. 1994). In contrast, Punta Gorda serves as the southern boundary of the southern
Oregon/northern California coho salmon ESU because of the strong environmental transition
at Punta Gorda, and because genetic data indicate Punta Gorda, rather than the Klamath River,
as an approximate transition area for coho salmon.

3) Oregon coast-This ESU covers much of the Oregon coast, from Cape Blanco to
the mouth of the Columbia River, an area with considerable physical diversity ranging from
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extensive sand dunes to rocky outcrops. With the exception of the Umpqua River, which
extends through the Coast Range to drain the Cascade Mountains, rivers in this ESU have their
headwaters in the Coast Range. These rivers have a single peak of flow in December or
January and relatively low flow in late summer. Upwelling north of Cape Blanco is much less
consistent and weaker than in areas south of Cape Blanco. Sitka spruce is the dominant
coastal vegetation and extends to Alaska. Precipitation in coastal Oregon is higher than in
southern Oregon/northern California but lower than on the Olympic Peninsula. Oregon coast
coho salmon are caught primarily in Oregon marine waters and have a slightly earlier adult run
timing than populations farther south.

Genetic data indicate that Oregon coast coho salmon north of Cape Blanco form a
discrete group, although there is evidence of differentiation within this area. However,
because there is no clear geographic pattern to the differentiation, the area is considered to be a
single ESU with relatively high heterogeneity.

4) Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast-The BRT concluded that
historically, there was probably an ESU that included coho salmon from all tributaries of the
Columbia River below the Klickitat River on the Washington side and below the Deschutes
River on the Oregon side (including the Willamette River as far as the Willamette Falls), as
well as coastal drainages in southwest Washington between the Columbia River and Point
Grenville (between the Copalis and Quinault Rivers). The Columbia River estuary, Willapa
Bay, and Grays Harbor all have extensive intertidal mud and sandflats and similar estuarine
fish faunas, and they differ substantially from estuaries to the north and south. This similarity
results from the shared geology of the area and the transportation of Columbia River sediments
northward along the Washington coast.

Rivers draining into the Columbia River have their headwaters in increasingly drier
areas moving from west to east. Columbia River tributaries that drain the Cascade Mountains
have proportionally higher flows in late summer and early fall than rivers on the Oregon coast.
Coded-wire-tag (CWT) data indicate a distinctive oceanic distribution pattern for Columbia
River coho salmon, with a higher percentage of recoveries from Washington compared to
recovery patterns for Oregon coastal stocks and a much lower percentage of recoveries from
British Columbia compared to recovery patterns for Washington coastal populations, including
populations from the southwest Washington coast. Genetic data indicate that Columbia River
coho salmon are distinct from coastal Oregon populations but similar to populations from
several coastal streams in southwest Washington.

The question of where the southwest Washington coast (areas draining Willapa Bay
and Grays Harbor) should be placed with respect to coho salmon ESUs prompted considerable
debate within the BRT: Should it be part of the lower Columbia River ESU, the Olympic
Peninsula ESU, or its own ESU? The southwest Washington coast has many traits in common
with the lower Columbia River: the hydrology, topography, and climate of river basins in the
two areas are similar; Grays Harbor, Willapa Bay and the Columbia River estuary are
physically and biologically similar; and coho salmon from southwest Washington are
genetically most similar to Columbia River fish. However, the southwest Washington coast
also shares traits with the Olympic Peninsula: tributaries draining the north side of the
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Chehalis River Basin share the same hydrology, topography, and climate as Olympic
Peninsula rivers, and marine CWT recovery patterns of coho salmon released from southwest
Washington coast hatcheries are more similar to those released from Olympic Peninsula
facilities than to releases from the Columbia River.

The southwest Washington coast also has distinctive features—it forms the transition
zone between the moderately wet Oregon coast and the extremely wet Olympic Peninsula, and
although its rivers share many characteristics with lower Columbia River tributaries, they drain
directly into the Pacific Ocean. Why the CWT recovery patterns of coho salmon from
southwest Washington do not follow the genetic patterns remains to be determined. It was
concluded that because of the similarity of southwest Washington coast and the lower
Columbia River, and the genetic similarity of coho salmon from the two areas, southwest
Washington coast should be part of the lower Columbia River ESU.

Once it was decided that coho salmon from the southwest Washington coast and the
lower Columbia River form a single ESU, the location of its border with the Olympic
Peninsula had to be identified. This also prompted debate within the BRT because of the
broad transition zone between southwest Washington and the Olympic Peninsula. In
particular, tributaries draining the northern part of the Chehalis River Basin are typical of
Olympic Peninsula basins with respect to hydrology, topography, and climate, while in most
other respects the Chehalis River Basin is physically and biologically similar to other
southwest Washington coast basins. In addition, river basins between the Chehalis and
Quinault Rivers (Humptulips, Copalis, and Moclips Rivers) drain low-elevation coastal areas
and have flow characteristics typical of rivers farther south. Although some Chehalis River
tributaries share traits with Olympic Peninsula rivers, BRT members ultimately decided that
the region between Point Grenville and Grays Harbor was most similar to southwest
Washington, so the northern boundary of the lower Columbia River/southwest Washington
coast ESU was placed at Point Grenville.

In the status review for lower Columbia River coho salmon (excluding the Clackamas
River), NMFS concluded that, historically, at least one ESU of coho salmon probably occurred
in the lower Columbia River Basin, but that the agency was unable to identify any remaining
natural populations that warranted protection under the ESA (Johnson et al. 1991, NMFS
1991a). This status review has not uncovered substantial new information on coho salmon
populations considered by that earlier status review. However, the BRT considered further
information regarding coho salmon in the Clackamas River and along the southwest
Washington coast. Evidence of extensive hatchery production and outplanting and high
harvest rates led the BRT to conclude that, similar to the lower Columbia River, we cannot at
this time identify any remaining natural populations of coho salmon along the Washington
coast south of Point Grenville that warrant protection under the ESA.

Evidence regarding the history of hatchery influence on late-run Clackamas River coho
salmon is not as clear, and the BRT could not reach a definite conclusion as to whether these
fish represent the historical lower Columbia River/southwest Washington ESU.
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5) Olympic Peninsula—The geographic boundaries of this ESU are entirely within
Washington, including coastal drainages from Point Grenville to Salt Creek. This region is
characterized by high levels of precipitation and streams with cold water, high average flows,
and a relatively long duration of peak flows, including a second peak later in the year resulting
from snow melt. In contrast to inland areas, such as Puget Sound, where western hemlock is
the dominant forest cover, vegetation in this region is dominated by the Sitka spruce. Coho
salmon from the Olympic Peninsula ESU have a more northerly ocean distribution than
populations from the Columbia River or coastal regions in Oregon, and they are more
commonly captured in Canadian waters than are coho salmon from the Puget Sound region.
Genetic data show that coho salmon from this region are distinct from populations to the south
and somewhat differentiated from populations in the Puget Sound area.

Like the southern boundary of this ESU discussed earlier, the eastern boundary of the
Olympic Peninsula ESU also overlays an extended transition zone between the extremely wet
Olympic Peninsula and the much drier Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia. The transition point
between the wet Olympic Peninsula and the rainshadow farther east is thought to occur east of
the Elwha River. However, the Elwha River is physically more similar to the Dungeness
River than it is to basins farther west; the Elwha and Dungeness Rivers are both relatively long
and begin in alpine areas of the Olympic Mountains, while rivers west of the Elwha River are
much shorter, draining the low ridge that separates the Soleduck River from the Strait of Juan
de Fuca.

Coded-wire-tag recovery patterns of coho salmon released from the Elwha River are
also typical of those from stocks to the east. However, Dungeness River coho salmon have
been extensively planted in the Elwha River, and the effect of these plants on Elwha River
CWT recovery patterns is unknown. Although the climate of the Elwha River Basin may be
considered more similar to that of the Olympic Peninsula than to areas farther east, we felt the
Elwha River’s physical similarity to the Dungeness River and the similarity of CWT recovery
patterns from the two basins provided sufficient evidence to keep the two rivers in the same
ESU. Therefore, the boundary between the Olympic Peninsula and Puget Sound/Strait of
Georgia ESUs was placed at Salt Creek, the basin immediately west of the Elwha River.

The west coast of Vancouver Island in British Columbia shares many of the physical
and environmental features of the Olympic Peninsula ESU. However, we have little biological
information for coho salmon from this area. The Strait of Juan de Fuca is potentially a strong
isolating mechanism, and although comparable data are not available for coho salmon, genetic
data for chinook salmon show that populations from the west coast of Vancouver Island differ
genetically from those on the northern Washington coast. Therefore, until more complete
information becomes available, we concluded that the geographic boundaries of this ESU do
not extend across the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

6) Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia—This ESU includes coho salmon from drainages
of Puget Sound and Hood Canal, the eastern Olympic Peninsula (east of Salt Creek), and the
Strait of Georgia from the eastern side of Vancouver Island (north to and including Campbell
River) and the British Columbia mainland (north to and including Powell River), excluding the
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upper Fraser River above Hope. This region is drier than the rainforest area of the western
Olympic Peninsula and the west side of Vancouver Island and is dominated by western
hemlock forests. Streams are similar to those of the Olympic Peninsula, being characterized
by cold water, high average flows, a relatively long duration of peak flows, and a second
snow-melt peak, although flow levels per basin area are much lower than in the Olympic
Peninsula. Genetic and CWT data both show substantial differences between coho salmon
from this region and those from the Columbia River and more southern coasts, and more
modest differences between coho salmon from this region and populations from the Olympic
Peninsula. Coho salmon samples from Puget Sound and the Strait of Georgia form a coherent
genetic cluster. The few samples we have examined from Alaska and the upper Fraser River
showed substantial genetic differences from all Washington, Oregon, and California
populations.

Drainages entering the Strait of Georgia from both sides share many of the physical
and environmental features that characterize the Puget Sound area. From the Queen Charlotte
Strait north, the prevalence of coho salmon smolting at age 2 (rather than age 1) begins to
increase. At about this point, the British Columbia mainland assumes more of the physical and
environmental characteristics of the outer coast of Vancouver Island. However, genetic and
life history data for populations between the Strait of Georgia and Queen Charlotte Strait are
insufficient to indicate relationships between coho salmon in this area and those to the north
and south. Therefore, we concluded that until further information is available, the geographic
boundaries of this ESU extend into Canada to include drainages from both sides of the Strait of
Georgia as far as the north end of the strait.

Additional Comments

Historically, coho salmon have been reported to occur in U.S. waters outside of the
geographic areas covered by proposed ESUs, and a brief discussion of this topic is necessary.

It is generally believed that at least some coho salmon populations may have existed in
the Sacramento River Basin prior to 1880 (Brown et al. 1994, Bryant 1994). After that time,
placer mining, dams, diversions, and other perturbations caused extreme habitat degradation
throughout the basin, and any coho salmon there became extinct (Brown and Moyle 1991). In
recent decades, attempts have been made to reintroduce coho salmon to the basin, but these
attempts have not been successful. Intermittent reports of small numbers of coho salmon in
the Sacramento River are generally attributed to strays or to remnants of these stocking
programs. We found no evidence that coho salmon eligible for ESA consideration presently
occur in the Sacramento River.

Although several tributaries in the upper Columbia River Basin, including the Snake
River, once supported coho salmon runs, we are not aware of any native coho salmon
production in the upper basin at the present time. Consequently, although the petitioners
included Idaho coho salmon in the petition, there are no coho salmon in Idaho which would
qualify for listing under ESA. Columbia River stock summary reports (Columbia River
Coordinated Information System (CIS) 1992) identify no coho salmon of native origin in this
region except in the Hood and Deschutes Rivers in Oregon. According to Nehlsen et al.
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(1991), all coho salmon above Bonneville Dam are extinct except those spawning in the Hood
River. Both the Hood and Deschutes Rivers have had extensive outplanting of hatchery coho
salmon, and no recent natural production estimates are available.

Artificial Propagation

The effects of artificial propagation can be relevant to ESA listing determinations, as
discussed in the “Introduction.” In this section, we present information on the magnitude and
patterns of artificial propagation of west coast coho salmon. The importance of this
information to risk assessments for each ESU will be discussed in the subsequent section.

Patterns of Artificial Propagation and Stock Transfers

Artificial propagation of coho salmon and stock transfers, both between production
facilities and out-of-basin, off-station plants, have been and continue to be common within the
petitioned range. The nature and magnitude of these transfers varies by ESUs, as discussed
below. However, the true impact of these transfers and plants remain unclear for two reasons.

First, because there have been transfers and planting of fish which were unrecorded, the
best compilation of hatchery data will remain incomplete. Second, there has generally been
little evaluation of the success of hatchery plants and stocks, especially prior to the widespread
application of CWTs. Accordingly, although there are fairly good records of which fish were
released, there are almost no comprehensive reports of which fish came back. In addition, the
pedigrees of many stocks, or individual year classes of stocks, change over time as additional
stocks are deliberately or unintentionally added to them, further complicating the compilation
of hatchery records. Despite these complications and limitations, however, comparing the
relative magnitude, pattern, and frequency of stock transfers and plants remains the best
approximation of the potential for hatchery impacts to west coast coho salmon ESUs.

The following compilations of coho salmon hatchery production information are not
complete, but are sufficiently thorough to indicate trends in the magnitude, frequency, and
types of stock transfers between ESUs. Table 5 presents the average annual release of coho
salmon from selected production facilities in 1987-91, summarized by ESU. Figures 35-37
display coho salmon stocks used by selected hatcheries or production facilities within the
geographic range of the six ESUs, while Figures 38-40 present out-of-basin stocks planted in
selected river basins in ESUs in Oregon and Washington.

The actual data for out-of-basin plants in Oregon and Washington are presented in
Appendix Tables E-1, E-2. Out-of-basin plants for California were not compiled because most
coho salmon released from California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) hatcheries occur
within basin, and planting records for private production facilities are incomplete. Figure 41
indicates stocks used at selected saltwater-release facilities in California, Oregon and
Washington.
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Table 5. Average annual releases of coho salmon juveniles (fry and smolts) by evolutionarily significant unit
(ESU) from selected production facilities in California, Oregon, Washington, and British Columbia,
during release years 1987-91. Releases from facilities for which only one year of data were available
were not used. Releases from earlier time periods were used when information from 1987-91 was not
available. Production facilities followed by an asterisk (*) are no longer in operation.

5-Year Average
Facility (1987-91) Source

Central California coast ESU

Monterey Bay Salmon and Trout 25,764 Streig 1993
Silver King* 95,074*  Streig 1991
Noyo Eggtake Station 107,918 Poe 1988; Grass 1990-92b
Warm Springs 123,157 Gunter 1988b, 1990a-91; Cartwright 1992

Total 351,913

Southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU

Cochran Ponds (Humboldt Fish Action Council) 35,931° Hull et al. 1989
Mad River 372,863 Barngrover 1988, 1990a-91, Gallagher 1992
Prairie Cr.* 89,009° NRC 1995
Trinity 496,813 Bedell 1990a-91b
Iron Gate 147,272 Hiser 1990-92
Cole Rivers 271,492 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.

Total 1,413,380

Oregon coast ESU
Butte Falls® 379,353 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Bandon 396,521 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Oregon Aqua Foods* and Anadromous, Inc.*,
Coos Bay 2,173,625°  Wagoner et al. 1990

Rock Cr. (Umpqua) 328,573 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Fall Cr. 1,360,284 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Oregon Aqua Foods*, Yaquina Bay 4,840,000°  Borgerson et al. 1991
Salmon River 1,305,576 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Cedar Cr. (Nestucca) 42,680 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Trask 1,087,587 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Nehalem ' 786,164 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.

Total 12,700,363

Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU

Klaskanine 1,146,128 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Clatsop Economic Development Committee 1,097,2108  S. Allen 1994 App.
Big Creek 675,593 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Eagle Cr. NFH 1,859,477 S. Allen 1994 App.
Sandy ' 1,049,055 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Bonneville 2,481,746 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Cascade 1,417,881 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Oxbow/Wahkeena Pond 1,184,569 R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.
Klickitat 1,532,498¢  S. Allen 1994 App.
Willard 3,269,220¢  S. Allen 1994 App.
Washougal 3,885,6128  S. Allen 1994 App.
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5-Year Average

Facility (1987-91) Source
Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU, continued
Speelyai 1,356,9042  S. Allen 1994 App.
Lewis 6,180,0008  S. Allen 1994 App.
Kalama Falls 990,0008  S. Allen 1994 App.
Lower Kalama 831,605¢  S. Allen 1994 App.
Toutle 478,0906  S. Allen 1994 App.
Cowlitz 7,956,089¢  S. Allen 1994 App.
Elokomin 2,013,032¢  S. Allen 1994 App.
Grays River 744,6558 S. Allen 1994 App.
Sea Resources 125,5008  S. Allen 1994 App.
Naselle 3,028,580 NRC 1995
Nemah 1,148,940 NRC 1995
Willapa 1,140,865 NRC 1995
Willapa Bay Gillnetters 529,167"  NRC 1995
Westport Pens 154,615  NRC 1995
Aberdeen Net Pens 103,574 WDFW 1994b
Ocean Shores Pens* 100,000  WDFW 1994b
Pacific Trollers (Grays Harbor) 454,931 NRC 1995
Simpson 4,411,488 NRC 1995
Humptulips 3,667,491 NRC 1995
Total 55,214,270
Olympic Peninsula ESU
Quinault NFH 1,167,595 NRC 1995
Quinault Lake Tribal Pens 1,207,296 NRC 1995
Soleduck 1,714,747 NRC 1995
Makah NFH 684,405 NRC 1995
Total 4,774,043

Lower Elwha
Dungeness

Port Gamble Pens
Quilcene Bay Pens
Quilcene NFH
Hood Canal
George Adams
Squaxin Coop

S. Sound Pens
Garrison Springs
Fox Island Pens
Minter Cr.

Kalama Cr.
Puyallup

Green River

Crisp Cr. (Green R. satellite)

743,395
704,751
373,567
200,482
1,155,107
131,400
932,160
1,049,758
1,402,783
883,986
270,789
3,723,359
823,793
2,083,898
1,316,681
1,957,936

Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU

NRC 1995
NRC 1995
WDFW 1994b
WDFW 1994b
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
WDFW 1994b
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
NRC 1995
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Facility

5-Year Average
(1987-91)

Source

Elliott Bay Pens
Suquamish Pens (Agate Pass)
Grovers Cr.
Issaquah

Univ. Washington
Skykomish

Tulalip

S. Whidbey Salmon
Baker

Skagit

Swinomish Channel
Lummi Sea Ponds
Skookum Cr.
Nooksack

British Columbia inside' production facilities

Total

Total for all areas

Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU, continued

137,312
412,826
190,914
2,205,195
49,434
1,270,302
820,224
105,833
110,670
308,622
980,055
801,277
1,628,901
2,497,740

13,918,384°

43,191,534

117,645,503

WDFW 1994b
WDFW 1994b
NRC 1995

NRC 1995

NRC 1995

NRC 1995
NRC 1995

NRC 1995

C. Feldman 1994 App.
NRC 1995

NRC 1995

NRC 1995

NRC 1995

NRC 1995
Cross et al. 1991

*Average from 4 years of data:

*Average from 2 years of data:

“Average from 4 years of data:

Butte Falls Hatchery, although located within the southern Oregon/northern California coast ESU, is considered
to be part of the Oregon coast ESU because it rears Umpqua River coho salmon and releases them into the

Umpgqua River.

‘Average from 5 years of data:
‘Average from 5 years of data:

ESmolt releases only.

"Average from 3 years of data:
‘Average from 4 years of data:
iAverage from 3 years of data:
*Average from 2 years of data:
"Inside" production area includes the following: Johnstone Strait, Georgia Strait--Vancouver Island, Strait of

1984-88.
1987-88.
1987-88, 1990-91.

1985-89.
1986-90.

1987, 1990-91.
1988-91.
1989-91.
1990-91.

Georgia--mainland, and Lower Fraser.
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Unless specified, these tables and figures were compiled from the following sources:
Murray 1959, 1961-62b, 1964-68; U.S. Dep. Interior 1959; Wallis 1961a-c, 1963a-64b, 1966;
Riley 1967a-68, 1970; Bedell 1970a-b, 1972a-b, 1974-76, 1978-80, 1982-84, 1987a-b, 1990a-
91b; Marshall 1970; Arnold 1972a-b, 1974-75, 1977a-c; Will 1973a-c, 1975-76, 1978a-79;
Hiser 1979, 1982a-83, 1985a-b, 1987a-b, 1990-93; Snyder and Sanders 1979; Willis 1979;
Ducey 1980, 1982a-83; Sanders 1980, 1982a-83b; Estey 1982a-84, 1986; Grass 1982, 1990-
92c; ODFW 1982, 1993a; Barngrover 1983, 1986-88, 1990a-92; Houston 1983; Poe 1984,
1988; USFWS 1985; Kenworthy 1986a-b; Milligan 1986-87; Gunter 1988a-b, 1990a-91; Zajac
1988-92; Cross et al. 1991; Cartwright 1992; Fuss et al. 1993; Ramsden 1993; S. Allen 1994
App.; R. Beamesderfer 1994 App.; R. Berry 1994 App.; Bryant 1994; D. Dailey 1994 App.; H.
Fuss 1994 App.; J. Harp 1994 App.; WDFW 1994c; and Natural Resources Consultants
(NRC) 1995.

Central California coast ESU—Compared to areas farther north, the few hatcheries
located in the central California ESU are relatively small, with approximately 350,000 coho
salmon released annually between 1987 and 1991. The largest production facilities each
release about 100,000 coho salmon each year (Table 5). There has been considerable
movement of coho salmon between hatcheries or egg-taking stations in central and northern
California, with the fish eventually outplanted in either area. These transfers primarily
involved California hatchery stocks and may have also included Oregon and Washington
stocks that were not identified as such.

Southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU-Hatchery production of coho
salmon in the southern Oregon/northern California coast$ EQjdeater than in the central
California coast ESU, but considerably less than in more northerly ESUs. Large hatcheries
within this ESU (e.g., Mad, Trinity) have released 400,000-600,000 coho salmon annually in
recent years, with total annual production at approximately 1.4 million coho salmon between
1987 and 1991 (Table 5). Aside from considerable movement of coho salmon between
hatcheries or egg-taking stations in central and northern California, northern California
hatcheries have also received fairly large transplants of coho salmon from hatcheries in areas
outside the ESU, including the Oregon coast, lower Columbia River/southwest Washington
coast, and Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia (Fig. 35). In contrast, Cole Rivers Hatchery (Rogue
River), appears to have relied almost exclusively on native stocks (Fig. 35). The frequency
and magnitude of out-of-basin plants in the southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU
appears to be relatively low (Fig. 38), although records are incomplete.

Oregon coast ESU-Each large public hatchery along the Oregon coast (Trask,
Salmon, Fall Creek) has released just over 1 million coho salmon annually between 1987 and
1991. Inrecent years, private production facilities released between 2.2 and 4.8 million coho
salmon annually (Wagoner et al. 1990, Borgerson et al. 1991), for total annual production in

8The Butte Falls Hatchery is located on the Rogue River (in the southern Oregon/northern
California coasts ESU) but raises Umpqua River coho salmon and releases them into the
Umpqua River (in the Oregon coast ESU). Because of the fish used and release location, we
consider this hatchery under the Oregon coast ESU.
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the Oregon coast ESU of about 12.7 million coho salmon (Table 5). Most transfers of coho
salmon between public hatcheries used stocks from within the area, most commonly from
Tenmile Lake and Trask (Fig. 35). Some transfers into these hatcheries have occurred from
the lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast, but these were relatively infrequent
and minor. In contrast, private Oregon coast hatcheries began coho salmon production using
Puget Sound stocks, which were later mixed with Oregon coastal stocks (Fig. 41) (Wagoner et
al. 1990, Borgerson et al. 1991). These private facilities are presently not in operation. Most
outplants of coho salmon into Oregon coastal rivers have used Oregon coastal stocks, with
outplants of stocks from outside the Oregon coast being relatively small and infrequent (Fig.
38, Appendix Tables E-1, E-2). Plants of sexually mature adults were common within this
ESU in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and they used stocks from within and outside of the
Oregon coast (Appendix Table E-2). Recipient basins of stock transfers along the Oregon
coast, either to hatcheries or off-station plants, are generally those closest to the source stock.

Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU-Hatchery production of
coho salmon in the lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU far exceeds that
of any other area with respect to the number of hatcheries and quantities of fish produced; total
annual production was just over 55 million fish between 1987 and 1991 (Table 5). Many
hatcheries within this ESU released 1-3 million smolts annually, with the two largest
hatcheries, Cowlitz and Lewis, releasing an average of 6-7 million smolts annually (Table 5).
Coho salmon production from Washington-side Columbia River hatcheries (29.4 million
smolts per year) provides about 53% of the total annual production, with the remainder split
between Oregon-side Columbia River (10.9 million smolts) and southwest Washington coast
(14.7 million fish) facilities.

Extensive stock transfers have occurred within the lower Columbia River/southwest
Washington coast ESU. Most transfers of coho salmon have used stocks from within the ESU,
although transfers from outside the ESU have also occurred, including those from the Oregon
coast, Olympic Peninsula, and Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESUs (Fig. 36). Outplanting
records show a similar pattern to transfers between hatcheries, with extensive use of within-
ESU stocks, in addition to less frequent use of stocks from the same three ESUs (Fig. 39).
Most movement of coho salmon, either as hatchery transfers or off-station releases, has
occurred within each of the three areas of this ESU (Oregon-side Columbia River,
Washington-side Columbia River, and southwest Washington coast), with little movement of
fish among the three areas. The Clackamas River has also been extensively outplanted with
early-running Columbia River stocks and was outplanted with coho salmon from the Oregon
coast in 1967 (Cramer and Cramer 1994).

Olympic Peninsula ESU—Coho salmon production facilities in the Olympic
Peninsula ESU each produce 1-2 million coho salmon annually, with a total annual release of
4.8 million coho salmon between 1987 and 1991 (Table 5). Natural production in the ESU is
relatively high, due in large part to nearly pristine habitat within the Olympic National Park.
Hatcheries within this ESU have relied on native stocks, with contributions of stocks from the
lower Columbia River/southwest Washington and Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia (Fig. 37).
Olympic Peninsula drainages are primarily outplanted with Olympic Peninsula stocks;
however, some outplants of fish from adjacent ESUs have also occurred (Fig. 40).
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Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ES"U-Hatchery production in the Puget Sound/Strait
of Georgia ESU is extensive, with 43 million coho salmon released annually in 1987-91 (Table
5). Many of the larger Washington hatcheries (Minter Creek, Puyallup, Crisp Creek, Issaquah,
and Nooksack) each recently released 2-4 million coho salmon annually, while the larger net-
pen facilities (South Sound Net Pens and Squaxin Coop) released a total of over 2 million coho
salmon annually (Table 5). Net-pen operations, unlike hatcheries, generally do not attempt to
attract or recover returning adults. Most coho salmon released from Puget Sound net-pen
facilities are of local origin and produced at local hatcheries, with Skykomish and Skagit River
stocks most commonly used. About one-third of the artificial production in this ESU occurs in
British Columbia. In addition to extensive hatchery production in the ESU, there is also
considerable natural production.

Stock transfers and outplants within the Washington portion of the Puget Sound/Strait
of Georgia ESU have been extensive. Most stocks involved have been derived from within the
geographic boundaries of the ESU, but stocks from the lower Columbia River/southwest
Washington and Olympic Peninsula have also been used (Figs. 37, 40-41). The stocks which
are most commonly transferred between Washington hatcheries in the area include Skagit,
Skykomish, Green River, and Dungeness, while the most commonly planted out-of-basin
stocks include Samish, Skagit, Skykomish, Green River, Minter Creek, Puyallup, and George
Adams. In British Columbia, stock transfers have also occurred (Aro 1979), although many
hatcheries there have relied primarily on native stocks. In some areas of British Columbia,
virtually all production releases are marked (Hilborn and Winton 1993), and there is an
emphasis on using wild broodstock (Miller 1990).

Run Timing

A common phenomenon in hatchery populations is advancement and compression of
run timing, and these changes can affect future generations of naturally spawning fish. Fry of
early-spawning adults generally hatch earlier, grow faster, and can displace fry of later-
spawning natural fish. Conversely, early spawning coho salmon redds are more prone to
destruction from early fall floods. Consequently, early-spawning individuals may be unable to
establish permanent, self-sustaining populations but may nevertheless adversely affect existing
natural populations (Nickelson et al. 1986). A recent study found that over a period of 13
years, spawn timing of coho salmon at five Washington hatcheries decreased from 10 to 3
weeks, causing the period of return to hatcheries to decrease by half (Fig. 42) (Flagg et al.
1995).

Juvenile Outplants

Another common hatchery practice with coho salmon is release of “excess” hatchery
juveniles into natural habitat as fry or parr (Flagg et al. 1995). Outplanting large numbers of
large hatchery juveniles into streams already occupied by naturally produced juveniles may
place the resident fish at a competitive disadvantage and force them into marginal habitats with
low survival potential (Chapman 1962, Solazzi et al. 1990). The overstocked hatchery fish
may also have low survival potential under these conditions and fail to return as adults in
adequate numbers. This practice may cause streams planted with presmolts to remain below
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Figure 42. Changes over a 25-year period in the duration of return and spawning timing for
coho salmon from five Washington hatcheries. (Reproduced from Flagg et al.

1995).
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juvenile carrying capacity (Nickelson et al. 1986). Stocking of over 10 million presmolts
annually into small streams of Columbia River tributaries has occurred (ODFW 1991, WDF
1991), far exceeding expected carrying capacity.

ASSESSMENT OF EXTINCTION RISK

Background

As outlined in the “Introduction” above, NMFS considers a variety of information in
evaluating the level of risk facing an ESU. Aspects of several of these risk considerations are
common to all coho salmon ESUs. These are discussed in general below; more specific
discussion of factors for each of the ESUs under consideration here can be found in the
following sections. Because we have not taken future effects of conservation measures into
acount (see “Introduction”), we have drawn scientific conclusions about the risk of extinction
faced by identified ESUs under the assumption that present conditions will continue. Future
effects of conservation measures will be taken into account by the NMFS Northwest and
Southwest Regional Offices in making listing recommendations.

Absolute Numbers

The absolute number of individuals in a population is important in assessing two
aspects of extinction risk. For small populations that are stable or increasing, population size
can be an indicator of whether the population can sustain itself into the future in the face of
environmental fluctuations and small-population stochasticity; this aspect is related to the
concept of minimum viable populations (MVP) (Gilpin and Soulé 1986, Thompson 1991).

For a declining population, present abundance is an indicator of the expected time until the
population reaches critically low numbers; this aspect is related to the concept of “driven
extinction” (Caughley 1994).

In addition to total numbers, the spatial and temporal distribution of adults is important
in assessing risk to an ESU. Spatial distribution is important both at the scale of river basins
within an ESU and at the scale of spawning areas within basins (“metapopulation” structure).
Temporal distribution is important both among years, as an indicator of the relative health of
different brood-year lineages, and within seasons, as an indicator of the relative abundance of
different life history types or runs.

Traditionally, assessment of salmon populations has focused on the number of
harvestable or reproductive adults, and these measures comprise most of the data available for
Pacific salmon. In assessing the future status of a population, the number of reproductive
adults is the most important measure of abundance, and we focus here on measures of the
number of adults escaping to spawn in natural habitat. However, total run size (spawning
escapement + harvest) is also of interest because it indicates potential spawning in the absence
of harvest. Data on other life history stages (e.g., freshwater smolt production) can be used as
a supplemental indicator of abundance.



96

Because the ESA (and NMFS policy) mandates a biological review that focuses on
viability of natural populations, we attempted to distinguish natural fish from hatchery
produced fish. All statistics are based on data that indicate total numbers or density of adults
that spawn in natural habitat (“naturally spawning fish”). The total of all naturally spawning
fish (“total escapement”) is divided into two components (Fig. 43): “Hatchery produced” fish
are reared as juveniles in a hatchery but return as adults to spawn naturally; “Natural” fish are
progeny of naturally spawning fish.

Historical Abundance and Carrying Capacity

The relationship of current abundance and habitat capacity to that which existed
historically is an important consideration in evaluating risk for several reasons. Knowledge of
historical population conditions provides a perspective of the conditions under which present
stocks evolved. Historical abundance also provides the basis for establishing long-term
population trends. Comparison of present and past habitat capacity can also indicate long-term
population trends and problems of population fragmentation.

Although the relationship of present abundance to present carrying capacity is
important for understanding the health of populations, the fact that a population is near its
current capacity does not in itself mean that it is healthy. If a population is near capacity, there
will be limits to the effectiveness of short-term management actions to increase its abundance,
and competition and other interactions between hatchery and natural fish may be important
considerations because hatchery supplementation will further increase population density in a
limited habitat.

Quantitative assessments of habitat are quite rare, although rough estimates of carrying
capacity are frequently made for setting management goals. From the evidence available, it is
clear that natural production of coho salmon is now substantially below historical levels for all
ESUs considered here, although this decline has been offset by hatchery production in many
areas. Although we have not attempted analysis of the proportion of total habitat lost due to
blockages, we found significant blockages of freshwater habitat in every ESU. Freshwater and
estuarine habitats are also degraded throughout the entire region considered, although the
severity of degradation varies among ESUs.

Trends in Abundance

Short- and long-term trends in abundance are a primary indicator of risk in salmonid
populations. Trends may be calculated from a variety of quantitative data, including dam or
weir counts, stream surveys, and catch data. These data sources and methods are discussed in
more detail below, under “Approach.” When data series are lacking, general trends may be
inferred by comparing historical and recent abundance estimates, or by considering trends in
habitat quantity or condition.

The role of artificial propagation (in the form of hatcheries) for Pacific salmon requires
careful consideration in ESA evaluations. Artificial propagation has implications both for
evaluating production trends and in evaluating genetic integrity of populations. Waples
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Figure 43. Schematic diagram of mixing of naturally and hatchery produced fish in
natural habitat. Ovals represent the total spawning in natural habitat in
successive generations (Gen.1-3). This total is composed of naturally
produced (N) and hatchery produced (H) offspring of individuals in the
previous generation.
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(19914a, b) and Hard et al. (1992) discussed the role of artificial propagation in ESU
determination and emphasized the need to focus on natural production in the threatened or
endangered status determination. Because of the ESA’s emphasis on ecosystem conservation,
this analysis focuses on naturally reproducing salmon. A fundamental question in ESA risk
assessments is whether natural production is sufficient to maintain the population without the
constant infusion of artificially produced fish. A full answer to this question is difficult

without extensive studies of relative production and interactions between hatchery and natural
fish.

One method of evaluating this issue involves calculating the natural cohort replacement
ratio, defined as the number of naturally spawning adults naturally produced in one generation
divided by the number of naturally spawning adults (regardless of parentage) in the previous
generation. Data for coho salmon are rarely sufficient for this calculation, and we have not
attempted to estimate this ratio in this report. However, the ratio can be approximated from
the average population trend if the degree of hatchery contribution to natural spawning can be
estimated (Busby et al. 1994 appendix B). Where such estimates were available, the presence
of hatchery fish among natural spawners was taken into consideration in evaluating the
sustainability of natural production for individual populations.

Coastwide trends in coho abundance provide another method of evaluating relative
production, though from a larger perspective. Coastwide abundance must be approximated
from commercial and sport harvest data, which is tracked closely by government agencies.
Commercial landings of coho salmon in Washington, Oregon, and California from 1882 to
1982 have been estimated by Shepard et al. (1985). These estimates show relatively constant
landings since 1895, ranging mainly between 1.0 and 2.5 million fish, with a low of 390,000
fish (1920) and a high of 4.1 million fish (1971). Comparable recent estimates are not
available, but ocean commercial troll and sport landings have been summarized from 1971 to
1994 by PFMC (1995). These data show a recent harvest decline from 4.3 million fish in 1971
to 290,000 fish in 1993, and less than 500 fish in 1994 (Fig. 44). However, this decline largely
reflects reductions in allowable harvest, which were imposed in response to perceived declines
in production.

Factors Causing Variability

Variations in the freshwater and marine environments are thought to be a primary
factor driving fluctuations in salmonid run size and escapement (Pearcy 1992, Beamish and
Bouillon 1993, Lawson 1993). Recent changes in ocean condition are discussed below.
Habitat degradation and harvest have probably made stocks less resilient to poor climate
conditions, but these effects are not easily quantifiable.

Threats to Genetic Integrity

In addition to being a factor in evaluating natural replacement rates, artificial
propagation can substantially affect the genetic integrity of natural salmon populations in
several ways. First, stock transfers that result in interbreeding of hatchery and natural fish can
lead to loss of fitness in local populations and loss of diversity among populations. The latter
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Figure 44. Coho salmon landings for Washington, Oregon, and California ocean troll
and sport fisheries. Data from PFMC (1995).
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is important to maintaining long-term viability of an ESU because genetic diversity among
salmon populations helps to buffer overall productivity against periodic or unpredictable
changes in the environment (Riggs 1990, Fagen and Smoker 1989). Ricker (1972) and Taylor
(1991) summarized some of the evidence for local adaptations in Pacific salmon that may be at
risk from stock transfers.

Second, because a successful salmon hatchery dramatically changes the mortality
profile of a population, some level of genetic change relative to the wild population is
inevitable, even in hatcheries that use local broodstock (Waples 1991b). These changes are
unlikely to be beneficial to naturally reproducing fish.

Third, even if naturally spawning hatchery fish leave few or no surviving offspring,
they still can have ecological and indirect genetic effects on natural populations. On the
spawning grounds, hatchery fish may interfere with natural production by competing with
natural fish for territory or mates. If they successfully spawn with natural fish, they may divert
production from more productive natural-by-natural crosses. The presence of large numbers of
hatchery juveniles or adults may also alter the selective regime faced by natural fish.

For smaller stocks (either natural or hatchery), small-population effects (inbreeding,
genetic drift) can also be important concerns for genetic integrity. Inbreeding and genetic drift
are well understood at the theoretical level, and researchers have found inbreeding depression
in various fish species (reviewed by Allendorf and Ryman 1987). Other studies (e.g., Simon et
al. 1986, Withler 1988, Waples and Teel 1990) have shown that hatchery practices commonly
used with anadromous Pacific salmonids have the potential to affect genetic integrity.
However, we are not aware of empirical evidence for inbreeding depression or loss of genetic
variability in any natural or hatchery populations of Pacific salmon or steelhead.

Recent Events

A variety of factors, both natural and human-induced, affect the degree of risk facing
salmon populations. Because of time-lags in these effects and variability in populations,
recent changes in any of these factors may affect current risk without any apparent change in
available population statistics. Thus, consideration of these effects must go beyond
examination of recent abundance and trends. Unfortunately, forecasting future effects is rarely
straightforward and usually involves qualitative evaluations based on informed professional
judgment. A key question regarding the role of recent events is: Given our uncertainty
regarding the future, how do we evaluate the risk that a population may not persist?

For example, climate conditions are known to have changed recently in the Pacific
Northwest, and Pacific salmon stocks south of British Columbia have been affected by
changes in ocean production that occurred during the 1970s (Pearcy 1992, Lawson 1993).
Much of the Pacific coast has also been experiencing drought conditions in recent years, which
may depress freshwater salmon production. However, at this time we do not know whether
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these climate conditions represent a long-term change that will continue to affect stocks in the
future or whether these changes are short-term environmental fluctuations that can be expected
to be reversed in the near future. Possible future effects of recent or proposed conservation
measures have not been taken into account in this analysis.

Other Risk Factors

Other risk factors typically considered for salmonid populations include disease
prevalence, predation, and changes in life history characteristics such as spawning age or size.
We have not found evidence that any of these factors are widespread throughout any coho
salmon ESU, except for the documented decline in body size of adult coho salmon previously
discussed in the “Coho Salmon Life History.”

Approach

In considering the status of ESUs, we evaluated both qualitative and quantitative
information. Qualitative evaluations considered recent, published assessments by agencies or
conservation groups of the status of coho salmon stocks within the geographic area (Nehlsen et
al. 1991, Higgins et al. 1992, Nickelson et al. 1992, WDF et al. 1993). These evaluations are
summarized in Table 6. Nehlsen et al. (1991) considered salmon stocks throughout
Washington, ldaho, Oregon, and California and enumerated all stocks that they found to be
extinct or at risk of extinction. Stocks that do not appear in their summary were either not at
risk of extinction or were not classifiable due to insufficient information. They classified
stocks as extinct (X), possibly extinct (A+), at high risk of extinction (A), at moderate risk of
extinction (B), or of special concern (C).

Nehlsen et al. (1991) considered it likely that stocks at high risk of extinction have
reached the threshold for classification as endangered under the ESA. Stocks were placed in
this category if they had declined from historic levels and were continuing to decline, or had
spawning escapements less than 200 individuals. Stocks were classified as at moderate risk of
extinction if they had declined from historic levels but presently appear to be stable at a level
above 200 spawners (stocks in this category were considered by Nehlsen et al. (1991) to have
reached the threshold for threatened under the ESA). Stocks were classified as of special
concern if a relatively minor disturbance could threaten them, insufficient data were available
for them, they were influenced by large releases of hatchery fish, or if they possessed some
unique character. For coho salmon, Nehlsen et al. (1991) classified 50 stocks as follows: 15
extinct, 2 possibly extinct, 15 high risk, 16 moderate risk, and 2 special concern.

Higgins et al. (1992) used the same classification scheme as Nehlsen et al. (1991) but
provided a more detailed review of northern California salmon stocks. Of the 20 stocks
Higgins et al. (1992) identified as being at some risk of extinction, 7 were classified as at high
risk of extinction, and the remainder were classified as of special concern.
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Table 6. Surhmary of assessments of coho salmon stock status from recent reviews, grouped
by evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) or geographic area.

Nehlsen Higgins Nickelson WDF et al. 1993
et al. et al. et al., Prod.
Basin or stock® 1991° 1992° 1992° Origin® type® Status’

Central California coast ESU

Ten Mile River

Pudding Creek

Noyo River

Big River

Albion River

Navarro River

Garcia River

Gualala River

Russian River

Scott River

Small Southern CA A
streams

> 0000>0

Southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU

Elk River

Euchre Creek

Rogue River

Hunter Creek

Pistol River

Chetco River

Winchuck River

Small Northern CA

Streams

Klamath River
Trinity River
Wilson Creek
Lower Klamath River

Redwood Creek

Little River

Mad River

Humboldt Bay

Eel River

Bear River

Mattole River

ol g o
ouougouooo

(@]

PO0O0O>00000

Oregon Coast ESU
Necanicum River
Elk Creek

Nehalem River
Tillamook Bay
Nestucca River
Salmon River
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o
0, OO
@!

gouo
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Table 6. Continued.

Nehisen Higgins Nickelson WDF et al. 1993
et al. et al. et al. Prod.
Basin or stock® 1991° 1992° 1992¢ Origir® type* Status’

Oregon Coast ESU (continued)
Siletz River
Yaquina River
Necanicum River
Elk Creek
Nehalem River
Tillamoock Bay
Nestucca River
Salmon River
Siletz River
Yaquina River
Beaver Creek
Alsea River
Yachats River
Siuslaw River
Siltcoos River
Tahkenitch Creek
Umpqua River
Tenmile Creek
Coos River
Coquille River
Floras Creek (New River)
Sixes River

or}
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Lower Columbia/southwest Washington ESU

Grays Harbor

Willapa Bay A

Sandy River A
B
A

O
cm

Clackamas River
Lower Columbia
Tributaries

, A+ (Washougal) M C D

Olympic Peninsula ESU

Coast minor drainages C (Lake Ozette) N, M
Quillayute River N
Hoh River N W H, U
Queets River N, X C H
Quinault River M C H U

£=
00
o

Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU

N. Puget Sound N.MU
minor drainages

Nooksack River A+

Samish River

Skagit River N, U

£
o

oNoNe!
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Table 6. Continued.

Nehlsen Higgins Nickelson WDF et al. 1993
et al. et al. et al. Prod.

Basin or stock® 1991° 1992° 1992¢ Origin® type® Status'
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU (continued)
Stillaguamish River N, M A\ D, U
Snohomish River M X W, C H,D
Lake Washington M W, C H,D
Duwamish River M C H, D
Puyallup River M C H, D
Nisqually River M C
S. Puget Sound A (Chambers Cr.) M, X W, C

minor drainages
Hood Canal M W, C H,D
Strait of Juan de Fuca A (Lyre R.) M wW,C H,D,CU

minor drainages
Dungeness River M C D
Elwha River A M C H
Upper Columbia Basin (not a designated ESU)
Klickitat River M C D

Hood River

Middle Columbia Tribs.
Tucannon River
Spokane River
Snake River
Methow River
Yakima River
Wenatchee River
Entiat River

Snake River

Grande Ronde River
Walla Walla River
Umatilla River

el el ol e Ro el Rl ol ol o

*Tributaries and minor drainages combined. Multiple status designations indicate different status for tributaries

or minor drainages within basin.

*A+--possibly extinct; A--high risk, B--moderate risk, C--special concern, X--extinct.

‘H--healthy, SC--special concern, D--depressed.
‘N--native, M--mixed, X--non-native, U--unknown.
*W--wild, C--composite.

‘H--healthy, D--depressed, C--critical, U--unknown.
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Nickelson et al. (1992) rated coastal (excluding Columbia River Basin) Oregon salmon
stocks on the basis of their status over the past 20 years, classifying stocks as “depressed”
(spawning habitat underseeded, declining trends, or recent escapements below long-term
average), “healthy” (spawning habitat fully seeded and stable or increasing trends), or “of
special concern” (300 or fewer spawners or a problem with hatchery interbreeding). They
classified 55 coho salmon populations in coastal Oregon as follows: 41 depressed, 2 special
concern, 6 healthy, and 6 unknown.

WDF et al. (1993) categorized all salmon stocks in Washington on the basis of stock
origin (“native,” “non-native,” “mixed,” or “unknown”), production type (“wild,”
“‘composite,” or “unknown”) and status (“healthy,” “depressed,” “critical,” or “unknown”).
Status categories were defined as follows: healthy, “experiencing production levels consistent
with its available habitat and within the natural variations in survival for the stock”; depressed,
“production is below expected levels . . . but above the level where permanent damage to the
stock is likely”; and critical, “experiencing production levels that are so low that permanent
damage to the stock is likely or has already occurred.” Of the 90 coho salmon stocks
identified, 37 were classified as healthy, 35 as critical or depressed, and 18 as unknown. Of
the 37 healthy stocks, only 4 (all on the Olympic Peninsula) were identified as native and of
wild production type.

One of the problems in applying results of these studies to ESA evaluations is that the
definition of “stock” or “population” varied considerably in scale among studies, and
sometimes among regions within a study. ldentified units range in size from large river basins
to minor coastal streams and tributaries. A second problem is the definition of categories used
to classify stock status. Only Nehlsen et al. (1991) and Higgins et al. (1992) used categories
intended to relate to ESA “threatened” or “endangered” status, and they applied their own
interpretations of these terms to individual stocks, not to ESUs as defined here.

Nickelson et al. (1992) and WDF et al. (1993) used general terms describing status of
stocks that cannot be directly related to the considerations important in ESA evaluations. For
example, the WDF et al. (1993) definition of healthy could conceivably include a stock that is
at substantial extinction risk due to loss of habitat, hatchery fish interactions, or environmental
variation. A third problem is the selection of stocks or populations to include in the review.
Nehlsen et al. (1991) and Higgins et al. (1992) did not evaluate (or even identify) stocks not
perceived to be at risk, so it is difficult to determine the proportion of stocks they considered to
be at risk in any given area.

Quantitative evaluations included comparisons of current and historical abundance of
coho salmon. Historical abundance information for these ESUs is largely anecdotal, although
harvest records are available for some areas back to the late 1800s from which minimum run
sizes can be estimated. Time-series data are available for many populations, but data extent
and quality varied among ESUs. We compiled and analyzed this information to provide
several summary statistics of natural spawning abundance, including (where available) recent
total spawning run size and escapement, percent annual change in total escapement, recent
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naturally produced spawning run size and escapement, and average percentage of natural
spawners that were of hatchery origin.

Although this evaluation used the best data available, it should be recognized that there
were a number of limitations to these data, and not all summary statistics were available for all
populations. For example, spawner abundance was generally not measured directly; rather, it
often had to be estimated from limited survey data. In many cases, there were also limited data
to separate hatchery production from natural production.

Quantitative Methods

Information on stock abundance was compiled from a variety of state, federal, and
tribal agency records. We believe these records to be complete in terms of long-term adult
abundance records for coho salmon in the region covered. Principal data sources were
commercial catch, dam or weir counts, and stream surveys. Specific problems are discussed
below for each data type.

Data Types

Quantitative assessments were based on historical and recent run-size estimates and
time series of freshwater-spawner and juvenile surveys, harvest rate estimates, and counts of
adults migrating past dams. We considered this information separately for each ESU.
Because of the disparity of data sources and data quality among different ESUs, data sources
and analyses are described separately for each ESU.

Dam and weir counts are available in several river basins along the coast. These counts
are probably the most accurate estimates available of total spawning run abundance, but they
often represent only small portions of the total population in each river basin. As with angler
catches, these counts typically represent a combination of hatchery produced and natural fish,
and thus cannot be used as a direct index of natural population trends.

Stream surveys for coho salmon spawning abundance have been conducted by various
agencies within most of the ESUs considered here. Survey methods and time-spans vary
considerably among regions, so it is difficult to assess the general reliability of these surveys
as population indices. For most streams where surveys were conducted, they are the best local
indication we have of population abundance trends.

Computed Statistics

To represent current run size or escapement, we have computed the geometric mean of
the most recent years reported. We tried to use only estimates that reflected the total
abundance for an entire river basin or tributary, avoiding reliance on index counts or dam
counts that represented only a small portion of the available habitat.

Where adequate data were available, trends in total escapement (or run size if
escapement was not available) were calculated for data sets with more than 5 years of data. As
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an indication of overall trends in coho salmon populations in individual streams, we calculated
average (over the available data series) percent annual change in adult spawner indices within
each river basin. Trends were calculated as the sty the regression of In(abundance)

against years corresponding to the biological modgINg x €. Slopes significantly

different from zero (P < 0.05) were noted. The regressions provided direct estimates of mean
instantaneous rates of population change (a); these values were subsequently converted to
percent annual change, calculated as Pa)(eNo attempt was made to account for the

influence of hatchery produced fish on these estimates, so the estimated trends include any
supplementation effect of hatchery fish.

Analyses of Extinction Risk by ESU
1) Central California Coast

Data on this ESU were limited. The PFMC (1994) states that: “Inside harvest of coho
is not available for any river system in California. Spawning escapement estimates are
available for Klamath River Basin hatcheries, but not for coho spawning in natural areas.”
Recent population estimates were compiled under contract to NMFS Southwest Region
(Brown and Moyle 1991) and have since been published (Brown et al. 1994). Recent status
reviews of coho salmon in California by NMFS (Bryant 1994) and the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG 1994) have expanded on the work of Brown and Moyle (1991) for
estimates of abundance and trends in coho populations throughout much of the state.

In compiling estimates of recent spawner abundance, Brown and Moyle (1991) used a
“20-fish rule:” If a stream with historic accounts of coho salmon lacked recent data, it was
assumed to still support a run of 20 adults; if coho salmon were present in recent stream
surveys, they used 20 adults or the most recent run estimate, whichever was larger. While
these estimates are crude, in most cases they are the best data available, and they are generally
comparable with other estimates (Bryant 1994, CDFG 1994, Maahs and Gilleard 1994).

Unless otherwise indicated, the recent abundance data are taken from Brown et al. (1994).

California statewide (including areas outside this ESU) coho salmon spawning
escapement apparently ranged between 200,000 and 500,000 adults per year in the 1940s
(Brown et al. 1994). By the mid-1960s, statewide spawning escapement was estimated to have
fallen to about 100,000 fish per year (CDFG 1965, California Advisory Committee on Salmon
and Steelhead Trout 1988), followed by a further decline to about 30,000 fish in the mid-1980s
(Wahle and Pearson 1987). From 1987 to 1991, spawning escapement averaged about 31,000,
with hatchery populations making up 57% of this total (Brown et al. 1994).

Brown and Moyle (1991, Brown et al. 1994) estimated average coho salmon spawning
escapement in the central California coast ESU as 6,160 naturally spawning coho salmon and
332 hatchery spawned coho salmon for the period from 1987 to 1991 (Table 7). Of the
naturally spawning coho salmon, 3,880 were from tributaries in which supplementation occurs
(Noyo River and coastal streams south of San Francisco). Only 160 fish in the range of this
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Table 7. Regional summary of recent (1980s) average coho salmon spawner abundance in
California. Numbers are subdivided by the apparent origin of the fish (probably
native, mixture of native and naturalized, or hatchery). Based on data from Brown

et al. (1994).
Probably Native and
Region native naturalized Hatchery Total
Del Norte County 1,000 1,860 16,265 19,125
Humboldt County 3,480 740 891 5,111
Subtotal North of Punta Gorda* 4,480 2,600 17,156 24,236
Mendocino County 160 4,790 0 4,950
Sonoma County 0 635 332 967
Marin County 0 435 0 435
San Francisco Bay 0 0 0 0
South of S. F. Bay 0 140 0 140
Subtotal South of Punta Gorda 160 6,000 332 6,492
Total Spawners 4,640 8,600 17,488 30,728

*A few minor coastal streams in Humboldt County south of Punta Gorda are included in this
subtotal.
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ESU (all in Ten Mile River) were identified as “native” fish, lacking a history of
supplementation with non-native hatchery stocks. Based on redd counts, the estimated run of
coho salmon in Ten Mile River during the 1991-92 spawning season was 14 to 42 fish (Maahs
and Gilleard 1994).

Recent data exist for 133 of 186 streams in the region identified by Brown et al. (1994)
as having historic records of adult coho salmon. Of these 133 streams, 62 have recent records
of occurrence of adult coho salmon and 71 no longer have coho salmon spawning runs (Table
8). (Note that the summaries by county made by Brown et al. (1994) excluded a few streams
at the northern boundary of this ESU and included the Sacramento River, which is outside this
ESU.) Nehlsen et al. (1991) provided no information on individual coho salmon stocks in this
region, but identified stocks in small coastal streams north of San Francisco as at moderate risk
of extinction, and those in small coastal streams south of San Francisco as at high risk of
extinction. Higgins et al. (1992) considered only drainages from the Russian River north but
identified four coho salmon stocks within this ESU as at risk: three of special concern and one
(Gualala River) as at high risk of extinction.

2) Southern Oregon/Northern California Coasts

Data are also limited for this ESU. No regular escapement estimates exist for natural
spawning in California streams, and information in Oregon is limited to angler catch
summaries for all rivers, dam-passage and seine-survey counts in the Rogue River, and
observations of coho salmon during chinook salmon spawner surveys.

Most information for the northern California region of this ESU was recently
summarized by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 1994). They concluded
that “coho salmon in California, including hatchery stocks, could be less than 6 percent of their
abundance during the 1940’s, and have experienced at least a 70 percent decline in numbers
since the 1960’s” (CDFG 1994, p. 5-6). They also reported that coho salmon populations have
been virtually eliminated in many streams, and that adults are observed only every third year in
some streams, suggesting that two of three brood cycles may already have been eliminated.

The Klamath River Basin (including the Trinity River) historically supported abundant
coho salmon runs. In both systems, runs have been greatly diminished and are now composed
largely of hatchery fish, although there may be small wild runs remaining in some tributaries
(CDFG 1994). Of 396 streams within this ESU identified as once having coho salmon runs,
Brown et al. (1994) were able to find recent survey information on 115 (30%) (Table 8). Of
these 115 streams, 73 (64%) still supported coho salmon runs while 42 (36%) did not. The
streams identified as presently lacking coho salmon runs were all tributaries of the Klamath
and Eel River systems (Brown et al. 1994). The rivers and tributaries in the California area of
this ESU were estimated to have average recent runs of 7,080 natural spawners and 17,156
hatchery returns, with 4,480 identified as “native” fish occurring in tributaries having little
history of supplementation with non-native fish (Table 8).
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Table 8. Regional summary of numbers of California streams with recent presence or
absence of coho salmon among those identified as having supported coho salmon
populations in the past. Percentages (in parentheses) are based only on those
streams for which recent data are available. Based on data from Brown et al.

(1994).
Total with No recent
Region Coho present Coho absent  recent data data Total
Del Norte County 24 (55%) 20 (45%) 44 119 163
Humboldt County 49 (69%) 22 (31%) 71 162 233
Subtotal North of Punta Gorda® 73 (64%) 42 (36%) 115 281 396
Mendocino County 46 (59%) 32 41%) 78 25 103
Sonoma County 4 (14%) 24 (86%) 28 25 53
Marin County 7 (100%) 0 (0%) 7 3 10
San Francisco Bay® 0 (0%) 7 (100%) 7 0 7
South of S. F. Bay 5 (38%) 8 (62%) 13 0 13
Subtotal South of Punta Gorda 62 (47%) 71 (53%) 133 53 186
Total Streams 135 (54%) 113 (46%) 248 334 582

A few minor coastal streams in Humboldt County south of Punta Gorda are included in this subtotal.
*Includes Sacramento River.
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In this region of California, Nehlsen et al. (1991) identified coho salmon in the
Klamath River as of special concern, and those in small northern streams as at moderate risk of
extinction. Higgins et al. (1992) identified 10 coho salmon stocks as of special concern, and 6
as at high risk of extinction.

Data for coastal Oregon south of Cape Blanco include adult passage counts at Gold
Ray Dam in the upper Rogue River (Cramer et al. 1985; Kostow 1994 App.), angler catch
estimates for all Oregon rivers (ODFW 1992, 1993b), and seine-survey estimates of adult coho
salmon run-size in the Rogue River (Satterthwaite 1992). Recently, most production of coho
salmon in this region of Oregon has been in the Rogue River Basin. Recent run-size estimates
for this basin (1979-91) (Satterthwaite 1992) have ranged from approximately 450 to 19,200
naturally produced adults, and from 200 to 9,400 hatchery produced adults (Fig. 45). Average
run sizes for this period were 3,400 natural and 3,300 hatchery fish, with the total run
averaging 49% hatchery fish. (The majority of the hatchery component probably returns to
Cole Rivers hatchery rather than spawning in the wild; average hatchery rack returns for this
period were 2,800.)

Adult passage counts at Gold Ray Dam provide a long-term view of coho salmon
abundance in the upper Rogue River. In the 1940s, passage counts averaged approximately
2,000 adults per year (Fig. 46). Numbers declined and fluctuated during the 1950s and early
1960s, then stabilized at an average of fewer than 200 adults during the late 1960s and early
1970s. In the late 1970s, dam counts increased with returning fish produced at Cole Rivers
Hatchery.

Angler catch of coho salmon in the Rogue River has fluctuated considerably, ranging
from less than 50 (late 1970s) to a peak of about 800 in 1991; average annual catch over the
last 10 years has been about 250 fish. Angler catch in other rivers in southern Oregon has been
low, representing only a minor fraction of the total south of Cape Blanco. While there have
been no directed surveys for coho salmon in this region, the species would be expected to be
observed in the annual chinook salmon spawner surveys. Few coho salmon have been
observed in these surveys; for example, in 23 years of chinook salmon surveys over 6
segments of the Elk River, the highest count of coho salmon was 20 adults in 1971. In Oregon
south of Cape Blanco, Nehlsen et al. (1991) considered all but two coho salmon stocks to be at
high risk of extinction; of the remaining two, one (Euchre Creek) was identified as extinct and
the other (Hunter Creek) was not mentioned. (The status of coho salmon in Euchre Creek is in
some doubt: no surveys have been conducted recently, but Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) biologists believe there may be a small coho salmon population there.)

South of Cape Blanco, all Oregon coho salmon stocks were rated by Nickelson et al. (1992) as
depressed.

Combining recent run-size estimates for the California portion of this ESU with the
Rogue River estimates provides a rough minimum run-size estimate for the entire ESU of
about 10,000 natural fish and 20,000 hatchery fish.
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Figure 45. Estimated adult coho salmon run size at Huntley Park, lower Rogue River.
Data from Satterthwaite (1992).
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Figure 46. Adult coho salmon counted passing Gold Ray Dam on the upper Rogue
River. Data from K. Kostow (1994 App.).
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3) Oregon Coast

In this region, we examined the extensive spawner survey records provided by ODFW
(Cooney and Jacobs 1994) in conjunction with estimates of ocean harvest rates for coho
salmon (PFMC 1993c). Cramer (1994) provided an extensive analysis of these data. There
are three related sets of spawner survey data. Beginning in 1950, ODFW conducted annual
surveys of peak coho salmon spawning abundance (“peak counts,” PC) in standard survey
segments of coastal rivers from the Necanicum River to the Coquille River. In 1980, surveys
began on a more comprehensive set of river segments: counts were conducted multiple times
each season, providing area-under-the-curve (AUC) estimates of total spawning over the
season, and a better representation of local population abundance than the PC estimates.

In 1990, a study was initiated to examine potential biases and statistical validity of the
survey program (Jacobs and Cooney 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993). This (not yet completed) study
involves stratified random sampling (SRS) to provide AUC estimates of coho spawning
abundance throughout coastal Oregon north of Cape Blanco. All three survey data sets
provide estimates of local spawner density in terms of spawners per stream mile. The PC
estimates have been used to estimate coastwide spawner population size for fishery
management purposes, but substantial biases in this approach led to the initiation of the SRS
study. Preliminary results of this study provide statistically valid estimates of coastwide
spawner abundance for the 1990-93 seasons (Jacobs and Cooney 1991, 1992, 1993; ODFW
1995).

Based on historical commercial landing statistics and estimated exploitation rates,
Mullen (1981) estimated escapement of coho salmon in coastal Oregon to be nearly 1 million
fish in the early 1900s, with harvest of nearly 400,000 fish. In a more extensive analysis of
similar data, Lichatowich (1989) concluded that coho salmon abundance in the same region at
that time was about 1.4 million fish. Lichatowich also concluded that current production
potential (based on stock-recruit models) for coho salmon in coastal Oregon rivers was only
about 800,000 fish, and he associated this decline with a reduction of nearly 50% in habitat
capacity. Recent spawning escapement estimates based on SRS survey results (Table 9)
indicate an average spawning escapement of about 39,000 adults. While the methods of
estimating total escapement are not comparable between the historical and recent periods,
these numbers suggest that current abundance of coho salmon on the Oregon coast may be less
than 5% of that in the early part of this century. The ODFW (1995) presented estimates of
coho salmon abundance at several points of time from 1900 to the present. These data show a
decline of about 75% from 1900 to the 1950s, and a further decline of about 90% since the
1950s.

Trends in coastal Oregon coho salmon populations can best be assessed from spawner
survey information. Long-term trend indications are available only from the PC survey
standard segments (Fig. 47, 48). Statewide average peak spawners per mile have declined
substantially since the early 1950s, but the majority of this decline occurred in the early 1970s,
and spawner counts have remained relatively stable since that time. Since the late 1970s,
stocks in the north and central portions of this ESU have exhibited stable to declining
escapements, while those in the southern portion of the ESU (Umpqua and Coos-Coquille
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Table 9. Population size of coastal coho spawners in geographic areas of the Oregon coast
north of Cape Blanco in 1990-93, based on stratified random sampling spawner
surveys (Jacobs and Cooney 1991, 1992, 1993). Data from ODFW (1995).

Group 1990 1991 1992 1993 Average
Necanicum-Nehalem 1,743 5,315 1,453 5,957 3,617
Tillamook-Nestucca 455 3,967 969 1,188 1,645
Salmon-Alsea 2,419 2,964 11,552 2,763 4925
Yachats-Siuslaw 3,173 3,791 3,820 4,895 3,920
Umpqua 3,737 3,600 2,153 9,308 4,700
Coos-Coquille 4,985 9,464 17,741 23,337 13,882
River Total 16,512 29,101 37,688 47,448 32,687
Lakes 4,414 7,283 1,585 10,180 5,866

Total 20,926 36,384 39,273 57,628 38,553
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spawner surveys along the Oregon coast north of Cape Blanco (upper)
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Jacobs (1994).
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management districts) have exhibited increasing escapements (Fig. 48). Spawner-to-spawner
return ratios based on peak counts (Fig. 47) have fluctuated around replacement over the entire
data period but have been below replacement in 5 of the most recent 6 years for which we had
data. Despite the relative stability of spawner densities after 1975, recruits to the fishery
(estimated by dividing spawner density by 1 minus the ocean harvest rate) continued to decline
until the mid-1980s. Based on these statewide average peak count data, preharvest recruit-to-
spawner ratios also have been declining up to the present (Fig. 47), although this result is not
consistent with results of Cramer’s (1994) analysis of individual rivers that shows no recent
decline in recruit-to-spawner ratios. The ODFW (1995) estimates that this decline in recruits
per spawner averaged 5% per year for brood years 1978 to 1991.

More recent AUC estimates (Fig. 49) may provide a better indication of recent trends
than do the peak counts. These estimates show little trend in either spawners or recruits since
1980, although recruits are low for the last 3 years. Return ratios based on AUC estimates are
extremely low for the most recent 6 years for which we had data, with spawners failing to
replace themselves in all 6 years. As for the PC estimates, return ratios based on AUC
estimates also exhibit a decline since the 1980 brood year. We also examined statewide
average PC and AUC spawner estimates based only on streams designated as “wild” coho
salmon production by ODFW; trend and replacement ratio estimates for these streams were
similar to those calculated for all streams.

The observed pattern of declining recruits per spawner is a serious concern. If the
recent trend were to continue into the future, we could expect that recruitment would fall
below replacement levels in the near future, even with no harvest. However, such a projection
is uncertain. The harvest rate estimates used in this analysis are very inexact, since they are
based on questionable assumptions regarding distribution of fishing effort and the relative
magnitude of hatchery and wild production in the Oregon Production Index (OPI) area.
Recent analyses by ODFW (1995) suggest that recent harvest rate estimates may be
substantially revised when new methods based on analysis of stock-specific, coded-wire
tagged returns are used. Also, we have not attempted to evaluate the causes for this apparent
decline in recruits per spawner, so we cannot evaluate the likelihood that those causes will
continue into the future. The ODFW (1995) suggests that changes in ocean production since
1976 are largely responsible for the decline in return ratios and concludes (p. 49) that “there is
no clear indication of trends in the post-1975 period and no indication of an impending switch
to better conditions.” However, there are other factors that could contribute to declining
production of coho salmon along the Oregon coast, including loss and degradation of
freshwater habitat (Lawson 1993). Lacking knowledge of these factors, their effects and future
direction, our best estimate of the future is a simple projection of past trends. Based on
information available at this time, our projection suggests a substantial risk that coho salmon
in this ESU may soon face recruitment failure.

Kostow et al. (1994) provided estimates of hatchery composition of naturally spawning
coho salmon in several coastal Oregon rivers, ranging from 18 to 62% (Table 10). These
estimates are for rivers known to have high hatchery influence and, therefore, do not represent
the average condition along the Oregon coast. We compiled hatchery composition estimates
for a larger sample of rivers and lakes, which show a wide range from less than 10% hatchery
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fish in lake samples to more than 75% in two rivers (Table 11). These data also illustrate a
general north-south trend of decreasing hatchery influence on natural spawning. The extensive
presence of hatchery-origin adults spawning in several coastal rivers is a cause for concern
about the sustainability of natural production in these systems.

4) Lower Columbia River/Southwest Washington Coast

The status of lower Columbia River coho salmon stocks outside of the Willamette
River Basin was reviewed extensively by Johnson et al. (1991) and is not reconsidered here.
The ODFW conducts annual coho salmon spawning surveys in the lower Columbia River
Basin (Fennell 1993). These surveys indicated that natural spawning of coho salmon in this
region declined precipitously in the early 1970s and has remained at extremely low levels.

As noted earlier, the Clackamas River, a tributary of the Willamette River, may support
a native run of coho salmon that is a remnant run of fish native to the lower Columbia River
Basin (Cramer and Cramer 1994). Abundance of this run has been measured since 1950 by
adult passage at River Mill (1950-57) and North Fork (1958-present) Dams, and total run size
(native and hatchery) has ranged from 416 (1950) to 4,700 (1968). The “native” portion of the
run has ranged from 309 (1958) to 3,588 (1968) (Fig. 50).

Cramer and Cramer concluded that production of the “native” population is depressed
due to a variety of factors. They further concluded that under current harvest rates, the
population is likely to remain stable but is vulnerable to overharvest. Johnson et al. (1991)
briefly reviewed abundance data for this population and, although they concluded that it had a
low risk of extinction if population parameters remained stable, they recommended close
monitoring of the population.

In the Columbia River Basin, all coho salmon stocks above Bonneville Dam (except
Hood River) were classified by Nehlsen et al. (1991) as extinct. Hood River, Sandy River, and
all other lower Columbia River tributary stocks were classified as at high risk of extinction,
except the Clackamas River stock, which was classified as at moderate risk of extinction. This
historic ESU also included portions of the southwest Washington coast. Nehlsen et al. (1991)
identified coho salmon stocks in Willapa Bay as at high risk of extinction. WDF et al. (1993)
identified the Willapa Bay stocks as of unknown status, but of mixed origin and composite
production. They identified all stocks in Grays Harbor tributaries as healthy, but of mixed
origin and composite production.

The largest production of coho salmon in this area is in the Chehalis River Basin. Hiss
and Knudsen (1993) estimated current coho salmon run sizes (before terminal harvest) in this
basin (including the Humptulips River) at about 266,000 adults, of which 135,000 are naturally
produced and 131,000 are of hatchery origin. They noted that hatchery influence on these runs
has increased rapidly since 1970.

Coho salmon in the Chehalis River basin exhibit two run timings: “normal,” with
spawning in early December throughout the basin, and “late,” with spawning in January and
February in lower Chehalis River tributaries. Hiss and Knudsen (1993) suggested that the
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Table 10. Percentage of hatchery produced adult coho salmon
estimated on spawning grounds in selected Oregon river
basins. Data from Kostow et al. (1994).

Percent
River basin hatchery
North Nehalem River 53
Salmon River 56
Siletz River 62
N. F. Umpqua River 50
S. F. Umpqua River 18

Table 11. Estimated average (1989-91) percent of hatchery fish on
spawning grounds in Oregon coastal river basins and
lakes, based on scale analysis. Only basins with total
sample sizes of greater than 10 fish are included.

Based on data presented by Borgerson (1991, 1992).

Percent
Basin Sample size hatchery
Nehalem River 287 66
Trask River 142 87
Wilson River 16 19
Salmon River 113 76
Devils Lake 15 7
Siletz River 222 68
Yaquina River 59 36
Alsea River 65 11
Siuslaw River 129 37
Siltcoos Lake 179 2
Tahkenitch Lake 256 0
Umpqua River 114 20
Tenmile Lakes 123 2
Coos River 52 21

Coquille River 117 13
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normal run is composed of a mixture of hatchery and wild fish, while the late run is virtually

all wild fish (but they did not specify whether “wild” implies native fish, or simply natural
production regardless of origin). The two runs were treated as a single stock for fishery
management purposes, and we have no separate abundance estimates for them. Hiss and
Knudsen (1993) identified three streams known to have late-run fish (Bingham Creek, the
upper Wynoochee River, and the Wishkah River) and noted that this run has always been less
abundant than the normal run but has been particularly small in recent years. No escapement
estimates are available for other streams in Grays Harbor or Willapa Bay.

5) Olympic Peninsula

Data on terminal run size for stocks in this ESU are collected cooperatively by WDFW
and the coastal tribes. Spawning escapements to most streams are estimated from cumulative
redd counts on index reaches of the streams, assuming each redd represents the spawning
activity of 1 female, and a 1:1 sex ratio. Peak counts in supplemental reaches are multiplied by
the ratio of cumulative counts to peak counts in the index reaches. Escapement to a basin is
calculated by multiplying the estimated escapement in surveyed (index + supplemental) areas
by the ratio of surveyed spawning habitat to total habitat in the basin.

The WDFW and tribal biologists believe that redd counts provide the most reliable
estimates of total escapement in these coastal streams, which typically have highly variable
flows during the spawning season (PFMC 1990). These natural escapement estimates,
combined with hatchery escapements, form the basis for escapement summaries for the
Olympic Peninsula (WDF et al. 1993, PEFMC 1994). However, no attempt was made to
estimate the number of hatchery produced fish that spawn naturally.

We reviewed assessments of these stocks by Nehlsen et al. (1991) and WDF et al.
(1993). Nehlsen et al. (1991) identified only one at-risk coho salmon stock (Lake Ozette) in
this area, as of special concern. Most coho salmon stocks in this area were considered by
WDF et al. (1993) to be healthy or of unknown status, representing a mixture of native, mixed,
and non-native origins, and wild or composite production. Some stocks along the Strait of
Juan de Fuca were identified as depressed. The WDF et al. (1993) report identified eight
stocks of native origin with wild production in this ESU, four of healthy status and four of
unknown status.

Other evidence examined for this ESU included trends in terminal run size, hatchery
contribution, trends in ocean exploitation rate, and trends in the size of fish in terminal
landings. No trends were detected in terminal run size, and there is no evidence for trends in
ocean exploitation rates. In the stock complexes monitored and reported by PFMC, hatchery
returns accounted for 50% of the spawning escapement in the period from 1982 through 1992
(Table 12), with the majority of hatchery production contributing to the Quillayute summer-
run, Quinault, and Queets stocks (PFMC 1994).

Of these stocks, the Quinault and the Salmon River (tributary of the Queets) were
identified by WDF et al. (1993) as of mixed origin, while the majority of other stocks were
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Table 12. Average terminal run sizes of Olympic Peninsula coho
salmon stock complexes (1981 to 1992). Based on data from

PFMC (1994).
Stock Natural ' Hatchery Total
Quinault 7,900 15,500 23,400
Queets 6,600 7,600 14,200
Hoh 5,000 500 5,500
Quillayute summer 1,800 7,600 9,400
Quillayute falll 2,500 3,000 15,500

Total 33,800 34,200 68,000
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identified as of native origin. Average recent run sizes for some of these stocks are given in
Table 12. The total average terminal run size for these main stocks is about 34,000 natural and
34,000 hatchery fish. We have found no historical run-size estimates for these stock
complexes to compare with recent abundance, but there have presumably been substantial
declines in coho salmon production as a result of well-documented habitat degradation since
European settlement.

6) Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia

Spawning escapements in Puget Sound are estimated primarily by AUC estimates of
live spawners in index reaches of selected streams. Spawner surveys are conducted by
WDFW. Estimates of spawning escapement are obtained by multiplying the mark-recapture
estimate of spawning escapement in a base year by the ratio of AUC index to the AUC index
in the base year (PFMC 1990).

We reviewed assessments of these stocks by Nehlsen et al. (1991) and WDF et al.
(1993). Nehlsen et al. (1991) identified three coho salmon stocks in this region as at high risk
of extinction, and one (Nooksack River) to be possibly extinct. Stocks in this region were
considered by WDF et al. (1993) to range from healthy to critical in status, be predominantly
of mixed origin, and be predominantly of composite production. None of the stocks in this
region that they identify as healthy were of strictly native origin. Two stocks (Deer Creek and
Sumas/Chilliwack) were identified as of native origin with wild production but were of
unknown status.

Other lines of evidence included long-term trends in escapement to counting facilities,
hatchery contribution rates, ocean and total exploitation rates, and trends in the size of fish in
the terminal landings. Only three rivers have long-term (extending back to the 1930s or
1940s) escapement data from which to estimate trends. Long-term trap counts at Baker River
and White River generally showed declining trends in the 1960s and 1970s, with some
evidence of recovery in the 1980s. The number of adults passed above the hatchery racks on
the Samish River showed neither increasing nor decreasing trends over a 55-year period. More
recent spawner survey data are available for numerous rivers within this ESU, but no reliable
breakdown of natural and hatchery production is available for these data.

Trends in abundance for additional stocks were evaluated by examining terminal run
size derived from cohort reconstruction (WDF et al. 1993). Terminal run data included
terminal harvest within Puget Sound, but not harvest in ocean fisheries. In addition to
naturally produced fish, terminal runs included hatchery fish from hatchery and off-station
releases. Of the stocks identified by WDF et al. (1993), abundance estimates were available
for the period from 1965 through 1993 for 17 stocks. Trends in abundance for these stocks
were estimated by fitting an exponential trend to time series of terminal run size. Of the stocks
examined for this review, two stocks had significant downward trends, five had significant
upward trends, and the remainder had no significant trend (Table 13).

Ocean exploitation rates on wild coho salmon from the Deschutes River, Snohomish
River, and Big Beef Creek declined from the late 1970s through the mid-1980s and have
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Table 13. Average Puget Sound run size from 1965 through 1993, and trends
in abundance for selected Puget Sound stocks. Runs size estimated
by run reconstruction. Data from WDF et al. (1993).

: Average Annual
Stock run size percent change
Area 12A 2,766 -1.71
North Hood Canal (Area 12) 1,810 0.55
Admiralty Inlet (Area 9) 1,000 -3.12 *
Chambers Creek 1,152 7.21 *
Deschutes River 20,834 6.37 *
Dungeness River 2,841 -3.42
Mid-sound tributaries - 8,614 4.81 *
Elwha River 543 -1.26
Green River 11,979 -0.22
Lake Washington 25,310 -2.74
Nisqually River 15,410 -1.93
Puyallup River 28,166 . -1.61
Samish River 11,962 10.89
Skagit River 35,307 -2.57
Skokomish River 11,469 0.42
South Sound (13-13B) 31,466 6.04 *
Stillaguamish 30,166 -1.26

* denotes trends that significantly (P < 0.05) differ from zero.
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increased since then but remained in the range of 0.3 to 0.5. Total exploitation rates have
shown no apparent trend but have fluctuated in the range of 0.6 to 0.9. The average hatchery
contribution rate for stocks monitored and reported by the PFMC for the period 1981 to 1992
has been 62%, with Nooksack/Samish and South Puget Sound stock complexes managed for,
and clearly dominated by, hatchery production.

Average recent run sizes are summarized for major stock complexes in the ESU in
Table 14. The total average run size for these main stocks is about 479,000 natural and
776,000 hatchery fish. Bledsoe et al. (1989) examined changes in run sizes of Puget Sound
salmon since 1896. They did not find a statistically significant general decline in run sizes for
wild runs of coho salmon in this period, although they did report a dramatic 85% decline of
coho salmon terminal runs in south Puget Sound from 1935 to 1975. They attributed this
decline at least in part to an increasing catch in nonterminal fisheries.

Overall, catches of coho salmon in Puget Sound fisheries show a substantial decrease
from 1896 to the early 1940s, but this is largely attributed to the prohibition of fishing for this
species with purse seines and fish traps starting in 1935. Overall catch within Puget Sound has
increased gradually since that time, but has not returned to earlier levels, possibly as a result of
greater interceptions of coho salmon in ocean fisheries (Bledsoe et al. 1989).

As noted above, between 1972 and 1993 the average size of fish in the terminal
landings underwent a sharp decline, from an average of about 4 kg to about 2 kg (Fig. 16).
This dramatic decline in average fish size, which could result from any of several causes, could
seriously reduce the fecundity and fitness of naturally spawning fish.

The ESU that includes Puget Sound extends into southern British Columbia, for which
we have not received detailed abundance information. Northcote and Atagi (in press) have
reviewed abundance trends for all salmon species in various regions of British Columbia, two
of their regions include parts of this ESU. Coho salmon have shown both historical (1800s to
1953-92 average) and recent (1953 to 1992) declines both on Vancouver Island and along the
south-central British Columbia coast (excluding the Fraser River).

In both areas, the historical decline was roughly twofold. On Vancouver Island, coho
salmon escapements have recently declined from more than 300,000 in the mid-1950s to about
150,000 at present. Along the south-central British Columbia coast, escapement declines in
the same period have been more dramatic, from about 500,000 in the mid-1950s to less than
100,000 at present. This is a much more severe decline than the trends documented in the U.S.
portion of the ESU.

Northcote and Atagi did not address levels of hatchery production for British Columbia
coho salmon. However, there has been a substantial increase in coho salmon releases from
British Columbia hatcheries since 1975 (Hilborn and Winton 1993).
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Table 14. Average terminal run sizes of Puget Sound coho salmon
stock complexes (1981 to 1992). Based on data from PFMC

(1994).
Stock Natural Hatchery Total
Strait of Juan de Fuca 8,100 15,800 23,900
Nooksack/Samish 27,500 147,600 153,100
Skagit 31,400 23,000 54,400
Hood Canal 40,400 52,900 93,300
Stillaguamish/Snohomish 164,200 63,400 227,600
South Puget Sound 207,700 473,400 681,100

Total ' 479,300 776,100 1,255,400
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Conclusions

In general, there is a geographic trend in the status of coho salmon stocks south of the
Canadian border, with the southernmost and easternmost stocks in the worst condition.
Throughout the regions reviewed, there have been recent declines in coho salmon abundance,
and 1994 runs were predicted to be the worst on record in many river basins. (At the time of
this report, we have received no 1994 run-size or escapement estimates for most river basins.)
Conclusions for specific ESUs follow and are summarized in Table 15.

1) Central California Coast

All coho salmon stocks south of Punta Gorda are depressed relative to past abundance,
but there are limited data to assess population numbers or trends. The main stocks in this
region have been heavily influenced by hatcheries, and there are apparently few native coho
salmon left in this region. The apparent low escapements in these rivers and streams, in
conjunction with heavy historical hatchery production, suggest that natural populations there
are not self-sustaining. The status of coho salmon stocks in most small coastal tributaries is
not well known, but these populations are small. There was unanimous agreement among the
BRT members that natural populations of coho salmon in this ESU are presently in danger of
extinction.

2) Southern Oregon/Northern California Coasts

All coho salmon stocks between Punta Gorda and Cape Blanco are depressed relative
to past abundance, but again there are limited data to assess population numbers or trends. The
main stocks in this region (Rogue River, Klamath River, and Trinity River) are heavily
influenced by hatcheries and, apparently, have little natural production in mainstem rivers.
The apparent declines in production in these rivers, in conjunction with heavy hatchery
production, suggest that the natural populations are not self-sustaining. The status of coho
salmon stocks in most small coastal tributaries is not well known, but these populations are
small. There was unanimous agreement among the BRT that coho salmon in this ESU are not
in danger of extinction but are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future if present
trends continue.

3) Oregon Coast

There are extensive survey data available for coho salmon stocks in this region.
Overall, spawning escapements have declined substantially during this century and may now
be at less than 5% of their abundance in the early 1900s. Average spawner abundance has
been relatively constant since the late 1970s, but preharvest abundance has declined. Average
recruits-per-spawner may also be declining. Coho salmon populations in most major rivers
have heavy hatchery influence, but some tributaries may sustain native stocks. The BRT
concluded that coho salmon in this ESU are not at immediate risk of extinction but are likely
to become endangered in the future if present trends continue.
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Table 15. Summary of risk considerations for six coho salmon evolutionarily
significant units(ESUs).

Risk category

ESU 1 -
Central California

ESU 2 -
Southern Oregon/Northern
California coasts

ESU 3 -
Oregon coast

Absolute numbers
(Recent average)

Escapement ca. 6,000, ca.
160 "native" with no history
of hatchery influence.

Run size ca. 10,000 natural,
20,000 hatchery. Current
production largely in the
Rogue and Klamath basins.

Escapement ca. 39,000
natural, unknown hatchery.

Numbers relative to
historical abundance
and carrying
capacity

Abundance substantially
below historical levels.
More than 50% of coho
streams no longer have
spawning runs. Widespread
habitat degradation.

Substantially below historical
levels. In California portion
of ESU, ca. 36% of coho
streams no longer have
spawning runs. Widespread
habitat degradation.

Natural production ca.
5-10% of historical levels,
near 50% of current
capacity. Widespread
habitat degradation.

Trends in abun-
dance and pro-
duction

Long-term trends clearly
downward. No data to
estimate recent trends.

Long-term trends clearly
downward. Main data are
for Rogue River basin, where
runs declined to very low
levels in 1960s and 1970s,
then increased with start of
hatchery production.

Long-term trends clearly
downward. Escapement
declined substantially since
early 1950s, but majority of
decline was in early 1970s.
Recent average spawner-to-
spawner ratios below
replacement. Recruits-per-
spawner show a continuous
decline up to present.
Southern portion of ESU
recently increasing.

Variability factors

Low abundance or degraded
habitat may increase
variability.

Low abundance or degraded
habitat may increase
variability.

Low abundance or degraded
habitat may increase
variability.

Threats to genetic
integrity

Most existing populations
have history of hatchery
plantings, with many out-of-
state stock transfers.

Most existing populations
have hatchery plantings, with
many out-of-state stock
transfers in California
portion of the ESU.

Most existing populations
have hatchery plantings,
with many out-of-basin (but
largely within-ESU) stock
transfers. Magnitude of
hatchery influence declines
from north to south.

Recent events

Recent droughts and change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Recent droughts and change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Recent droughts and change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Other Factors

None identified.

None identified.

None identified.

Conclusion

Presently in danger of
extinction.

Not presently in danger of
extinction, but likely to
become so.

Not presently in danger of
extinction, but likely to
become so.
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Risk category

ESU 4 -
Lower Columbia River/
Southwest Washington

ESU S -
Olympic Peninsula

ESU 6 -
Puget Sound/Strait of
Georgia

Absolute numbers
(Recent average)

Total natural production
unknown. Late Clackamas
River run is less than 4,000.

Run size ca. 34,000 natural,
34,000 hatchery.

Run size ca. 479,000
natural, 776,000 hatchery.

Numbers relative to

historical abundance

and carrying
capacity

Native, natural production
near zero in much of the
geographic area. Unable to
identify extant natural pop-
ulations, except possibly in
Clackamas River, Wide-
spread habitat degradation.

Substantially below historical
levels. Widespread habitat
degredation in most of
geographic range, but
headwater areas within
Olympic National Park
protected.

Total run is near historical
levels, natural run is sub-
stantially below historical
levels. Widespread habitat
degradation.

Trends in abun-
dance and pro-
duction

Long-term trend in natural
production is clearly down-
ward. No substantial recent
upward or downward trend
in Clackamas River.

No substantial upward or
downward trends were de-
tected in terminal run size or
in ocean exploitation rates.

Long-term trends in total
run size relatively flat in
WA portion of ESU,
downward in BC portion.
Recent escapement trends
are mixed upward and
downward, majority of
stocks show no substantial
trend.

Variability factors

Low abundance or degraded
habitat may increase
variability.

Low abundance or degraded
habitat may increase
variability.

Degraded habitat may
increase variability.

Threats to genetic
integrity

Widespread hatchery pro-
duction far exceeds that for
any other ESU, with many
out-of-basin (but largely
within-ESU) stock transfers.

Some populations have con-
tinuing hatchery plantings,
largely within-basin although
numerous small out-of-ESU
transfers have occured.
Hatchery influence restricted
to a few major rivers; several
stocks have little or no
hatchery influence.

Most existing populations
have continuing hatchery
plantings, with many out-of-
basin (but largely within-
ESU) stock transfers. Aver-
age hatchery contribution
rate to runs is 62%, with
largest effect on the Nook-
sack-Samish and South
Puget Sound stock
complexes.

Recent events

Recent droughts and-change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Recent droughts and change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Recent droughts and change
in ocean production have
probably reduced run sizes.

Other Factors

Harvest rates have been very
high, but declining in recent
years.

None identified.

Sharp decline in adult coho
body size. Recent harvest
rates have been high.

Conclusion

If ESU still exists, it is not
presently in danger of extinc-
tion, but is likely to become
SO.

Not presently in danger of
extinction, nor likely to
become so.

Not presently in danger of
extinction, but likely to
become so.
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4) Lower Columbia River/Southwest Washington Coast

The BRT concluded that we cannot at present identify any remaining natural
populations of coho salmon in the lower Columbia River (excluding the Clackamas River) or
along the Washington coast south of Point Grenville that warrant protection under the ESA,
although this conclusion would warrant reconsideration if new information becomes available.
The Clackamas River produces moderate numbers of natural coho salmon. The Clackamas
River late-run coho salmon population is relatively stable under present conditions, but
depressed and vulnerable to overharvest. Its small geographic range and low abundance make
it particularly vulnerable to environmental fluctuations and catastrophes, so this population
may be at risk of extinction despite relatively stable spawning escapements in the recent past.
As noted above, the BRT could not reach a definite conclusion regarding the relationship of
Clackamas River late-run coho salmon to the historic lower Columbia River ESU. However,
the BRT did conclude that if the Clackamas River late-run coho salmon is a native run that
represents a remnant of a lower Columbia River ESU, the ESU is not presently in danger of
extinction but is likely to become so in the foreseeable future if present conditions continue.

5) Olympic Peninsula

Coho salmon abundance within this ESU is moderate, but stable. These stocks have
been reduced from historical levels by large-scale habitat degradation in the lower river basins,
but there is a significant portion of coho salmon habitat in several rivers protected within the
boundaries of Olympic National Park. This habitat refuge, along with the relatively moderate
use of hatchery production (primarily with native stocks), appears to have protected these coho
salmon stocks from the serious losses experienced in its adjacent regions. While there is
continuing cause for concern about habitat destruction and hatchery practices within this ESU,
the BRT concluded that there is sufficient native, natural, self-sustaining production of coho
salmon that this ESU is not in danger of extinction and is not likely to become endangered in
the foreseeable future unless conditions change substantially.

6) Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia

Coho salmon within this ESU are abundant and, with some exceptions, run sizes and
natural spawning escapements have been generally stable. However, artificial propagation of
coho salmon appears to have had a substantial impact on native, natural coho salmon
populations, to the point that it is difficult to identify self-sustaining, native stocks within this
region. In addition, continuing loss of habitat, extremely high harvest rates, and a severe
recent decline in average size of spawners indicate that there are substantial risks to whatever
native production remains. There is concern that if present trends continue, this ESU is likely
to become endangered in the foreseeable future. However, the size data examined are heavily
influenced by fishery data from the Puget Sound. These fisheries target primarily hatchery
stocks, and it is not known at this time to what extent the trends in size are influenced by
hatchery fish. The extent of hatchery contribution to the natural spawning escapement and to
natural production is unclear, as are the potential effects this contribution may have on the
population genetics and ecology of this ESU. Further consideration of this ESU is warranted
to attempt to clarify some of these uncertainties.
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GLOSSARY

allele

An allele is an alternate form of@ene(the basic unit of heredity passed from parent to
offspring). By convention, thel'00 allel€ is the most common allele in a population and is
the reference for the electrophoretic mobility of other alleles of the same gene. Other genetic
terms used in this document incluallozymes(alternate forms of an enzyme produced by
different alleles and often detected by protein electrophorégisjirogram (a branching
diagram, sometimes resembling a tree, that provides one way of visualizing similarities be-
tween different groups or sampleggne locugpl. loci; the site on a chromosome where a
gene is found)genetic distancgD) (a quantitative measure of genetic differences between a
pair of samples); anidtrogression (introduction of genes from one population or species into
another).See als®NA, electrophoresis andtransferrin.

artificial propagation
Seehatchery.

Biological Review Team (BRT)
The team of scientists from National Marine Fisheries Service formed to conduct the
status review.

Cape Blanco
A geographic feature on the Oregon coast &5@8I.

Cape Mendocino
A geographic feature on the California coast 828WN.

Ceratomyxa shasta

A freshwater myxosporean parasite of salmonids that causes high mortalities in suscep-
tible strains of fish. Other common diseases of Pacific salmon inciodesus, cold water
diseasebacterial kidney diseaseandfurunculosis.

coded-wire tag (CWT)

A small piece of wire, marked with a binary code, that is normally inserted into the
nasal cartilage of juvenile fish. Because the tag is not externally visible, the adipose fin of
coded wire-tagged fish is removed to indicate the presence of the tag. Groups of thousands to
hundreds of thousands of fish are marked with the same code number to indicate stock, place
of origin, or other distinguishing traits for production releases and experimental groups.

DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid)
DNA is a complex molecule that carries an organism’s heritable information. The two
types of DNA commonly used to examine genetic variatiomat@chondrial DNA
(mtDNA), a circular molecule that is maternally inherited, andear DNA, which is orga-
nized into a set of chromosomeSee alsa@llele, electrophoresis,andtransferrin.
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electrophoresis

Electrophoresis refers to the movement of charged particles in an electric field. It has
proven to be a very useful analytical tool for biochemical characters because molecules can be
separated on the basis of differences in size or net chBrg&ein electrophoresis which
measures differences in the amino acid composition of proteins from different individuals, has
been used for over two decades to study natural populations, including all species of anadro-
mous Pacific salmonids. Because the amino acid sequence of proteins is coded for by DNA,
data provided by protein electrophoresis provide insight into levels of genetic variability
within populations and the extent of genetic differentiation between them. Genetic techniques
that focus directly on variation in DNA also routinely use electrophoresis to separate fragments
formed by cutting DNA with special enzymesdgtriction endonucleasels See alsallele,
DNA, andtransferrin .

ESA
The U.S. Endangered Species Act.

escapement
The number of fish that survive to reach the spawning grounds or hatcheries. The
escapement plus the number of fish removed by harvest fortotéheun size.

evolutionarily significant unit (ESU)
A “distinct” population of Pacific salmon, and hence a species, under the Endangered
Species Act.

hatchery

Salmon hatcheries typically spawn adults in captivity and raise the resulting progeny in
fresh water for release into the natural environment. In some cases, fertilized eggs are
outplanted (usually in “hatch-boxes”), but it is more common to refeaggoung juveniles)
or smolts (juveniles that are physiologically prepared to undergo the migration into salt water).
The fish are released either at the hatchenystation releas¢ or away from the hatchery
(off-station releasg. Releases may also be classifiedvakin basin (occurring within the
river basin in which the hatchery is located or the stock originated froout-@f-basin
(occurring in a river basin other than that in which the hatchery is located or the stock origi-
nated from).

The broodstock of some hatcheries is based on adults that return to the hatchery each
year; others rely on fish or eggs from other hatcheries, or capture adults in the wild each year.

jacks

Male salmon that return from the ocean to spawn one or more years before full-sized
adults return. For coho salmon in California, Oregon, Washington, and southern British
Columbia, jacks are 2 years old, having spent only 6 months in the ocean, in contrast to adults,
which are 3 years old after spending 1%z years in the ocean.

Point Grenville
A geographic feature of the Washington coast located°av4V.
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polymorphic
Having more than one form (e.g., polymorphic gene loci have more than one allele).

principal component analysis(PCA)

A statistical technique that attempts to explain variation among sengvalriables in
terms of a smaller number of composite independent factors pailteipal components
These principal components are representesidsnvectors or the perpendicular axes of
central trend that pass through the clouds of points represemtatinmensional space. The
matrix of eigenvectors and timeatrix of correlations of independent variables are used with
linear algebra to calculate the equations describing the principal components that account for
the greatest amount of the variation expressed in the original variables. Principal component
one PCJ) is defined as a linear combination of theariables that accounts for more of the
variance in the data than any other linear combination of variables. S&@2?dnd subse-
guent components are defined as linear combinations that account for residual variance after
the effect of the first (and subsequent) component(s) is removed from the data. PC values or
“scores” are calculated for each individual and subjected to statistical analysis.

Punta Gorda
A geographic feature of the California coast 2180N.

Queen Charlotte Strait

The body of water separating the northern portion of Vancouver Island and the British
Columbia mainland. The strait extends south from the Pacific Ocean at the north tip of
Vancouver Island to approximately Gilford Island and the Broughton Island Archipelago.

river kilometer (RKm)
Distance, in kilometers, from the mouth of the indicated river. Usually used to identify
the location of a physical feature, such as a confluence, dam, waterfall, or spawning area.

Salt Creek
A small creek on the south shore of the Strait of Juan de Fuca that flows into Crescent
Bay. Salt Creek is adjacent and to the west of the Elwha River.

smolt

verb- The physiological process that prepares a juvenile anadromous fish to survive
the transition from fresh water to salt water.

noun- A juvenile anadromous fish that has smolted.

spawner surveys
Spawner surveys utilize countsreflds (nests dug by females in which they deposit

their eggs) and fish carcasses to estimate spawner escapement and identify habitat being used

by spawning fish. Annual surveys can be used to compare the relative magnitude of spawning

activity between years. Surveys are conducted on a regular basadard stream seg-

ments, groups of which form a spawniedex, and are occasionally conductedsupplemen-

tal stream segmentgthose that are not part of the standard surveying plan).
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Several methodologies have been used to estimate trends in spawner abundance based
on the results of redd counts or spawner surveys.p&ak count (PC)methodology simply
uses the largest number of fish observed during the peak of spawning activilgredhe
under the curve (AUC) approach estimates the number of “fish days” (one “fish day” is equal
to one fish (spawner) present on the spawning ground for one day) for a given stream segment;
AUC is calculated from the total number of spawners observed over the course of the season,
divided by the average residence time of spawners on the spawning g&itatdied ran-
dom sampling (SRS)rovides an estimate of the number of spawners in a given area based on
spawner counts in both standard and supplemental surveys.

spawner-to-spawner ratio

Several measures are employed to estimate the productivity of salmon populations. The
spawner-to-spawner ratioestimates the number of spawners (those fish that reproduced or
were expected to reproduce) in one generation produced by the previous generation’s spawn-
ers. A spawner-to-spawner ratio of 1.0 indicates that, on average, each spawner produced one
offspring that survived to spawn. Thecruit-to-spawner ratio estimates the number of
recruits (fish that are available for harvest in addition to those that bypass the fishery to
spawn) produced by the previous generation’s spawners.

Strait of Georgia

The body of water separating the southern portion of Vancouver Island and the British
Columbia mainland. The strait extends from Cortes Island and Desolation Sound in the north
to the San Juan Islands in the south.

Strait of Juan de Fuca

The body of water separating the southern portion of Vancouver Island and the Olym-
pic Peninsula in Washington. The strait extends from the Pacific Ocean east to the San Juan
and Whidbey Islands.

transferrin
Transferrin is a serum protein that is characterized by its specific ability to reversibly
bind iron and other metal ions and exhibits a high degree of polymorphism.

west coast coho salmon
For the purposes of this document, west coast coho salmon are defined as coho salmon
originating from fresh waters of British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and California.
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Appendix Table B-2. Location of sampling stations, years sampled, number of years sampled, and minimum and
maximum water temperatures for selected river basins in Washington (WA), Oregon (OR),
and California (CA). Based on USGS water data (Hydrosphere Data Products, Inc. 1993).

Number Average monthly
Sampling Years  of years temperature ("C)
State River station location covered sampled Minimum' Maximum"

1968-70
9
1962-82

agit)
N Fork Stillaguamish =~
Pilchuck Cr. (Stillaguamish)
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Appenidx Table B-2. Continued.

Number Average monthly
Sampling Years of years temperature (°C)

State River station location covered sampled Minimum® Maximum®
WA North Raymond 1963-73 11 5.5 18.8

Bear Branch (Willapa Bay)

Castle Rock

Heisson

Clackamas
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Appenidx Table B-2. Continued.

Number Average monthly
Sampling Years of years temperature (°C)
State River station location covered sampled Minimum' Maximum®
Alsea 1958-59 2

OR  Fall Cr. (Alsea)
. 8 Fo

8.0 16.9
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Appendix C

Life History Trait Information



196

(€661) INPONRY pue I9)SI90 LE6T sunf Apre9 asung-Ae]y 95| (1973[oM Q) Ioser]
(LL61) Suonswry pue ondry SL-€L61 Kep sunf pru-1dy od ysturenbg

(2661) AQiIoH pue uoyeNOW - Aepy prut sunf-Tepy

(¥861) USSISPUY PUE JOUIALIDS 8-LL61 Adv Amnp-repy
($861) USSIOPUY pUE ISUSALIDG 9/-1161 AR Ap-1epy D9 ('SI 1AncOUEBY) “ID) UOTIRUIR))
(SL61) uosey 7L61 Ke a1e] asung-1dy Dg (‘ST JoAnOOUBA) UWAT]

(€661) sweq 06-L861 Aepy prw sunf pru-qoq

(LL61) an3ry pue Suonsuiry G161 Key sunf prut-idy ol (‘ST 19ANOSURA) UBYIIMO))
(0661) 211°qe] L8-6861 KeN are-pru sunyg oje[-1dy od (‘ST 10AnOOURA) X)) Youar]
(€861) "I 10 1osE1] £L-6561 Kepy ore| Amnp-rey Od  ('sI 1Anoouep) winotfend) Sig
(0661) 112981 L8-S861 Kepy pua sunyf aej-1dy od (‘ST 30An0OURA ) JUAL],
(0661) 2I1°qeT L8-6861 Key pru aung sjef-1dy od ('] 12An00URA) "I YOR[g
(6861) PIep\ pue duIAlf L80861 Aepy pru sunp prur-1dy pru od ("SI 39An0oURA ) yS0ay
- (zs61) 1951904 561 Key are| _ ounf-Aey od (99eT 9rsaxe]) eusayg
(zL61) 1yoMIg L9-1961 unf Aprea Ang-Aey prux AV ynjrey
(T961) JIIUIS pue Uy 1961 KeN ovef-prur aung-1dy prur p: A4 meL
(9L61) puog pue auox) L961 aunp Aprea-Kejy a1 - p: A4 10 utyseg
. 20Imog PoIaA0D uoneiSrunno uoneInp souraoxd (uoneso] 10 LreInquiy)
(s)Te0 X Jows yeoq uoneiSunno jowrs /rels IOATY

(VD) erulojie) pue ‘(JO)
u03210 (VM) uoisuiysepy (Og) vrqunjo) ysnug ‘(v) eyse[y ur suoneindod uowes oyod peroaes jo Surum uoneidunno jjows °1-) o[qe], xipusddy



197

(vg61

“I861) Te 12 19128 “(0861) [PALL pue drysuoyuerg 78-LL61 Key Ajres-1dy ae - VM $IIMYISI]

(2861) ' 12 oread 08-6L61 Ke prut - VM A[renbsiN

(8561) yrkeq pue ofeg $S-8¢61 Kepy prut ounf-Tep VM (punog 193ng) 1D I

(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZuUa] L8-6L61  Key Apeo-1dy are| - vM  (punog 198ng) 1D 1®D PIIM

(€661 ‘T661) YdIIopUnm pue L3I 2671661  AeN Apres-idy o) aunf-qag VM u23ID

(0861) 191, pue drysuoyuerg LL-9L6T Aey Apres - VM (1D Jeag Smry) ysrureures

(0861) ToALL pue drysuoyuerg LL-9L61 Key Ajres - VM (1D YyuoN) ysrureureg

(4861 “1861) ‘¢ 12 IOTIdS 78-8L61 Key pru ounf pru-1dy VM (USTWOYANS o °S) ysrwoyoug

(L861 ‘S861) 1ZUT ‘(€861) 'Te 10 drysuayuerg L8-6L61 Aely pru-Ares - VM (1D sureq) ysnuoyoug

(€861) 'Te 10 diysuoyuerg 18-6L61 Ae]y prur-A[1es - VM (1D uyyn) ysturoyoug

(L86T ‘861 ‘€861) 1zuo] L8-6L61 AeN pru-Ajres - VA (1D Jonyd[id M) ysiwoyoug

(£861) "¢ 3 dureyoneaq ‘(9861) dureyonesg L8-9861 Ke prm - VM ystuogoug
(0661 “8861) 'Te 10 Aqury 88-L861 Key prut -

(¥861) e 10 101108 78-1861 Kepy pru - A7\ ysrurenge[ng

(ddy p661) uewkey Y €6-L861 Aey pru-Apres AInf orel-repy e] VM n3eys

(azs61) 1aqnyog 08-8L61 Kl prui-rea sung-1dy od ("y uourjes) oser]

20In0g PaI12A0D uoneigunno uoneinp souraoid (uoneoof 10 Ameynquy)

(s)eox jjours yeaq uoneISTUNNO Jjows /eI TOATY

‘penunuo)) 1-0) 9[qe], xipuaddy



198

(ddv p661) sewkey f Y6-1L61 KeN Ajres ounf Apres-idy Ao wm Aavorq
(6861) 'T& 19 yorIopunp - Kepy prux - VM eymiyg
(¢661) 12doo) pue uosuyof 06-8L61 Key pru sung-xdy VM (Keg K19A00SI(]) 1D moug
(¥861 ‘1861) '[B 12 Ioflog 8-SL61 Key prur-Apres unf-Iey VA (feue) pooH) “1D Jeog Sig
(6861)
110384 pue uosualely ‘(8861) MAZ4(] pue sowkey 68-8861 Kely pru-Ajres aunf pr-idy Ao Y YSTWONOYS
(€661) e 32 9NIANSIT “(L86T ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZUFT 7661 ‘L8-8L61 AeN Alres-1dy ol == VM (feue) pooH) ednueg, o[nry
(€861) Te 10 diysuoyuerg 18-0861 Ke prur-idy oe] - VA (Teue) pooH) ednyeg,
(€661) Te 12 92159
‘(€861) 'Te 10 drysuoyuerq ‘(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZUoT 7661 ‘L8-8L61  AB pru-Ajres - VM (feue) pooH) UOISSIN
(€661) 'Te 12 [T “(L861
‘G861 ‘€861) 1ZuaT (0861) [PALL pue diysuoyuelg 7661 ‘L8-9L61 KB prw-Ajres -- VA (g uorun) "1 Asupno)
(€661) T8 10 211597 “(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZUT  T661 ‘L8-8L61  KBIN prw-Ares - VA (g worun) "1 reag
(€861) Te 10 diysuayuerg — 18-6L61 KeN - VM (Teue) pooH) uorun
(0861) [PALL pue drysuayuejg SL61 Kepy Ajres - VM (punog 108nq) 1) ySnorogspion
, (L3861
‘6861 ‘€861) 1ZUsT *(0861) [PALL pue diysuoyue[q L8-9L61 Kepy prur - VA (punog 198nq) 10 N
(0861) 1oALL pue diysuayuelg 8L-LL61 Ke]y Apres-1dy ae - VM (punog 193ng) "I wnjooyg
90In0S Pa19402 uotjeISrunno uoneinp souraoxd (uoneoso] 10 AreInquiy)
(s)reax Jjjows yeaq uoneISunno Jjows /AvIS JoATY

‘penunuo)y ‘1-) 9[qe], xipueddy



199

(ddv v661) prepoop "o - Kepy prut -
(eL6T) dam - dy - VM (Y wewoydo[) erquIn[o)
(ddv v661) prepoop "y - Kepy prut -
(EL61) IAM - dy - VM (" sde1n) eiquinjo)
(eL61) Aam - dy - VM Aeg edefig
(¥861) IodooH pue Wury ‘(1861) x1g ¥8-€L61 Aepy pru - VM joqreq ske1n
"(1861) xug “(8L61) uung 08-€L61 Kepy prua - VM ("9 9vyd0uk M) sifeyay)
(q ‘e9861) Sunox pue Sury S8-v861 Aey Ajres-1dy anej -
(¥861) 1odooH pue yury ‘(1861) xug ¥8-€L61 Aepy pru - VM (g dosies) sieyoy)
(+861) “[e 10 19108 7861 Aey pru-Ares - VM (1D wreydurg) steysyd
(8L61 ‘LL6T) I9[19S pue Xug LL-9L61  Aey Ajres-xdy arep  Aey ef-1dy Ajres ym (12ddn) sireyayp
(#861) IodooH pue yury ¥8-1861 Kepy Ajres-1dy oe| -
(1861) xug 08-€L61 Kepy prut -
(EL61) AAM - Ke]y pru - VM stieyay)
(+861) 1edooH pue ury ‘(1861) Xug v8-€L61 Aepy prua - VM sdimduny
(#861) 'Te 10 19[198 78-1861  ounf Aprea-Aepy ore| VM (Y 1o1MIER[)) S10a00)
(€861) uoisnoy - Kepy - VM YyoH
(ddvy 661) sswkel Y6-1L61 Keq Aj1eo aung Afres-1dy Apee wvm [eryoeSogyemere)
('ddy $661) sowAey ‘[ v6-1L61 Kepy Ajrea sung Apres-1dy VM Jonpajos
201n0§ pPaIaA0d uoneIduno uoneinp souraoad (uoneosof 10 Arenqriy)
(syrea x jjowrs yead uoneISunno jjows /9IS JOATY

‘panunuo) ‘1-D 9Iqe], xipuaddy



200

('ddv v661) s¥99m ‘H

“(€661) 'Te 30 s193p0Yy “(€661) ‘Te 10 uosuyof 16-8861 1dy ae| - ¥o (1D 158Y) BOOMISAN
(€561) 1ouwng 6v-9v61 Ae Ajres sunf pru-re piw YO (1D pueg) oowreyry,
(0L61) Ao18999S 85-6v61 dy aunf-qa i (0} (1D Sunidg) uosyip
(€961) SIIIA pue BYSIN €961 Aey Ajres - JO (Y s3unog/ourueysers]) eiquinjo)
(€961) SHIIM pue eYsIN 7961 AeN Qe - 4o (1D 81g) viqunjop
(Z961) SsUIIM 651561 Aey sunf pru-ga pru  Jo (1D 1BUD) BIqUINO)
(v661) JoweI) pue IowWeI) 760961 aung Apres-Aepy AInf-qag
(T661) Te 3@ yseunpy 98-1.61 sunp-Aepy AInf-qoq O  (dre] “y seweyoR[D) BIqUINIOD
(+661) 12UIRID puR IWRI) 26-L861 Key pru-£rea sunf pru-idy

(z661) T8 32 ySeymy - sunf-Aey Anf-rey MO (Apres -y sewexor]D) BIqUINOD
(€961) SHIIM pue BYSIN €961 e - ¥0 (1D Iepa)/y Apueg) eiqunjo)
(ddv v661) prepoom ¥ (1S61) 4AM -- Key - VM ("4 1e3noysepy) erquinjo)

(€£661) 1Mo L8-S861 ke Apred -

o (ddv p661) prepoom g 63-0861 Aey prut aung aje[-reN

(€L61) JAMm - Key - VM (g smma7) erquinjo)

(ddv p661) prepoom g - KeN pru -
(gL61) Aam - Key - VM (Y eurerey) eriquinjo)

(ddv p661) prepoom g - AeN pru -
(gL61) AAM = Key - VM (I ImmoD) erquinjo)
20IN0g PaI9A0D uoneisiunno uoneInp souraoxd (uoneoo] 10 Areynquip)
(s)reax jjowss jeaq uoneidiunno jjows /el JOATY

‘panunuo) “[-D o[qe], xrpuaddy



201

(ddy 661) 10[S "L £661 Key Ajrea KeN-1dy VO (1D IIAD) prus
(1L61) stouwtay 6961 Aepy prw-Ajres sunf-Iepy i (0] SOXIS

(ddv v661) s1oom ‘H 6L61 Ke]N Apres-1dy oe] - p: (0] a[imbo)

(ddv $661) sY°M 'H €L61 Aey pru - (¢} ayer] sero[f

(SL6T ‘€L-0L61) SIDIN SL-OL6T AeN pru - k() oye] S[ruua],

(ddy 1661) s¥°°oM 'H €L61 Ke A[reo - (¢} (9e] 9j3ueli]) me[snig

(€661) Te 12 s1o8poy €861 Ke prux ounf-gog (¢} mesnig

(ddy 661) s¥2oM 'H “(€661) T[e 10 uosuyof €6-7661  AeN Ajreo-1dy aef - 40 1) sunuwngy
(ddv $661) ¥2oM 'H ‘(€661) TE 30 Uosuyof £6-7661 AeN - g0 11D 9[IWUS,
(ddy v661) s¥°em "H 6L-€EL6T Aepy - k(0] (1D pooo1D) easTy

(s961) uewdey) - - KeN-god (0} (1D YuQ) vosyy

(ddy y661) sXom "H

“(£661) Te 10 s123poy ‘(€661) ‘e 10 uosuyor £6-8861  1dy Apres-rejy o sunf-qoy (6} (1D 1915q07]) BOS|Y
(SL61) Tue] pue SuLIO €L-6561 dy-rey Ke-Tepy (0] vos|y

(LL6T) S1DOW 9L-6L61 Aey - p: (¢} uoureg

(€661) & 10 s1a3poy 16-8861 KelN Aprea-1dy 2] - MO ('ID UOON) BOOMISAN

20IN0g PaISA0D uoneI3unno uonemp souraoxd (uonesoj 10 Areynquiy)

(s)reax Jjjouwrs yead uoneIgunno Jjjowls  /a1elS JOATY

‘penunuo) 1-D 9jqe], xpusddy



202

(9L61) nayong 9961 sunf ae| Sny Apeo-oung VO (‘4 S youeq 1seq) 199
(9L61) noYoNg 9961 sunf 3ny Apes-repy VO (d4°9) rPa
(9L61) naYONg YL-€L61 Aepy ore| sunf-idy VD o9
A.mm< vmm: coumvunm .1— - %NE 32 05‘;. %f&o..hdz <U UME
(¥661) Jred [euoneN poompay ¥6-€661 idy pru sunf Ajrea-Ken VO "ID poompay
(£661) yruspion 16-8861 KeN are| sunf pru-rep
(¢L61) Ad1esH 69-6961, Aey ore| sunf-1dy VO Ky,
(1661) p{nuesry pue zury 1661 1dy AIng-1ey srer VD (1D yoeoy) yrewery
(0661) S190N pue zjur] 0661 Key Ajres aunf-Tejy VO (1D yes]) yreurery
(1661) Pinuesry pue zury 1661 Aey are] sunf-Iejq e VD (ID Yed yv) yreurery
(0661) 910N pue zur| 0661 Key pru sunf-idy pru VD (1D reaq) yrewery
(6861) Zury pue S]qoN 6861 Ken Apred AeN-1dy pru VD (3D reminy) yreurery
(0661) S190N pue zjury 0661 AeN Kepy-1dy VO (1D ToNY) Yrewrery
(#661) ysnequaduo pue
uey) (z661) ‘T8 10 LoD ‘(0661) SI9ON pue uIg 7676861 AeN prut sunf-1dy VO (1D anig) yewery
(¢661)

ruspion (z661 ‘1661) 3re1D (6861) SMASN 16-8861 Kepy ore[ sung-Kejy

(¢L61) Ao1esy 1L61 Ao pru sunf-1dy
(¥861) ApreT pue Aproy - Key-1dy ounf-qo, VO eurery
20In0g PAIaA0D woneldunno uonemp aouraoxd (uoneoo[ 10 Areingriy)
(s)reo g jowss yeaq uonRIZIUNNO JjoWS /RIS ISATY

‘panunuo) °1-) 9[qel xipuaddy



203

(9 ‘®6961) US[IY pue uuin®y S9-v961 Aey pru-Apres aunf-1dy VO (13D orsedIN) seunge]
(¥861) 'Te 12 yolaojerg £8-7861 Ke sunf-rejN VO  (YonD spaaq) 1D seyunger]
(Z661) oUI ‘XINUF pue SAIBIOOSSY pue A9y
‘(8861) Ao[13] pue ysraojerg ‘(y861) ‘Ie 39 yoraoeig $8-7861 Key sunf-rey VO 1D seyunde]
(6861) uosispuy pue ensjoH 6861 ‘v861 ‘IL61
‘(r861) 10pws ‘(IL6T) PIOWIY “(bS61) KB ‘89-L961 ‘bS61 ke aunf-1dy VO (seutjog 1d) 1D poompay
(ddv v661) x0D g - idy el aunf-repy Apreo A0 uelssny
(ddv t661) seuof "m - 1dy prur AeN-qa are] VO e[efeny
(ddy y661) souof *m - 1dy prur KeN-Tejy A[red vD BloIRD
(-ddvy v661) sauor ‘M - ady ore] aung-qag e v OIIBABN
(‘ddv p661) seuof *m - idy ore| ouny Apres-rejy \/) 3ig
(0L61) suing pue mu.>8© 89-+961 KeN Ajres o.cz_.-num are| VD 1) Iodse))
(-ddy $661) sauor *m -- Key Qpe] Ke 91e[-TR]N v oAoN
(ddvy p6e61) souor *m - KeN Ajres KeN-1dy Ap1es VD SN U9,
(ddy p661) 1equreq -y - dy e KeN-TeIN 9ve] v SloneN
(9L61) oo 9961 aunf A1red 3ny pru-rey VO (1D poompay) 1o
(9L61) noyong 9961 dy A[ng-repy pru VD (1D 9N uaL) 1°1
2010 PaIoA0D uoneidunno uoneInp soursoxd (uoneosof 10 Arenquy)
(s)reax jowrs yesq uoneISunno jjows /eI IOATY

penunuo) ‘[-D 9Iqel xrpuaddy



204

‘3urddof 19y,
-3ui33o] a10J0g,

(ddy 661) Srens '@ ‘Cddv p661)

prug f ‘(ddy $661) U0SION ‘[ (€661) UOS[ON 7679861 Aey prut sauny( prur-idy VD 0ZU3107] ueg
(ddv v661)
3rong - ‘('ddv $661) UOSIAN [ ‘(4661 “€661) UOSION 761861 AeN piu Ke-rey VO ‘ "I N0dS
(€661 ‘T661) Wws €6-1661 Aey pru sung-1dy
(#S61) 1yel pue Aofeaodeys h-€€61 Key AIng-repy ore| VD 1D [[9PPeM
A.vw@: .~m e &om>oum.~m mwumwmﬁ %NE %Tmo ozzh-bwz <U A..MU oEmcohumu :.mwv m.ﬁ_czmmd
90IN0g PaIdA0D uoneIsunno uoneinp aouraoxd (uoneoo| 10 Arenquiy)
(s)reax Jjows yead uoneiSiumno jjowrs /9yeIs ISATY

‘panunuo) ‘1) °[qe], xipueddy



205

(€861) .? 19 diysuayuerg 18-6.61 16 - VM (1D uun) ysrwoyoug

(L861 ‘S86T ‘€861) 1Zuo] L8-LL6IT LO1 Clz-79 VM (11D Yonyo[ig smry) ysrwoyoug
(0661 ‘8861) '[& 19 AqITy] 68-8861 811-88 -

(¥861) 'Te 12 19[138 78-1861 L6 -C8I-S¥ VM ysrurenge[ug

(qz861) Heqnyog 08-8L61 mm. -~ od (g uoures) 1oseL]

(€S61) Iory pue I19)SI90] LEGT 0Z1-011 - od (19Z)]9MG) Jasery

(LL61) Suonsuwry pue on3ry SL-EL6T 0or-¢L - od ysturenbg

(9861) AsfesH pue AqioH €8-1L61 14 ocI-sy Od (‘ST 19AN0dURA) "I uoLRUIE)
(€661) sweg -06-L861 101 --

(6L61) 'Te 10 ondry 9L-SL61 76 081-9% od (ST 10An00UE A) UBRYOIMOD)

(0661) a11°qeT L8-9861 £6 891-89 od ('s] 10An0dUBA) 1D Youal]

(£861) 'TB 10 IosRI €L-1961 86 - D9 ('] sanoouep) wmndrend) Sig

(0661) =11°qeT L8-S861 S6 SSI-L9 od (ST 10An00UBA) UL,

(0661) 211°qeT L8-6861 011 CLI-8L od (ST 10An00URA) "1 Jorlq

(6861) Prepy pue auiAl L8-0861 ¥01 0€1-68 od (ST JoAncoueA) Yooy

(zL61) 1oxonuQ 89-9661 PI1-L01 -- p: 44 SeT Nnjred]

(2961) JJIuIS pue Ueyas] 1961 £6 6C1-SC p: A4 meL,

200§ PaI2A0D 9zZIs Jjows o3uex souraoxd (uoneoo] 10 Kxenquiy)

(s)reax UBON[ ozZIs Jjowg /oIS JoATy

‘sjjows se pauodor ysy woy (urur) ySusy YIoj ore sJUSWAINSEIW [y (VD) BIUIOfe)
pue ‘(JO) uosai0 ‘(v M) ucduiysepy (Og) erqunjo) ysnug (V) exsery ur suopendod uowl[es ogod psjoa[es JO SOZIS JJOUIS 70 S1qe], xipuaddy



206

(€661) Te 13 9[[so]

(L86T “S861 ‘€861) 1ZUaT (0861) IPALL pue diysuoduerg 7661 Hw,.ohmﬁ ¥6 981-89 M (Y uotun) 1 Asunmnoy
(€661) T8 32 11919 “(L86T ‘S861 ‘€861) 12U 7661 ‘L8-8L6] 96 1LT-0L VM (g voruny) 1) Ieog

(€861) 'Te 12 diysuayuelg 18-6L61 01 - M (feue) pooH) uorup)

(¥861 ‘1861) 'Ie 12 I3[Tog 8-LL61 Sl 00C-18 VM samnydsaq

(0861) 19ALL, pue diysuoyuerg LL9L61 el - VM (punog 193ng) 1) ySnoioqspon

(0861) 1°ATL pue diysuayuerg LL9L6] 011 - VM (punog 133ng) ‘1) wnjooys

(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 12U {(0861) IPALL pue diysusyueg L89L61 Sl =" VM (punog 123ng) 1D TIIA
(8561) JyiAeq pue ofeg €561 g6 -- VM (punog 1080y) 10 NN

(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZUo] L8-6L61 86 981-0L VM (punog 103ng) 1) 1807

(L861 ‘S861 ‘€861) 1zUo] L8-6L61 101 20C-0L VM (punog 1038ng) ‘1D 1D PIM

(€661 “T661) YdrIapunpy pue A3qpIq 2671661 YCi-96 - VM uaainy

- (08671) 1°ALL pue drysuoyuerg LL-9L61 96 ’ - VM (quoN) ysrwreurures
(0861) 1°ALL pue diysuoyue|g 8L-9L61 £6 - VM (1D Teag o) ysiwewwes

(¥861 ‘1861) Te 12 19[138 78-8L61 00t - VA ystuoyoug

(¥861 ‘1861) 'Te 10 Io[Iog 8-8L61 68 8VI-8Y VM (UstwoyAyS A °S) ystwoyoug

(L861 ‘S861) 1ZuaT “(£861) ‘e 12 diysuoyuerg L8-6L61 SOl 687-69 VM (1D sureq) ysruoyoug

20In0g PaI1oA0D 9ZIs jjows - 28uex souraoxd (uoneoof 10 AreIngriy)

(s)reax UeSA ZIS Jjows /9IS JOATY

‘panunuo)) zZ-) d[qel, xipusddy



207

(¥861) 19dooy pue yurg (1861) XUg 08-€L61 - £v1-08

(8L61) uung SLEL6T o€l - VM (g 9syooudp) sireyayd
(q ‘®9861) Sunox pue Sury 68861 SIT -

(¥861) 10dooy pue yury (1861) XHg 08-€£L61 - I¥1-98 VM (g dosies) sieysy)
(b861) "Te 19 I9[19S 7861 ARt 781-8L VM (1D weysurg) sieyay)

(Z661) Usa1 pue Joporyds 83-L861 - SE1-901
(#861) 19dooy pue ywry (1861) xug ¥8-€L61 - 8€1-76 VM sifeyay)

(T661) ysa1 pue 19poryds 88-L861 - 0Z1-56
(¥861) Jodooy pue Wur (1861) XHg $8-€L61 - LET-TS VM sdymduny
(¥861) '[e 10 W[OS 78-1861 ¥l 881-9L VM (3oremIed])) s199nQ)
(g661) Asulary, pue sowkey £6-7661 4l - VM Aoyorg
(P661) I[PM pue o[[Is] 68-9861 901 0¥1-69 VA (vonyg op ueny jo jreng) Yy OOl
(€661) 19doo) pue uosuyof 06-8L61 LOT 0L1-09 VM (Aeg A12A0081(]) 1D moug
(¥861 ‘1861) 7 10 19[19S (0861) IPALL pue diysuoyuerq 78-9L61 601 LYT-SS VM (feueD pooH) 1D Joog Sig
(4661) BIPM Pue SIS 68-9861 001 I-19 VM ystuoyoys
(€661) "Te 10 [T (L861 ‘861 ‘€861) 1IZUdT 7661 ‘L8-8L6I 901 1$2-79 VM (feue) pooH) "y eAnyel, oy
(€861) e 10 diysuoyue[g 18-0861 66 - VM (feueD poopy) Y ednye],

(£661) T8 12 o[98

‘(£861) 'Te 10 diysuoyuerd ‘(L86T ‘S861 ‘€861) 1ZUT  T661 ‘L8-8L6T 86 oL VM (feue) pooH) Y UOISSIN
90108 PAISAOD 9ZIs Jjows o3uex aouraoxd (uonteoo] 10 Areingriy)
(s)reox UeON JZIS JJows /ores JOATY

‘penunuo) -g-D 9Iqe], xipuaddy



208

3 (6] (1D Yuq) essy

(§961) uewdeyp 796561 06-08 -
(€661) 'Te 10 s13poy 76-8861 £8-78 =" p: (@) (1D 1915907 " "H) eS|V
(€661) e 10

uosuyor ‘('ddy $661) S¥99M 'H ‘(€661) I8 12 s103poy £6°7661 a6 -
‘(€661) e 10 s18poy 16-8861 98 - h: (0) (1D 1915q0°) BOS[Y
(z861) “Ie 10 sejoyoIN 0861 811 091-88 p: () vumbe x
(€661) Te 10 sxo8poy 768861 201-L6 - dJ0 (‘1D UOOy) e2OMISON

(€661) 'Te 10 s108poy ¢6-1661 9T -
(€661) e 10 s18poy 06-8861 001 - k. (0] (1D 1585) BOOMISON
(€S61) Touming 6¥-9v61 0T1-S01 v8I-1v p: (0] (1D pues) yoowe[[i],
(0L61) Yorseoyg 86-6¥61 001 - p: (0] uosTIA
(€961) SHIIM PUE EYSIN £9-7961 141! 1242 YO (s3unox/eurueysery]) erquinjo)
(z961) stmm £9-2961 144 8EI-8L d0 (1D S1g) erqunjop
(2961) stmm 657561 STI SLI-1S k: (@) (1D.1eUD) BIqUIN[OD
(¥661) IoweI) pue Iourer) 2675961 L1l $-0L JO (e Y sewreyor[)) vIqUIN[O)
(€961) SUIIA PUE BYSIN £9-7961 66 0z1-0L JO (1D Iepap/y Apues) eiquinjo)
(€661) 1mdd L8-6861 121 0v1-001 VM ("4 smap erquinjo)
(¥861) 12dooy pue yiury v8-1861 - 1ST-801 A7\ loqrey skein
201N0Yg PaI1oA0D 9ZIS Jjows - 93uel ouraoxd (uoned0] 10 Areinqguiy)
(s)reax uRoAl 9ZIS J[owg /e IOATY

‘panupuo) ‘z-) 9qe], xipuaddy



209

£861

(¥861) 'Ie 10 yd1aoIRIg 0¢l1 v61-0L VD  (feg sopewoy) 1D senunge]
| (1L61) proury 89-L961 96 8V1-8L VO (seutjog 1d) "ID poompay
(0L61) suing pue saAeID 8961 ‘v961 76 -667¢8 VO 1D 1edse)

(€661) ynuispion (7661 ‘1661) Srexd 16-6861 vl 002-06
(€L61) Aoresy 8961 Lyl 881-901 vO Ayuny,
(6861) ZuI'T pue 3[qON 6861 STl 0Ll-¢6 VO (1D rEmIn) yrewersy

(v661) ydnequaguor] pue

ueq) (z661) “1e 12 LoI[1n “(0661) 2IGON pue uIdlg 2676861 01 vei-16 VO (1D anpg) ypewrersy
(€661) WIwsplon (661 ‘1661) Sre1) 16-6861 eVl OLI-S6 Vo Yrewersy
(S861) 'Te 10 Jourer) 18-SL6T 6£1-801 - dq0 an3oy
(1L61) stouroy 6961 otl 0S1-88 q0 SOXIS
(SL6T “€L-0L6T) SIDOW SL-0L6T 44! - p: (6) 9¥eT] S[Iuaf,
(ddv v661) 10doy g 1661 001 - J0 enbdurn
(L861) Te 12 s1o8poy £861 LO1-001 - a0 Mme[snig
(6L61) WSTUY £L-0961 £6 - h: (0] (1D 9IpaaN) eas|y
(6L61) WBuy £L-0961 S6 - d40 (1D uuAyy) eosyy
(6L61) 8ruy £L-0961 L6 - J0 (1D 199Q) easyy
90In0g PRIoA0D 9z1s Jjows 28uex soutaoid (uonesoy 10 Arenquiy)
(s)reax uBoO 9ZI$ Jjomg /9115 IoATY

‘penunuo)) ‘g-D 9Iqe], xipuaddy



210

"UONEI0}SAl Jeyqey YV,
"UoNBI01Sal JelIqey O} JOLI],

(¥S61) 1yl pue Aoeaodeqs I-€€61 141! STI-06 VD RO RILEN
(¥S61) 1381 pue Aofesodeyg Iv-€e61 011 021-001 VO ID 11°pPeM
(86961) Uy pue uumind) Y961 11 ovI-101 VD (oroseoeN) 1)) sejunge]
221mog PaI2A0D 9218 j[ows - 98ueI soutaoxd (uoneooj 10 Arenqriy)

(s)reax UBSIAl 9ZIS Jjows /o118 JoATY

poanunuo) z-D 9Jqel, xipuaddy



211

(€661) 'I® 19 4AM

AON Ajres-dog Ajres

(ep661) MAAM £6-0861 190 pru - VM ysturenge[ng
(€661) I8 1 dAm - - dog rel-AIng s8] wm (1o3eg) ndeyg
(ddy $661) uewAeHq Y - AON A[1e2-190 9te] --
(€661) T8 19 Aam - - 997 ael-A[nf pru
(eb661) MAAM £6-8L61 dog are| -

(9¢61) “[e 12 uewdey) Se61 dag pruw %9(-3ny pru VM nseys
(€661) T8 1° AAM - - AON 9le[-3ny prui M ysruweg
(€661) "Te 12 AAM - - AON Ajres-dag Ajreo

(ep661) MAAM €6-LL61 100 Apred -
(9¢61) 'Te 10 uewdey) Se61 dog prur 93Q-das VM NoBSYOON
(S861) I8 12 1aqnydS ¥861 AON PIw-3oQ) pru - od (g pedyuayIIg) Joselq
(L961) predays pue o1y - 10 100-dog od Ioser]
(1861) Te 10 13981] LL9L6Y AON pIw-joQ prut - od ('s[ IaAnoduE A) UBYOIMOD
(0661) 11eqe1 88-6861 190 de| AON QB[00 Pt Dg ('S 1oAnodUEA) 1D Youary
. (£861) e 10 19581 TL-6561 100 e[ 29(7 def-dog pru Od  ('s[ 1Anoouep) wnoiend) Sig
(0661) 2119981 88-6861 AON A[1ed AON AJe[-300 Ares Dg (*ST 1oAnoduEA) A1),
(0661) 3112qe T 88-G861 AON Ap1e2 AON e[-19Q 38| od (*sf 19Anodue ) 1) Yor[g
(9L61) puog pue Juo1) L9VE61 dog 190 pru-3ny vV 1D ulyses
20ImMog PSIDA0D LADUS 10ALL Jaoneinp souraoid {(uoneooy 10 Areynqriy)
(s)reax yeaod Anuo 1A /R8s ALY

(VD) eruiopie)

pue ‘(JO) uodaIi0 (VM) uoisunysepy “(Of) eiqunjo) ysnug ‘(3v) eysery ur suopendod UowIfes 0Yyod pajas[as Jo Surum Anus 10Ary “¢-)) ojqelL xtipuaddy



212

18-8L61

(1861 ‘1861) “[& 12 Io[og AON A[rea-100 e uef A1ea-100 plur - ym (Teue) pooH) 1D joog 3ig
(€661) 'Te 12 IAM - - AON Apea-dog prur  ym (reue) pooH) sdriemasoq
(€661) Te 12 AAM - - AoN pru-deg prr  ym (Teue) pooH) ysnqexong
(€661) Te 12 JAM - -- AON pru-dog prur - YA\ (JEUE) POOH) PUIWEH BUIUIRl
(€661) e 12 AAM -~ == AoN prur-dog prur

(e¥661) MIAM 06-6L61 100 Ajres - M YspoyoyS§
(€661) T 19 AAM - - AoN prur-deg prur
(¥861 ‘1861) “I& 12 J9[Iog 18-8L61 AON A[Iea-100 e oo prur-dag ey VM samyosaq
(€661) T8 12 JAM -- - 99 Ajres-dog prur
(Br661) MAAM £6-CL61 10 pru - VM AjrenbsiN
(8561) J1iAeq pue ofes 6€-LE6T AON pru uef-30 VM (punog 108nq) "1D JONIN
(€661) T 12 AAM -- -- 100 9el-3ny prur
(Br661) MIAM €6-CL61 dag aer-prur - A7\ dnjredng
(€661) 'Te 12 JAM -- - AON Ares-dog aje]  vm uasIn
(e¥661) MAAM €6-CL61 100 Ares - VM ysmuemnq
(€661) e 19 AaMm - - AON Aprea-dog prux  wm Tepa)

(V861 ‘1861) 'Te 12 Io[rog 18-8L61 10 29 Ajres-dog VM (YsTwoyAYS) ysruoyoug

(€661) B 19 Aam - - 100 aref-dog Ajrea
(9¢61) Te 10 uewdey) gee6l 100 Apres AoN-dag VM ystuoyoug
90In0g PaIdA0D Anuo 19AL uoneInp douraoid (uoneso] 10 Arenqriy)
(s)reayx yead Anu9 1oAYy It N JOATY

"ponunuo) ‘¢-) oqel, xrpuaddy



213

(€661) T8 1 AAM

29 Apreo-dog prux

(ey661) MAAM £6-TL6T 100 Apres - VM s1eanQ)
(Br661) MAAM £6-TL61 190 pru - VM YoH
("ddv v661) sewkeq ‘[ v6-1L61 AON Apres uer prw-ydog a1l M ([eryoesog yemereD) snkeqind
(ddy $661) sowAel f - dag Ao - .
(€661) T8 12 JAM - - dog prw-Sny Aeo YA\ (Jowwins yonpsjos) ainkeq[mo)
(ddv $661) sewkeq ‘[ ¥6-1L61 AON Apres uef pru-ideg a1 WM (Aoxor) @nheqmdd
(€661) "I 10 AAM - - 99 Apres-dag Apreo
(ddy pe61) sewkey -- AON AJIeo -

(Br661) MAAM £6-TL61 100 Ajrea - VM amnfe(nd
(€661) T8 12 JAM - - uer pru-dog e wm (oy1oBd) yoreep/s000g
(€661) "Ie 10 AAM - - AON pru-dog prr - yA (8904 9p uenf jo Jens) nojes
(€661) T8 10 AAM - - AON pru-dog prr YA (eong Sp uenf Jo jeng) oYoH
(€661) "IE 12 JAM - - AON Apreo-dog prr WA\ (eong 9p uenf Jo-jrens) 1ysAg
(€661) T8 12 AAM - - 09( Apree-dog prux

(Br661) MAAM €6-LL61 100 prur - VM eymig
(€661) e 12 AAM - - AoN 9ye[-dog prut

(er661) MAAM £8-L61 190 pru - VM ssouagun(y
(€661) 'Te 12 AAM - - 99 Prw-190 Afed VM Keg A1on00s1q

20In0S PaI3A0d Anus oAU uorneInp aouraoxd (uonedof 10 Arenqriy)
(s)1ax Jead Anua 1Ay /21818 I9ARY

‘panunuo)) “¢-) 9qe], xpuaddy



214

(€661) 'Te 12 AAM

29 9e[-3ny pru

(1S61) JAM - - uef-100 VA (1D Agreuraqy) erquinjod
(€661) "Te 12 AaM - - %0(] drel-Sny pru
(ddv p661) prepoom 68-0861 AON 3Je[-100 uef alel-Sny pru ypm ("4 uewroydo[z) eIquInjo)
(€661) "I2 19 AAM - - o0(] de[-Sny pru
('ddy $661) prepoom g - AON 912[-190 qa4-8ny pru
(1S61) AaMm - - 99100 VM (" ske1D) erquinjo)
(1861) uaIny - 100 - VM (unx £1es) erquingo))
(9€61) T2 10 uewidey) se6l 0aq prw-dog prur 0a-dog VA erquinjo)
(€661) '1e 12 JAM - - oo prui-dog prur
(9¢61) “Te 10 uewdey) Se6l AON prut 2(-0 VM Aeq ede[ip
(IS61) Aam - - 99Q-1°0 VM (un1 9yey) stpeyay)y
(1s61) Jam - - dog-Sny prur VM (unx £jres) sireyay)
(€661) T8 1° AAM - - 9o pru-100 Apes
(®r661) MAAM €6-LL6T 190 a1 . - VM sieyeYD
(€661) ‘T8 19 AAM - - 09 91100 A[Ed  YM sdimdungy
(9¢61) 'Te 10 uewdey) ce6l AON plu-30Q prua 99 prur-dog VM IogIey skein
(€661) "Te 10 JAM - - 29(] 9e]-dog prur
(ep661) MIAM £6-CLO61 190 prua -
(9€61) "¢ 10 urwidey) S€61 AON PIUI-}0Q plu 09(-dog VM Jneumnd)
901n0g PoIoA0D ANud 10AL uoneInp oouraoxd (uoneso| 10 Arenquiy)
yead Anuo 10Ty JEITN IOATY

(s)reax

‘panunuo) ¢-) 9dIqe], xipuaddy



215

Avmmﬁv HOEMHU UC& HOE&HU Nmuwwm~ Qow >OZ 3&7%:«& oum_
(¥861) uejin - 100 prut AON-1PQ ¥O (A[ies -y seweyor])) eIqUIN|O)
(S861) 'Ie 18 [[omOY €8-0961 AON-100 qag-dog b: (0) (¥ Apueg) erquinjo)

(€661) 'Ie P 4am - - 29(J del-8ny pru

(‘ddy $661) prepoom “J 68-0861 AON 93e[-10 uef ore[-Sny pru

(€L61) AAM - 100 -

(1561) Aam - - 23-190 VM (g 1e3noysep) eiqunfo)
(1s61) AAM - - 290-10 VM (are] Y smma) viqunjo)

(‘ddv $661) prepoom “d 638-0861 AON 918[-100 uef oJe[-3ny prw
(1s61) Aam - - deg-8ny prut VM (Ajrea -y sima) Brqunjo)

(£661) 'Te 1 Aam - - 99(] 9ye[-8ny pru
(€L61) HAM - 190 - VM (" sima]) eiqunfo)
(1s61) Ham - - 910 VM (18] "y eweley]) vIqUINO)
(1561) AaM - - deg-3ny pru VM (Aieo oy eurepey]) eiqunjo)

(€661) 'Te 1° AAMm - - 0o( dre[-dag Apreo

(ddv $661) prepoom 68-0861 AON 938[-100 aunf Jjel-Sny pru
(eL6l) Aam - 120 - VM (g ewerey)) eiqunjo)

(€661) Te P Aam - - 29(7 9e[-3ny pru
(SS61) PN - dog-8ny pru - M (¥ °pnoy) erquinjo)

(€661) T8 30 JAM - - AON 9J[-100 1e]

(ddv 661) prepoop g 63-0861 99 918[-100 uer Ael-3ny pru
(€L61) AAM - uef - VM ("9 BMOD) rIqUINO)
20In0§ PSIoA0D Anus 1oAu uoneInp souraoxd (uonesoy 10 Areinquiy)
(s)reox yead Anus ARy /RS IOATY

‘penunuo)) ¢-D 9[qe], xipuaddy



216

(1861) U=y 95-€761 O - : (6} a[iinbop
(1861) uapIny 9b-€761 »O - (6} $00D)
(6S61) A1usy pue ueSiop 96-6S61 uep A[1ea-100 e 93] A[1ea-100 k: (6] 9Ye7] S[IWIUA],
(1861) us[Ip LY-€T61 10 - k: (0] enbduip)
(1861) us[InA 96-€761 PO - (o} me[SnIg
(1861) uafINN 96-€761 ©O - (¢} vas[y
(1861) uaqInIN 95-€761 »0 - ¥o eutnbe x
(1861) us[IN 96-€761 PO - b:(0) ZR[IS
(1861) uafnN 9¢-€761 »O - d0 uourfes
(1861) usqIN 9Z-€761 »O - p: (o) LRRREIN
(€561) Touung 67-9%61 99(-AON uef-1o0 b (o) (11D Apueg) yooureq|i],
(1861) ua[NN 95-€761 ele} - B (¢) Aeg yooureyyy,
(1861) uafINN 95-€761 00 - 40 woeyaN
(T961) suIrm 79-6S61 100 2] Q3 pru-deg prr YO (11D 1eUD) EIqQUIN[OD
(b661) Iourer) pue Isurer) 76-8861 924 Te]N-0a( 21e]
(S861) 'IE 10 [[9MOH 69-6561 AON TeN-3ny
(¥861) ue[ny - dag Ajreo dog-Sny dO  (9re[ Y seweyor[D) viquInjo)
0IN0g PAISA0D Anua 10AU uonjeinp aouraoad (uoneoo] 1o Arenquiy)
(s)reax Yead Anua 10ATy /ores IOATY

‘panunuoy) ‘¢-) d[qel, xipuaddy



217

(ddy t661) ueag ‘N £6-0661 ‘S861 AON 9e] 92Q-10 YO (30 Wnog) Ayuury,
(q ‘®7661) T8 12 uedsnz 16-6861 0o Ajres uef-100 piur
(q ‘eL861) 11°P3Y 984861 AON 9e] uef A[1es-100
(sL61) ynuws 0L-6961 uef Apres uef-10
(89-89961) AeLnpy 894961 AON de] 9910 Y] VO (304 yuoN) Anuny,
(98861) Iunn L8-9861 ue( Ajres ue[-100 98| VO (10 L) Kuny,
(q ‘ez661) e 10 uedsnz 16-6861 AON pru 93 pru-190 Vo (ArD uonoouny) Ay,
(ddv pe61) 1IN H 7661 AON 99(-A0N Vo (1D poompea() Auny,
(ddv $661) M 9 7661 AON prut 2910 VO (1D ysmy) Ayumy,
(ddv $661) 1equreq -y Y661 AON prur uef pru-0 VO Ay,
(ddv p661) stwsg g 0661 ‘8861 % - VO (seueingry [rewg) peurery
('ddy p661) ouesid ‘W 16-8961 AON uef pru-dog VO (g uowieg) yrewrery
(8561) s100D LS61 100 9’| 10-dog VO (g wiseygs) yrewery
(ddv 661) solod ‘[ 76-6861 dog prut dog-3ny e
(#861) Ap1o] pue Apro] - 23 e uef-AON
(8661) YoruLIODOW ¥S-£661 dog pru 190-dag pru
(1€61) JopAug 6161 100 prut AON-dag e Vo yewery
(ddv p661) 0[S "L ¥6-€661 ue[ pru-03(q e qag-93Qq
(8861) 1980ApTe M L8-0861 29(7 ae| gog pru-oaQ VD CID W) yrws
(s861) 'Te 10 BWRIL) T8-LL6T 100 Apres 100-dog 40 angoy
20In0g PaIaA0D Anua 1Au uoneInp aouraoxd (uoneoof 10 AreInquy)
(s)rea x Yead Anus JoAry /aes IOATY

‘penunuo) ¢-D 9qel, xipuaddy



(ddv $661) yoreH ‘d (6861)

218

v661 ‘8861 ‘¥861 ‘89-L961

uosISpuy pue ensjoH ‘($861) 1opius (1.61) PIOWY ‘1961 ‘1S-4161 297 Ae| g3 pru-AoN VD (seurjog "1J) IO poompay
("ddy t661) x0D g (q8861) Iawuny L8-9861 uef Apres go4-AON pru VO ueIssy
(F661) Presf[ID pue syeepy 16-0661 uef prus go4-93(1 VO omry
(P661) pres[IiD pue syeepy 16-0661 uef Ajres qo4-93 VD 1D 1edse)

(F661) Pres[IO pue syee|y 7670661 22(J el ga4-9°(
(8861) 204 ‘(L861) ueSiIA L8-S861 uef Apres uef-AON 91e| VD ofoN

(¥661) Pres[ID pue syee|y 7670661 uef ga4-03Qq
(1961) uryssyons 19-0961 29(] Apres go4-A0N .
(8561) ua[y 8G-LS61 22 Ajres -0 VO “ID 8uippng
(#661) pres[IIO pue syeepy 16-0661 93 o1e] qad-92q VO SN USL
(Fs61) _
ye], pue Aofeaodeys ((zg61) aoeaodeys pue Aydmpy 6t-8€61 29(] prut go4-A0N VO (3304 ynos) 1o
(S61) yel, pue aofeaodeys ¥H-8¢61 29 AJIeo-A0N 98] g3 A[rea-A0N VO |51

(8861 ‘q BL861 ‘9861) Ior01Sureg L8-£861 AON prut uef-1o0 pru
(¥se61)
el pue Aofeaodeys ‘(zse1) Aoreaodeys pue Aydinpy £6-8€61 %2 prut 424190 VO PeN
(ddv v661) (1D uepy 15077
uosIpuY " ‘($661) Yred [euonEN poompay €8-TL61 ue[ pru qog-dog VO pue JuTel]) poompay
(ddv v661)

uos1Bpuy ‘[ ‘($661) Yred [BUONBN poompay £8-2L61 29 A[res go4 A1ree-100 Vo 1D poompay
20In0g PaIdA0D Anuo oAU uoneInp douraoid (uoneoo] 10 Areinqiiy)
(S)reax yead Anuo 10ATY /1S IOATY

‘panunuo)) “¢-D 9[qe], xipuaddy



219

‘ySnes orom ysiy jsowt

S USYM JuIn AU} SE PAJRLUNSI Sem ANud JoALr yead S[Iym ‘Soyored 19AL-UI Jo sFuer [eiodwo) oY) S PIJRWNSS SeM ANUS I9AL JO SUOTEIND ‘SPIOOAI YOJed
I0ALI-UT UO PIseq SFUTWN 104 “UOWI[ES OYOO JO SIYIIRD ISALI-UT JO Surwn oy uo paseq sem 1o 1 paysy Aj[eoyoads yorym siiodor woyj uoye) sem AU IPATY,

(€661) Srong

(6L61) funo) zni) eyueg
(SL61) uasueyor

(¥961) uosuyor

(€661) UosioN “(1661) Sons
(S61) el pue rojeaodeys

(£661) UOS]PN “(Z661) Yimus
(¥S61) el pue aofeaodeys

(ddv v661) yoreH "a
~(¥861) 'Te 10 yowoelg
(#861) Te 12 yoroeig

(ddv ¥661) yoreH "a

£6-£861

LL9L61

tL-0L61
Y961

£6-£861
Iv-ve6l

£6°1661
Ir-ec6l

£61861
£8-7861
£8-7861

79-8661
‘9G6-1G61 ‘6161

uef AIes
go4 piua
uef pru
39 prur

uef pru
%3( pru

ue[ 9el-pru
99 prut

uef pru
uef pru
29T 9e]

09(] 9re[-prur

qQ24-AON prur
TeN-dag aje|
qa,J-AON 93¥]
qo,J-dog 98]

qQaJ-AON 93€]
qa,J-dog are]

qoJ-AON e[
qa,J-dag are]

qo4-AON Pt

qoJ-AON 1]

gaJ-A0N a1e]

q9:J-AON 98]

A%0) OZUDIO] Ueg
vO “ID NS
VO D 11°pPeM
A% (‘1D rwdjO) seyunde

VO (1D ounuolen) ueg) "Iy seyunge|

VD ("1 orseory) seiun3e |

(¥861) 'Te 12 yolrojerg €8-2861 uef Apres Q3J-AON a1e[ VO (yomno Aueddeyy) 1) sepunde

(¥861) I8 10 Yorrorelg £8-C861 3 =re] Uef-AON 21€[ VO (Yoo spasq) 1) seyunge]
(8861) AS1193 pue yoraojerg ¢8-£861 uef Aprea q3]-AON 91¥[

(¥861) 'Te 12 yoraojerg £8-7861 33 2] UEf-AON 93€[ VO 1D sejunger]

921IN0g PoIdA0D Anua oAl uoneInp souraoad (uoneso] 1o AreIngriy)

(s)rea x yead Anus 19ATy /ae1s JTOATY

"penunuo) ‘¢-) 9fqe], xipuaddy



220

(€661) T8 10 JAm - - uef VM (Y 1oyeg) M3eyS
(€661) 'Te 10 Jam - - qa prur-dog ase|
(3t661) MAAM 26-6L61 99 pru Qo Ajes-100 pru
(ddvy p661) uewkey 06-S861 U PIur-03(] prur -
(SL6T) "Te 30 suwrel[Ip - - e[ pru-100 VM ndeys
(£661) T8 12 JAM - - uef Je[-dag prw
(vv661) MAAM 7676161 Je( prur - A7, ysmeg
(€661) T8 1° Jam - - Uef prar-ipQ prua
(or661) MAAM T676L61 0o prur UB[-100 9]
(SL61) "Te 10 sweliim - - uef piu-150 VM AoesYOON
(ez861) Haquyos 8L-LL6T J9(] pruu-AON prux uef plu-10Q aje| od saueInqgin Aeq Arepunog
(€£S61) 19N pue I9)SIS0] - hi=Tq| - g (a1 smpnD) Joserny
(S861) T 10 Haqnyog 861 9(J prur qQa4-AON 97e[ od (pesyuadIrg) 10sB1L]
(ez861) Haqnyos 8L-LL6I g3 prur-oa(q A[res TeIN-100 2re]
(L961) predoyg pue ory - AON uef-1930 od SoueINqLY Josely
(L961) predayg pue ory - AON ¥ 00
(1861) 'Ie 10 1918I7] LL-9L61 uef A[es-AoN prur - od ('sT JoAnoduUBA) URYIIMOD)
(€861) "Te 10 Joserq TL-6S61 AON 97e] - Od (ST Ieanoouep) wnorend) Srg
(9L61) puog pue suo1) L961 120 prua AON pPrI-10Q AV I ulyseg
9omog PoIA0D Sumum uoneInp aoutaoxd (uoneoo] 10 Lrengriy)
(s)reayx umeds yeoq Sutum umedg /o815 JOATY

(VD) erurojie)

pue ‘(JO) 03310 (VM) uosurysepy (Og) viquinjo) ysnug “(Nv) ese[y ur suonendod uoues oyos payoses jo Surum umeds “p-0) 2[qeL xipuaddy



221

(op661) MIAM 7676L61 AON dje[-prut 99(] prw-A0ON VM (feueD pooy) uotup)
(Ov661) MIAM 7676L61 99 AJTes-A0N o3e] 424-100 e
(€661) ‘T8 12 AAM “(SL6T) T8 10 SWeI[ImM - - uef AJES-100 PIU YA sanyoseq
(£661) T8 © Aam - - uef PIW-AON prut
(Or661) MIAM 76-6L61 29 prw qo4-100 e|
(SL61) T 10 swelim - - ug( prur-dog pru wm Ayrenbsin
(€661) T8 1° Aam - - uef pru-0Q prut
(3v661) MIAM 76-6L61 AON pru uBf-190
(SL61) 'Te 10 swelpm - - uef-0Q pru VM dnjredng
(g661) 12 1° Aam - -- 92 A1res-10Q 98|
(SL61) T 19 swerm - - Q3100 phu VM us91D)
(€661) e 19 AaMm - - TN A[89-100 Pl VM Iepa)
(op661) MIAM 76-6L61 29 AFeo-a0N prr  uef Apes-dog o] WM ysruemn(g
(3r661) MIAM T6-6L61 29(] A[Ies-AON prur g3 A[189-150 pru
(SL61) e 10 swerim - - " Q94-1°0 pru VM uIseq uoj3urysep| dYe|
(Or661) MIAM 7676L61 23] prui-A[res TN A{1e3-300 pru
(€661) Te 12 AAM ‘(SL6T) ‘T8 12 swelIm - - Uef PIU-OQ PIUL WM ysruoyous
(€661) Te @ Jam - - uef SJe[-AON pru
(Z661) UOS]IN - AON de] -
(3v661) MIAM 676L61 29 prur-Apres g3 A[Iea-300 98]
(SL6T) "T& 10 swreim - - uef-100 VM ysrurenge[ns
2In0S POISA0D Surumn uonemnp douraoxd (uoneoo] 10 Arejnqiiy)
(s)reax umeds yeoq Surun umedg /o1R18 AT

‘panunuo)y “H-5 9[qe], xipuaddy



222

(€661) Te 10 AAM

uef pru-AoN ApIeo

(ov661) MAAM C6-6L61 oo( Ares uef Kea-AON 98] YA\ (eony 9p uen jo ens) wyskd
(€661) T8 12 JAM - - uef A[1e3-10Q) are]
(o¥661) MAAM CL-6L61 150 pru 95( pru-dog prut
(SL6T) "Te 10 sureriipm - -- Q34 Apres-AoN VM egmIyg
(£661) 'Te 312 JAM - - uef A[ea-100 9]
(ov661) MAAM T676L61 AON-100 plu oo( prui-deg prw VA ssouagun
(€661) 'Te 12 AAM - == uef A[1es-10Q 9| VM Aeg K1on0081(
(o¥661) MIAM C6-6L61 AON PIuI-100 9| 3(J pru-100 VM (Teue) pooH) auad[Ind
(o¥661) MIAM 7676L61 oo Apres 99(-AON VM (Teue) pooH) 1D Jeog Sig
(€661) ‘Te 12 JAM - - 93( J9e[-AON A[1ed
(ov661) MAIAM C676L61 AON ofe[-pruu 99 A[ee-A0N prur - ym (Teue) pooH) sdijemasoq
(€661) "I& 12 HAM - : - uef pru-AoN Ajres
(ov661) MAAM ¢6-6L61 99 Aprea-AoN e[ 93J-10 VM (TeueD pooH) ysngexon(
(€661) T2 12 AAM - - 99 e[-AON A[red
(o¥661) MIAM 7676L61 AON-190 e[ 23 Pru-15Q pru VM BUlliel euituey
(€661) T& 12 JAM - - uef Al1ea-190 9]
(ov661) MAAM C676L61 AON prwu 93 piw-1o(Q pru VM (Teue) pooH) onema(
(€661) 'Te 12 AAM - - uef pru-10 AL
(ov661) MddM C676L61 99(J pru Ugf prur-AoN prut VM YsTuoyoys
903In0g PaI2A0D Surum uorneInp aoutaoxd (uoneoo] 10 A1eynquiy)
(s)reax umeds yeoq Sumur umedg /21R18 JOATY

panunuo) “p-D) 2Jqe], xrpusddy



223

(€661) 'Te 1° AdM

uef 9Je[-AON PIW

VM sjean()

(€661) Ad[soN 76-5861 uef pru-53(J pru uef-AON pru
(£661) "Te 1° AAM - - Q3] pru-10Q ae|
(ov661) MAAM 26-6L61 oo prur uef-AON prur
(SL61) Tewiong pue Lsuuryqg - - uef-10Q pru VM YoH
("ddv v661) sewhey °r v6-1L61 %o prur AON PHU-100 Al1B9 WM (PIyoeSog qemee)) snke[ind
(€661) "Te 10 JAM - - 9o A[res-190 are]
(-ddy 661) sowkeH °f €6-1L61 AON prut -
(ov661) MAAM T6-6L61 100 e[ AON PIw-15Q) prut
(€861) uoisnoy - - AON PIU-10Q Pl VAW (Jeuruns jonpsjog) sinAe[ind
(Ov661) MAAM T6-6L61 oo prur ue( PI-AON P VM (Irey yonpsjos) ankefmey
(ddv t661) 1A T €6-1661 AON Ajreo oo prur-deg prr  ym (onpejog) amnkefmnd
(£661) T2 10 JAM - - uef PIW-AON prur
(ddy v661) sewdey [ v6-1L61 oe( pru Qo prur-10Q Apres
(€661) Aa[so 68-S861 uef pru-03(J pru uef-AON prur VM amAeymO
(€661) T2 1° AAM - - ver pru-dog Apres ym Yyojer M /S300g
(€661) "I& 12 AAM - - uef AIeo-AON A6 yM  (eong 9p uenf Jo Jreng) nnps
(ov661) MAAM 7676161 oo( Apred %9 PIW-12Q prut
(SL61) Treudong pue Ksuuryq - - uef-10Q puu VM (eong Sp uenf jo yens) a1k
(€661) 'Te 10 AAM - - uef prw-AoN Aj1es
(ov661) MAAM T6-6L61 oo( prut 20(-1°0 VM (eong op uenf jo yeng) ooy
22IN0g PaIoA0d Surumn uonenp 2outaoxd (uoneoo] 10 Arenquiy)
(s)reax umeds yeaq Surumn umedg /o181S JoATY

‘panunuo) ‘$-) 9[qe], xipuaddy



224

(€661) T2 12 AdM

uef ael-dog are|

(1s61) Aam - uef TeJN-AON 93e] VA (1D Aypeuraqy) eiquinjo)
(€661) 'Te 1° JAM - - ey aref-dog e
(ddy v661) prepoop 68-0861 AON 3JB[-100 uef 91e1-100 VM (Y uewoydo[y) eIqUIN[o)
(€661) T2 12 JAM - - uef ae[-dog oye|
('ddy $661) prepoop - AON-190 aaunf Ae[-190 YA (Y sAe1n) eiquinjo)
(¥861) ue[InA - uef Apres-oo(q TEN-AON 18] VM (o)) BIqUINOD
(¥861) ue[In - AON A[res-15Q 21g[ AON-1°0 VM (A11e9) eIqUIN[O)
G861 '[e 12 [[9omOH - - UBf-AON 93®] VA (19mor) erquInjo)
(€661) ‘T2 10 AAM “(SL6T) [1Pwjong pue Asuuryg - == uef-AON 93] VM edeqim
(Or661) MAAM 26-6L61 39 2el-prut Q3] A[Iea-AON Pl yM (g wembop) steyey)
(€661) T8 12 Jam == - q°d 91e]-AON prur
(or661) MIAM T66L61 990 AIes-A0N pru qag Apres-aoN
(SL61) 1Puyong pue Kouuryq - - uef-100 pru VM sIfeyayd
(€661) 'Te 1° M - - god 93e[-AON prut
(Or661) MAAM 76-6L61 AOCN prut Q3 A[res-AoN VA sdmdumy
(E661) 'Te 1 AIAM - - Q3] prw-AoN A[les  ym Jneung)
(o¥661) MIAM 676,61 33 °el-piu Q34 Ares-10 pru
(SL61) Touong pue Asuuryq - - uef-150 prut VM Ineuing/s1eand)
20IN0g P2I2A0D Suruy uoneInp souraoxd (uoneooy 10 Lreynquiy)
(s)reax umeds Yeog Surum umedg /oS JOATY

‘penunuoy) “p-)) 9[qe], xipusddy



225

(§861) ‘T 30 [[oMOH - - AON-1°0 J0 ("q PooH) erquinjo)
(EL61) AAM -- - TeJA-AON VM (3] "y [e3noysepy) erquinjo)
(€661) T2 12 4am - - uef oje[-dog e
('ddy t661) prepoom A 68-0861 22 2el-10 uef- aye-100
(1S61) dam -- AON-1°0 - VM (Te3noysepr) erquinjo)
(1s61) dam - - TeN-AON 98] VM (3% "y SIMoTY) eIqUIN[OD)
(1s61) Aam - - AON 9J8[-100) 918] VA (A11es Y s1mMaT) BrquIn[o))
(€661) T8 19 AaM - - uer ojef-dog dje]
(EL61) dAM - %q - VM (g sme) erquInjo))
(1s61) 4am -- - TeJN-AON e VM (e "y ewefey]) eiquinjo))
(1s61) dJam - - AON-190 18] VM (A11ea  ewe[ey]) LIqUIN[O))
(€661) Te 12 AAM - - uer oye[-dog |
(ddy $661) prepoop g 68-0861 AON uef.318j-150
(EL61) AAM - AON -- VM (ewrerey]) RIquINiO)
(1s61) Jam - - " TeN-AON 93e] VM (a121 Y ZI{M0D) eIqUIN|O))
(IS61) AaM - - AON-100 e[ v (Apes o 231moD) viquinjo)
(1s61) toumg 8¢6l 150 ptu -- VM (¥ spnoL/zimoD) eiquinjo)
(€661) ‘I8 12 JAM - - uef A1e9-100 18]
(-ddy $661) prepoom - AON-190 -
(EL61) Aam - Te]y-uef - VM (z1M0D) BIqnjo))
20IMoS PaIoA0D Suyum uoneinp souraoxd (uoneoo[ 10 AreInqiiy)
(s)reax umeds yeaq Surun umedsg Jeatal 1A

‘panunuo) - 9dIqe], xipuaddy



226

skoains Sutumeds MId0 76-7861 AON 93e] uef A[Ies-A0N A[IeS YO eumbe x
skaarns Surumeds MO 76-7861 AON 91e] uef A[IRa-AON A[IBO YO ZI9[IS
skaarns Surumeds MO 76-7861 AON a1e] AON JB[-190 e[

(LL6T) Q1D LL-SL6T uef ‘AON 9°4-1°0 q0 uourreg
skaamms Sutumeds O 76-7861 39 A[ea/A0N %] 39( Pru-AON pruu MO BOONISON
skoamms Surumeds M0 76-C861 23 9120 91g] 99(J 91190 2a¥| MO v—ocEm:,F

(€S61) Touming 6v-9v61 33J-A0N qod pPru-100 d0 (1D pues) yooweyr,
.skaans Surumeds M0 76-7861 297 Apes uef pru-AopN A[Ies

(rS61) Summ - - g24-9°( 91e] p:(0) UOSTIM
skoains Surumeds p 0 76-7861 AON prux 291 pIw-AoON A[13  JO SIYOITS]
skoams Surumeds MO 26-7861 AON prur 29 A[Ies-AoN A[IBd YO , _EEE.
skoains Surumeds pAJAO 76-7861 29 A[BS/AON 918]  uB[ OJR[-AON A[1Bd YO waeyaN
,SAoarns Surumeds M IO 226-7861 (AON 28] 23 91e[-AON AIB2 YO UINDTURIIN

(z961) stmm 19-6561 AON £[189-100) Ste] 934190 AJres qJ0 (1D 1eUD) BIQUIN[OD

(z661) T8 19 ySeunpy

TIN-GOd

IeJAl oJe-UE[ pIwt
IeJA pIUI-uef 91|

(r661) Iower) pue 1ourei) 68-$861 9o pru

(861) 'T¢ 10 [19MOY uef A[760-100 el YO (SN[ "y SeweNorR[D) BIqUINGO))

(P661) IoweI) pue 19wer) (Z661) T 10 YSeunpy - AON-120 29(1-dog O (A17es yf sewreyoe[)) eIqUIN[OD
20In0Sg PaI2A0D Surumn uoneInp aouiroxd (uoneosoj o0 Arejnquil)
(s)reax umeds yeoq Surumn umedg /Ams JOATY

‘penunuoe) b0 dlqe], xipueddy



227

(8561) 100D LS61 93 =gl uef-A0N VO (e1seygs) yreurery
('ddv ¥661) solod 't 2675861 93 prut 99Q-A0N
(¥861) Ap1oT pue Aproy - uef 9ad-A0N

(8561) MOMLIODIW S-£661 03 Aprea 99(-A0N VO yrewesy
(ddy $661) 1201S "L “(8861) [230APIEM  16-€661 ‘L8-0861 uef pru q34-53d vO CID 1IN s
skaarns Furumeds M IO 26-7861 29 prut qad AHea-AON pII YO aqpmbo)
sAoains Surumeds MIA0 76-7861 29T pru uef 9Je[-AON pIu MO s00D)

shoains Surumeds M0 26-T861 uef A[rea uef 918[-09(] A[Ie2
(6S61) A1usy pue ueiop 96-6661 09 A11ea-A0N 98] Qo4 Ajfed-AON Pl JO Sy S[Ius g,
skoains Surumeds MO 76-7861 29(q Ajres uef A[Ie9-100 98] MO enbdurn
skoains Surumeds IO 76-7861 ooQ are] uef 91e[-09(] A[1ed MO yoyuaNyel,
skoarns Surumeds MO 76-2861 uef Apreo uef 2Je[-09(] prut MO SO0D}IS
skaains Surumeds mAJO 16-7861 29 pu ugf de[-100 AL| MO me[snig
skoains Surumeds M IO 762861 29(] prut e[ 9)e[-AON pIut MO syeyoe X
(s961) Pisoy ¥9-£961 uef A[ea-0o( e - ¥O (1D 3IpaaN ‘UUAL] ‘133(]) eSS[Y

skoains Surumeds MIdO0O 76-7361 29T prut uef 9je[-AoN A[Ied

(SL61) zyue pue SuLlo £L-6S61 =d q3]-AON prut

(#S61) Teaea[) pue ueIoN (4 89)! J3(] prut uef-190 2| q0 Bas[y
skoains Jurumeds IO 76-7861 99 prua uef 9)ej-AoN A[1ed MO 1) JoAeag
921n0g PaISA0D Surum uoneInp sougaord (uoneso] 10 Arenqguiy)
(s)reax umeds yeoq Surug umedg /aes IDATY

‘panunuo) =) 9Jqe], xipuoddy



228

(FS61)
yel pue aoeaodeys ‘(zse1) Aofeaodeys pue Aydinpy 6t-8€61 2(q TEIN-AON VD (3104 ynos) rog
(#S61) 1381 pue aofeaodeyg ¥H-8€61 29 Apres IeJAl pru-AoN VO 1°q
(rse61)
YelL pue aofeaodeys (zg61) Aofeaodeys pue Aydinpy £6-8¢61 92 Apres g24-A0N A% PEIN
(P661) Ied [euonEN pPoompay €8-7L61 29 Ajres uef-AON (1) uepy 15077
(¢s61) s38ug £5-8¥61 % god Apes-A0N PIIr ) pue osurely) I3 poOMpPSY
(ddv pe61)
UosIOpUY ‘(q ‘(¥661) dIed [BUONEN POOMPIY €8-7L61 93 Apres ue[-AON \%e) "ID poompay
(ddy pe61) uead ‘W €6-0661 ‘S861 uef Apes uef-AON VD (1104 ynog) Ay,
(q ‘®Z661) Te 19 uedsnz 1676861 99( prw uef prur-AoN
(q ‘eL861) 11°P2g 98-7861 (g A[es 29(-A0N
(SL61) WIS “(9-89961) AeLINI 261 ‘0L-b961 uef Apres uef-AON \%e) (310 yuoN) Anunrg,
(q ‘eZ661) Te 19 uedsnz 16-6861 AON prut 99Q-A0N VO (KD uonosuny) Ay,
("ddv v661) IPIN 'H 661 AON 3] 39(-A0N VO (1D poompes(q) Aiuny,
(ddv pe61) I g 661 RETq | Uef prui-AoN \40) (1D ysny) Luuy,
(ddvy pe61) Heyureg g +661 22 uef-A0N VO Ayuury,
(ddy t661) stuag ‘g 0661 ‘8861 23(1 - Vo (serrenquy, [rews) yrewery
(ddv p661) ouesig ‘I 16-8961 20 uef-AON A0 (uourpes) yeurery
90In0g PaI19A0D Surum uoneinp ouraoxd (uoneso] 10 Lreynguiy)
(syeax umeds yeog Surum umedg /21818 JOATY

penuURUO] -0 9[qe], xipuaddy



229

(ddy y661) yoreH A 6-L861 uef A[res Q24 A[-AON PHUI VD (1D ruw|Q) 1) seyunge]
(¥861) Te 10 ystaojerg £8-7861 337 =l 9od-92Q VD (11D ounuorsn ueg) ‘1) seyunger]
£8-7861 ‘C9-8S61
(b861) 'Ie 19 yolaoterq ‘('ddy p661) Y¥H ‘A ‘9S-1S61 ‘6v61 9 Srel-prua 9a4-92(Q VO (1D o1sBIIN) "1 seyrunge]
(¥861) 'Te 12 yolaorerg £€8-7861 uef Apred uef-03Qq VD (WmD Le38ey) 1) seunge]
(¥861) "Ie 12 yorrojerg £8-7861 33(J 9| uef-5o(q VO  (4o[nD spiaa() 1D seyunde]
(8861) £a1193 pue yorojerg $8-£861 uef Ajrea 99-AON 93¢]
(¥861) 'Te 10 yorrojerg £8-7861 3( el uef-AON 93e[ VO ‘1D seyunger]
(ddv v661) UoleH ‘A ¥661 ‘1961 ‘1S-4+61 - g3 91B[-AON 93e]
(6861) 8861 ‘¥861

UOSISpUY pue ensjoH ‘($861) I9pIUS ‘(1L61) ploury ‘89-L961 9 el g°g prua-AoN VO (seurog 1) 1D poompay
('ddv p661) 0D 'd “(A8861) JoWND  p66T ‘L8-986]  Uer prur-oa(] S| (34 Prui-A0ON VO UBISSIY
(V661) PIER[ID puE SYEEIN 16-0661 uef qa4-99(1 VO Sy
(¥661) pIea[[lD) pue syeey 16-0661 uef " gd-9°d VO 1D 1edse)

(¥661) PIea[[ID) pue syeejy 2670661 uef Apred q4-%°q
(8861) 20d “(L861) ueSymN L8-6861 uef A[res-0a(] oy q4-A0N VO 0AoN

(¥661) PIeS[IID pue syeejy 16-0661 uef 924-92
(1961) uryasyons (8S61) us[Iv 19-LS61 2 prua 93J-A0N VO Suippng
(¥661) PIe3[ID) pue syeejy 1670661 uef Ajres g2d-9°( VO KUAREAR
20In0g PaI2A0D Surumn uorjeinp aourroxd (uoneoof 10 Arenqriy)
(s)reax umeds yeaq Surun umedg /o1e18 IOATY

‘panuuo) “p-)) 9[qel, xipusddy



230

(1661 ‘€661 ‘T661 ‘0661

sqode[ pue A3uoo)) ‘6861 ‘©88G1 SQOIT[ ‘P86T ‘€861 SMDIW) sAoans Furumeds [eiseod [enuue woxy paidwos sem eiep £oains Surumeds [eiseos MddOo,

"MAJO £q pakaains s19A1 9y JO AUE JOJ I[qR[IBAR 10U SEM H8G] oy erep Aoains Futumeds m.JqO,

"parnoo0 syead Sutumeds jsow ay) uSyMm Iwp Sy e pajewnss sem Surum Surumeds yeod orym ‘syead Furumeds asoy Jo afuer [eroduwisy oy se
pajewnss sem Surumeds Jo uoneIn( PIUIGUIOD SIBA [[E ‘UISBQq IOALI USATS B UIY)IM Seare KoAins I1e ur K1anoe Surtumeds ur syeed Jo Aousnbayy pourquiod
oY) woy pajewnss s1om skoans soumeds (MAJO) SHIPIIM Pue Ysi Jo jusunredo uodaiQ) Joj payrodos Surwn Sutumeds yead pue Surumeds Jo uoneIn(y,

‘paunoo0 syead

Surumeds jsow oy3 uoym surn oY) se pajewnsd sem Surun Surumeds yead opym ‘syead Surumeds osoy) jo oSuer [erodwiay oy se pajeurnse sem Sutumeds
Jo uoneIn pIUIqUIOd SIe3L [[¢ ‘Uiseq IOALI USAIS € UMM seare KoAins [[e ul K)apoe Surumeds ur syead Jo Aouanboy paurquos oyy woiy parewnss a1om
(O¥661 MAAM) 2seqelep Loams toumeds SJIP[IA Pue Ysif Jo jusunreda uoyurysep\ oy 10§ paytodar Surwn Surumeds yead pue Surumeds Jo uoneIn(g,

(€661) Sreng £6-€861 uef Ajres qa4-92
(6L61) £Quno) znx) eyues LL-9L61 g plux - BN-09( pru
(SL61) uasueyop €L-0L61 uef prut g24-AON 91e] :

(+961) uosuyog Y961 9 prux 934-92d Vo 0ZUal107 ueg

(€661) UOS[aN “(1661) S1ong £6-€861 uef oyel-prur 924-92Q
(rS61) el pue rojesodeys Iv-1€61 Uef pru-d9(7 pru 9oq-AON 9e] VO , ID noog

(€661) UOS]ON “(z661) ywg £6-1661 ugf Sye[-prui g°4-2°Q
(¥S61) el pue Aofeaodeys Iv-ce6l uef pru-o5o( pru goq-A0N e[ VD 1O 11°PPEM
901n0g Pa13A0d Surum uorneinp asuraoxd (uoneool 10 A1engriy)
(s)reax umeds yeog Supn umedg /21818 IDATY

‘ponunuoy) “p-) dqe], xipuaddy



231

(S861) "Ie 19 1aqnYdg ¥861 :9°€9 - od ("9 peayuadg) Jo5RI]
(ez861) Waqnyog 8L-LL6I 6'8S - od (sstreinqn 10Mo[) Josel]
(z861) weyoeag 8L61 v'99 -
(LS61) [1°Jesunoy - £'S9 - od loselq
(1861) Te 18 121sI] LL9L61 519 - od ('] 10ANOJURA) UBYOIMOD)
(0661) 211°qe1 88-7861 98 :0'99-L79¢ | od (‘ST 19AnOdUBA) "I YouaLy
(€861) Te 19 Iosel] (7861) ureyoseag 08-6561 1'L9 - Od  ('s[ 1eAnoouep) wndifend) Sig
(0661) 2112981 887861 6°'LS 099-6'LE od ('ST 19AN0OUEA ) JUAL],
(0661) sson) pue Surwapy - 8861 8779 -
(0661) 112981 887861 ¢ 19 £ L8-6°LE od (°'s] 10An0dURA) "I Rl -
(0661) sso1ry pue Jurwiol{ 8861 V9 - od ('S 19AN00UEA) INSAQ
(z861) weyoeag 9L-vL61 9°S9 - od (ST IoAnoduE A) uresuIngy
(z861) weyoeag 9L-vL61 99 - od BUaS
(¥861) DIso pue e3uipayy, 08-6L61 6'S9 - p:A4 "1 suidnologq
(9L61) puog pue auox) L9961 869 - AV uIssnyeN
(9L61) puog pue auo1) 69-5961 989 - aAv D utyseg
(zL6T) IoxonIq 9961 SPL -- p: A4 e qnpred|
90108 PoIaA0D 971s Joumeds a8uea oourroxd (uonesoy 10 Arenqril)
(s)reax UedN 9z1s 1oumedg /aes JOATY

"(wo) YIZus| Y0} dre syuswaInseow [y (VD) BIWIOJED) pue ‘(JO) U010 (V)
uoiBuyse . (OE) elquno) ysnug ‘(3[v) eysefy ur suoneindod uomyes oyoo payosas Jo sazis oumeds ¢-O) J[qEL xipuaddy



232

(0861) [°ALL pue diysusyuerqg 9L61 009 - VM (punog 1o8nd) “1D ySnoiogspion
(0861) [2ALL, pue drysuayuerg 6L-LL61 T09 - VM (punog 198n4) 1D A
(¥861 ‘1861) ‘e 19 Io[log 18-8L61 $'19 - VM somnyosa(q
(0861) 10A1], pue diysusxuelg 8L-LL61 I'LS - VM (1D yuoN) ysrureurureg
(0861) s3[Z pue u1] 8L61 L'9S - VM (1D Ieag smI]) ysiuieunueg
(0861) 1°ALL pue diysusyuejg 6L-9L61 079 - VM ("¥ Yonyo[ig) ysrwoyoug
(0661) sso1ny pue Jurwapy ¥861 a0'6S - VM (1D uoikag) ysrwoyoug
(€861) “Te 10 diysuaryuejg 78-0861 9'LS - VM (1D siureq) ysruoyoug
(€861) 'Te 12 drysuayuerg 78-0861 6'LS - VM (1D uyyun) ysrwoyoug
(+861 ‘1861) '[& 10 1[10§ 18-8L61 S'19 0'€8-0'6€ VM (UsTodAYS “J °S) ysiwoyoug
(0661) sso1D pue Surwol 861 0'6S - VM (g ysrwoyAYS) ystwoyoug
(0661) sso1p pue Furuwap]
‘(6861 ‘¥'861) sso1D) pue dysrag uop uea ¥8-1861 qv0'8S 0'9L-S'6€ VM (1D 193(T) ystwoyoug
(2661) uosoN “(16-0661 ‘8861) 'Te 10 AqIry 16-8861 0°€S - VM ysturenge[ng
(ddy p661) uewkey 06-v861 0'8S 0'96-0'6 VM ngeys
(ez861) Meqnyog 8L-LL6T +'8S - od soureinqin Aeq Krepunog
(0661) sso1p pue Furuay] 861 <€'€91°6S - od (ssuenqiy snotrea) 1oser]
20In0g PaI2A0D 9z1s 1oumeds - o8ueI souraoxd (uoneoo[ 10 A1eIngLiy)
(s)reax ueo 9z1s Joumedg /.S IoATY

‘penuniuo) “¢-)) d[qe], xipuaddy



233

("ddv ep661) sqooef °S T6-8L61 $'69 - q0 wa[eyaN

(Z961) sHIIM 19-SS61 9'€s - (o} (1D 1eUD) BIqUIN[OD

(r661) Jourer)) pue ower) 88-5861 €1L - ¥O  (3re Y seureyor[D)) BIqQUINOD)

(LL61) Aam vL6T 0'89 - VM (g spnoy) erquinjo)

(8L61) 'Te 190 AojdoH 0L61 619 - VM (g ZmmoD) erquInjo)

(8L61) Te 10 Aojdoy 0L61 81L - VM (g uewoyoo[y) vIqUIN[0)

(ev6l) e v161 6'SL - VM vIquIn[o)

(8L61) uung 9L-¥L61 669 - VM (" 99yd0uk M) steYaYD

(Y861 ‘1861) '[& 12 Io[Iog 18-8L61 TEL - VM (1D weydurg) sHeYeYD

(-ddy p661) sewkey €6-6861 1'€9 - VM (3sununs 3onpajog) amAe[md
(0661) sso1n pue Funwal] €L61 8'EL -

(ddy p661) 1LoIN [ - I'19 - VM (Ireg yonpajos) amhefnd

(ddy 661) sowkeH [ €6-6861 TLY - VM anfefmd

(€861) “[e 12 diysusyuerqg 7861 8’19 - VM (Jeued poOH) UOTISSIA

(£861) "[e 10 diysuoyue|q 78-1861 8'6S - VM (feue) pooy) uorup)

(+861

‘1861) T8 19 19[S “(0861) [9ALL pue drysuayueyq 18-LL6L 6'LS - VM (feue) pooH) 1D yeog Sig

201n0¢g PRISA0D 2z1s oumeds - oduer souraoxd (uoneso] Jo Arenquil)

(s)reax UesN oz1s Joumedsg /.S JIOATY

‘penunuo)) ‘¢-DH 9[qe], xrpuaddy



234

(ddy $661) uedsnz ‘| €661 09 0'SL-00€
(gL61) swS0y 1L-OL61 vTL $'96-LSY VD (104 yuoN) Auury,
(q ‘®Z661) [ 190 uedsnz 16-0661 779 0'€L-0'8P VO (KD uonosuny) Ay,
(q ‘ez661) '[v 10 uedsnz 160661 9'v9 0'8L-0'TS VD (1D moqIp) Luuy,
(v661)
ToymaLy pue Srex) (7661) ‘18 38 yieny ‘(1661) ‘e 30
Dinuesty ‘(6861) ‘Te 39 ssnl, “(S8-7861) [e 12 Iepy 7661 ‘06-1861 9'€9 0¥8-0°SS

(8561) MorUIODON ¥S-£561 0'89 SLLOSS VO ewery
(6861) MAAO 98-9L61 +'9¢ v'E€9-T LY d0 ongoy
(ddvy ep661) sqooer °S 76-8L61 TIL - Jo oqmbo)

(6861) misin 98-9L61 009 -

(SL6T “€L-0L61) 1D SL6T ‘€L-6961 0'1L -
(6S61) Atusy pue ueSiop SS61 'L - i(0) e dpruuay,
(5961) mysoy $9-€961 769 - :(6) (1D uukyy) eosry
(5961) IO $9-€961 SOL - 3(0} (1D 193Q) was[y

('ddy epe61) sqooer °S 76-8L61 8'69 -
($L61) 7yueT pue Sutioy €L-6561 9'69 0'19-¥'SS (0} vas[y
(Z861) 'Ie 19 sejoydIN 0861 LSS 0°0L-0'9¢ 4o eurnbe x
(¢s61) Jouming 67-9t61 9¥S L'v6-STE J0 (IO pueg) yoouwre[yiy,
20In0g pa12A00 oz1s 1oumeds - oFuer souraoxd (uoneoof 10 Arengriy)
(s)aeagx UBON az1s umedg /re18 JOATY

‘penunuo)y ¢-D) 9[qe], xipusddy



235

"paiodar J0U SOZIS d[ewW SIZIS I[N A[BWSS JO UL,
"(2861) wieyorag Fuisn YiSus] eandLy-feirgio 3sod wioxy palIoAuc)),

(¥S61) yelL pue roeaodeys Iv-£e61 09 - VO D 1PPPEM

(-ddv v661) yoreH "a - $'€9 ¥'16-0'9% VO (seurjog 1d) "ID poompay

(-ddv v661) yoreH " - - SE9-L'SY VO 1D BURIO

(1961) usyosyong 19-0961 LS9 0'18-0'¢e VO 1D Suippng
(1661) 1ed [eUOHEN POOMDPIY ‘(F661)

SIMOIJA PUE UOSISPUY (Z66]) UOSISPUY puE Xney £6-0661 0'¢9 == VO (1D UBY 150T) "ID poompay
(¥661) Ied [euoneN poompay ‘(4661)

SIMOOJA PUe UOSISPUY ‘(Z661) UOSISPUY pue Xnel 670661 €99 0°6L-0°GS

‘(S61) s33ug 16-0S61 1'9L - VD (1D sureld) 1) poompay

9031n0g Pa19A0D 2z1s 1ouMmeds o8uex 9ouraoxd (uonyeso] 10 Areynquy)

(s)reag UBIA oz1s oumedg /g RETN |

‘penunuo) ‘¢-) 9iqe], xipuaddy



236

YOLS LI T Ll 071 191LT 69 SsvTL (90¥) 6'95S°L @ S 98-08 ‘vL61 VM ede[im
6'129't1 (1o) 08 87 ¥LOv Les) TeoLL Oty) 81t o $%9 68-08 ‘SL-1L61 VM uosdurg
9ETL YL ©0) 00 (T'TD) L'L€9°1 917 8¥8I€ (9°99) 89086 ©0) ¢¥6 68-78 ‘0861 VM sdmdwiny
0641 1o 9Lt Lz osLs't (€80) ¢sIsE (8'8S) 06IEL o) 191 68-€L61 VM HAN neumd
TTELOT @0 ve 9L §LLST (6'LE) <'8S8°L (I'ys)  €62C11 To s8¢ 88-08 ‘OL-VL ‘TL-1L61 VM Yonpsjog
€101 00) L€ WL TevL F81) 17981 (9¢L) LESyL €0 9¢s 68-88 ‘98 ‘0861 VM HAN YyexeiN
1'0€0°S 00 00 @n <09 (I'eD)  S'651°1 8¢ €11L'E 0 886 68-68 ‘T8-6L61 VM BUM[H Jomo]
YOSy o 107 TV €666 wyy) evicor  (O€9) 0860C (10)  8°7€ 68 ‘98 ‘€8 ‘08-SL ‘TL-OL61 VM ssauaBung
608502 00 o0 Ly yove @19 9€8H8 (I'LS) 6'9SL11 00 00 68-L8 ‘18-¥L61 VM HAN sus0[md
8'0v0°S 00 o0 €1 T¢9 (6'6S) €LIST (6Ty) €091°T 00 00 £8-08 ‘LL ‘€L ‘1L61 VM [eue) pooH
¥'9LETE 00 o0 @D 9ovy (6'Ly) 00z0's1 (L0s) veiest 00 v 68-LL ‘CL ‘1161 VM swepy o81005
6 1CH'0F 00 01 €1 L6gs (81L) 8€L0'6T (892) P'orgol 0o 00 €8-LL ‘VL-€L ‘1L-0L61 VM Ya21D) IAUIN
0'L9T°¢l 00 +7T (€7 so0¢gg (8'¢S) 07TEI‘L (Ley) 17208's 0o 00 68 ‘6L-LL ‘SL ‘€L61 VM s3uudg vostren
L'88+°801 00 60¢ 1) L6SL1 (I'6S) T'SEI49  (T6E) 0€9STY 0o 00 68-2L61 VM dnjredng
1'089°¢€1 1o 1vL 61 88L5C (ceS) r1120'CL  (Svb) $'866'65 oo 9L 68-1L61 VM JoATY udaID)
662902 00 01 wn e8ve #'8%) 61v0°T1 (668) 1'8€7'8 0o o0 6L-LL ‘PL-TL61 VM yenbess]
L1SS08 00 671C L1 Tss 0o 790s'0T  (9LS) POVI6T 00 o0 68-18 ‘PL-EL ‘1L61 VM YSTONAYS
796279 00 o¢ @D 8699 L oLeo've (1'98) +'686°1¢ 00 01 68-18 ‘6L ‘SL-1L61 VM (J221D yre[D) 1udeys
6'¥9¢E°L ©0) 00 60 669 L) 1862°€ (€YS) 6°666°C ©o0 00 9L ‘VL-€L61 VM ysmues
£959°001 00 o072 60 ¢€¢€16 (€ TovS'yr  (8¥S) 8€6ISS o0 01 6878 ‘6L-EL61 VM ¥oa1) wnyooys
8°L69°SS 00 06 (€0 8491 (Tyy) v6T9rT  (§6S) 8'688°0¢ 0o 16 68-08 ‘PL-€L61 VM JoesYOON
8°01¢£°08 00 o0 T 8s5s1 L) 61€T9 0760 9098°€L o s 68-0861 od ToATY YoemIIy)
1°0LS'Y 0 00 €D 969 19 ¢LLT #T6) 0€Ty 00 00 78 ‘08-6L61 od Ioary Imow4ag
0'861°VL1 0 01 (S0 t'¢88 (€6) €671 (T06) S'8H0°LST 00 g€ 68-SL ‘€L-1L61 od Iaany ouenide)
0'66L°0¢1 00 o1 00 L9t Ly) 16619 (TS6) 61E5PC1 00 ¢og 68-1L61 0d  1eary wnorend Sig
8'897°9¢ 00 o0 00 sv1 87 LTl (S96) L'600°SE 90 61T 68-TL61 od Y9I UOSIGOY
6'¥€0°0Y 00 00 00 vl (L9 €160°¢€ (Tee) 9LI6TH 00 971 L8-V8 ‘8L-9L ‘PL-TL6] od 321D [[EMs0Y
9'810°SS o 00 1o 8s¢ ¢ L9591 (L'96) €6TT'ES T0 896 68-9L61 od JoAry 98popung
L9SLY 00 o0 00 00 am 6% (L'86) 0°569F @1 gss 68 ‘v8-£861 od Apreq 1od
CLV6Y ©0 o0 00 00 0o o0 6v8) v10Tv (st 6svL 68-6861 Dd e[leg efed
SPR6°TT 00 o0 00 00 oo 1¢ (T19) PoveL (L8e) 01t9'v 68-€861 ol:| JOATY JewInry
6'€06°9 ©0) 00 00 00 0o o0 T €58 (8'86) 98189 T8-LL ‘VL61 MV I0NeM MO 9P
6'119°ST oo o0 00 o0 oo ¢ (€1 €861 (L'86) 6'60t'G1 68-8L ‘SL6T b4 ey TeIsk1)
1oL VD MO VM ol MV s1eaf poorg ooulaoxd Koyoey
(18101 JO 95) SOLIDA0I9I JULIBW JO Joquinu papuedxq /.S

7661 DAINSd woly eye(q -soutaoxd 10 a1eIs Aq 911940091 Judrad pue ‘paroaooal sey Jo roquinu

[e101 “ddouiroid Io oels AQ pasoa0dar s3e) Jo Joquinu papuedxa ‘pasesfer s1eak Surpniour ‘uoneoo] asealar Aq (Vo)) BIUIOJITE)) Pue ‘(YO) uodaI (VM)
uojduryse ‘(OF) BIquN(o) ysnug ‘() EXsely ul sapoey uogonpold paosies woiy ‘Bugrdwres 10§ popuedxa ‘s8e) QNM-PIPOD JO SILIDA0I SULBIY '9-0) J[qELL Yipuaddy



237

ELT6LIST L'6ES°E8 9'L1T19T T655°TTS S'8¥8'1Z6 £789'87  2oura0id 10 aJels Aq paraaodar s3e) papuedxa [e10,

9978 'z6) 0v9L (T 668 (€0 LT 00 00 00 00 L8-7861 VO s3updg wiep
LS (o6L) 1°€€6°1 (Too) Ts6v Lo ¢91 oo 11 00 00 98-%8 ‘6L-8L ‘SL61 VD IoATy PeN
$TIY0T (€'LL) $0T8ST ($'20) 019t 1o ¢iLz 00 ov 00 00 68 ‘S8-9L61 YO Joary Ayuuy,
0'6£8°8 (£'08) S'860°L el 9S1L] T <sv1 1o +9 00 00 63-88 ‘P8-LL ‘VL61 Vo ajeD) uoiy
ST60°11 (T69) €67T'L (8'¢¢) SLbL'E &0 16 90 999 00 00 68-9L61 40 SIOADY 910D
T'6LS 11 065 LEISY (T'LS) 89799 81 T60T Q1  +80z 0 01z 68-8L61 J0 s[led anng
V'ILS'6 (£9¢) o0LY'E (€°6S) TLLY'S 61 9LL1 7 99t 00 00 638-0861 (0] Joa1D Yooy
£967°97 (TIE) 81078 (6'LS) 1¥61'SI (I't) 88981 (8¢) 6986 00 LYy 68-€L61 Jo ¥oa1D [1ed
$'89¢°9 (€1¢) 1'€661 (6'65) 9'118°€ (Ts) Leg 9¢ r1iIgT 00 00 $8-LL61 h: (6] ZJO[IS
8'65¢°0 €Lo) el (1'86) 1'069°€ (88) TLSS 69 T9LE 00 00 68-9L61 40 IaATy uoufes
0'08LL 062) £€652°C (6'LS) 6'10SY (19) 62¢9 °~ (09 6L8¢ 00 o0t 68-LL61 Jo yse1y,
06116 (L97) 6TIST . (§8S) ¥TISS 8  I'v6L (€9 Sv6S o 1¢ 68-LL61 h: (0] woareyoN
£'801°¢ s vy (9%5) 78691 9%7) 1°€9L (€6) vl o) s 68-9861 i (o) surueysery A4S
S'H06°8 (T0o1) €L06 (L'09) scot's (Iv2) 61p1C e giIsy 00 00 68-18 ‘6L-8L ‘bL-EL61 J0 aurueysery
6'€88°9¢ WL 9ziLe (1'L9) 8°S9LVT (9'127) 6'vS6°L 6'¢) 9l 00 09 68-TL61 pi(e} yoa1D 819
$'919°201 €01 $PLSOT (€79) S'I1S6'€9 (TTT) 1'89L°TT Ts) sTIgS 00 96 68-SL61 J30 Apueg
L'LoT've (wren s1ig'e (909) 1'€99°%1 (Te€D) §'509°s 97 €LY 00 00 68-L8 ‘18-6L ‘LL-VL6] 4O HAN ¥ee1) o[deg
0'$98°S WL oosy (T'19) 0'L8S‘E (9°92) +'09s°1 S 999z 00 00 68-18 ‘SL61 i (o) aqiasuuog
8'798°LT L9 +961°1 (€69 L9911 (Fen) S88IY S¥ <soI8 00 00 68-LL ‘SL-PL61T Jo opease))
TEET'6 (T9) 669 (9'19) 1°0£9°¢ (9'67) 9°10L°C s 91gC 00 00 98-1861 p: (0] MOgxQ
0’1101 e TvLe (r9¢) 9°¢69°¢ F¥s) 9°618°C (ssY  9¢ss 00 00 68-€8 ‘LL-VL ‘TLOT VM eIy
6'96L'y (S'ID) 0SS #'19) 9°SH6C wvo) ¢€8I1‘1 7)) sl (000 . 00 68-88 ‘T8-18 ‘8L ‘9L-SL61 VM HAN Preiiim
¥'S6I°C 9'9) 16L1 (T19) 60S0°T (6€0) 6TOL—— (€9 ¢$T70T— (00 —00 - $8-78-0861 VM te1oadg
P EOLTI (6€) 6¢st FLy) Ss¥s's (69¢) ¥LICY (871D 968¢'T oo o1 68-98 ‘v8 ‘9L61 VM JoARY S
PP0'c 99 10z (1'9¢) L8601 (') T8l (1'91) 888 1oy  o¢ 63-38 ‘18-08 ‘PL6I A7 B[R} JOMO]
L'S8T¥I €y <119 #'TS) vTstL Ove) 1Ts8y 6 L6ggY 0 00 68-88 ‘$8-€8 ‘€L6] VM s[re eweey
$'€0€ 81 ¢ 6sHS (8°6£) 9778CT°L 0¢S) 19696 €y 68LL 00 00 68-98 ‘8L-LL ‘TL6] VM apnog,
S'9LL'ST (€1 voLE (6'9¢) €T19°01 (S'8Y) T'8H6'€El (€'¢1) 98¢8°€ oo o1 68-08 ‘CL61 VM pali )
9EITL (I9) LLey (6'LY) L'SSH'E (I'6€) 9618 69  9°00S 0o 00 68-88 ‘G8-€8 ‘VL ‘TLOI VM URoyo[y
9'Pot'El o) €L (6'S1) SHP8'L L9r) +9v6't (S9¢) +'0C8 To o1 68-88 ‘S8-¥L61 VM 1Ay she1n
9°68L°01 10 9+¢ (S'S1) 6°¢6C°1 T S90S O¢r) Lv3ed (Toy 61¢ £8-0861 VM J[eseN
P'8LY'S (Ten gse (€'86) 8'898 612 0198°C (1'9) 56661 00 g€t £8-08 ‘TL6] VM YewoN
[e1I0L VD MO VM od SV (3 1:78 .coo.nm 9ouraoid Kxoyorey
QSQ jo &»v SAIIDA0J2I unIew Jo Jequnu qucmaxm /a1e1s

‘ponunuo) 9D 2[qe, xipusddy



238



239

Appendix D

Personal Communication and Unpublished Information Citations
and Questionnaire Responses
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APPENDIX D

This appendix contains citations for unpublished information submitted to the
Endangered Species Act Administrative Record for West Coast Coho Salmon, responses to the
NMFS Biological Review Team coho salmon stock questionnaire, and personal
communications with NMFS personnel. All material cited here is available from
Environmental Technical Services Division, Natl. Mar. Fish. Serv., 525 N.E. Oregon St.,
Portland, OR 97232.

Allen, S. (Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, Portland, OR). 1994. Letter to
L. Weitkamp (NMFS), Enclosed hatchery release data from ODFW.

Anderson, D. (Redwood National Park, Orick, CA). 1994. Conversation with G. Bryant
(NMES), 4/94.

Barnhart, R. (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Cooperative Fisheries Research Unit,
Arcata, CA). 1994. Conversation with G. Bryant (NMFS), 5/94.

Beamesderfer, R. (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR). 1994. Letter to
L. Weitkamp (NMFS), 12/16/94, Enclosed summaries of released of hatchery-reared
fish in Oregon for 1986-92.

Bemis, B. (U.S. Forest Service). 1994. Questionnaires completed for Bear, China, Clear,
Cougar, Dillon, Doolittle, East Fork Elk, South Fork Indian, Independence, Irving,
Little Grider, Mill, Oak Flat, Swillup, Thompson, Ukonom, and Wooley Creeks, and
all Klamath River tributaries, CA.

Berry, R. (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR). 1994. Letter to
L. Weitkamp (NMFS), 7/27/94, List of potential composition of Oregon coast coho
hatchery stocks.

Boessow, S. (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife). 1994. Letter to L. Weitkamp
(NMFS), 7/8/94, Subject: Coho length frequency data from northern area 10 (WA) test
fisheries.

Cox, B. (California Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fish Division, Region 3, Sebastopol,
CA). 1994. Conversation with G. Bryant (NMFS), 4/94.

Dailey, D. (Makah Indian Tribe). 1994. Information given to L. Weitkamp (NMFS), 5/17/94,
data reports.

Dean, M. (California Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fish Division, Region 1,
Weaverville, CA). 1994. Questionnaires completed for Olsen, Pelletreu, Butter,
Rattlesnake, Ectapom, and Hayfork Creeks, and South Fork Trinity River, CA.
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DeLong, J. (Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission). 1994. FAX to L. Weitkamp 12/13/94,
Attached information on coded-wire tag recoveries of coho salmon from Puget Sound
hatcheries.

Feldmann, C. (Puget Power). 1994. Letter to Merritt Tuttle (NMFS), 3/25/94, Comments
submitted in response to 59 Fed. Reg. 3662.

Fuss, H. (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA). 1994. Conversation
with L. Weitkamp (NMFES), 7/94.

Harp, J. (Quinault Indian Nation). 1994. Information given to L. Weitkamp (NMFS), 5/17/94,
data reports.

Hatch, D. (National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area). 1994.
Questionnaires completed for Olema and Redwood Creeks, CA.

Hayman, R. (Skagit System Cooperative, LaConner, WA). 1994. Questionnaire completed
for the Skagit River, WA.

Haymes, J. (Quileute Natural Resources Department, Quileute Indian Tribe). 1994.
Questionnaires completed for the Bogachiel, Calawah, Dickey, and Soleduck Rivers,
WA.

Jacobs, S. (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR). 1994a. Letter to
L. Weitkamp (NMFS) 6/17/94, Information on size of adult coho salmon from Oregon
streams.

Jacobs, S. (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland, OR). 1994b. Conversation
with T. Wainwright (NMES) 7/94.

Jones, W. (California Department of Fish and Game). 1994. Conversation with G. Bryant
(NMES), 4/94.

Jorgensen, J. (Hoh Indian Tribe). 1994. Information given to L. Weitkamp (NMFS), 5/94,
concerning the Hoh River, WA.

Kane, T., and P. Wampler (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Olympia). 1994. Questionnaire
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Appendix Table E-1. Releases of fry (F) and yearlings (Y) of out-of-basin coho salmon stocks in selected Oregon
and Washinton river basins, arranged from south to north by evolutionarily significant

units (ESUs). Multiple stocks from the same basin are included in the entire basin number
(i.e., plants of Baker River and Clark Creek fish are included as Skagit plants).

Stages Total No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted planted
Southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU
Chetco Coos 57 F 50,210 1
Rogue Coos 58 F 75,210 1
Oregon coast ESU
New Alsea 62, 65, 69-71 F Y 2,052,201 5
Bonneville 69-70 F - 2
Cascade 69-70 F - 2
Coos 57,58 F 223,525 2
Coquille 85 F 28,277 1
Elk R. 69-70, 72-73 F,Y 769,872 4
Trask 69-71 F,Y 816,563 3
Umpqua Alsea 64-68 F 1,685,574 5
Coos 47-50, 52 F 355,020 5
Cole Rivers (Rogue) 86 Y 8,554 1
Nehalem 76 F 281,383 1
Siuslaw Alsea/Fall Cr. 36, 51, 54, 64-74, 78, 80-87 F.Y 12,972,448° 24
Carson 56 F 45,000 1
Coos 50, 52-55, 57-58, 88-93 F.Y 840,917 13
Floras Cr./New R. 82 F 12,000 1
Siltcoos 92-94 F, Y 126,521 3
Trask 61,70, 73-74 F 1,879,132 4
Umpqua R. 85 Y 199,772 1
Coquille Alsea 65-69, 71 F 3,741,943 6
Coos 19, 24, 26, 48-53, 57-58 F 6,447,339 11
Cole Rivers (Rogue) 82 F 16,000 1
Coos Alsea 60, 62-70 F,Y 2,975,418" 10
Bonneville 70 F.Y -t 1
Cascade 70 F,Y - 1
Coquille 46, 83-93 Y 826,380 12
Elk R. 70 Y - 1
Trask 61,71 F.Y 274,108 2
Necanicum 34 F -t 1
Tenmile 35 F - 1
Klaskanine 46, 48-50 F -t 4
Yachats Siletz 58 F 36,842 1
Alsea Nehalem 68,70 F - 2
Siletz 65 F 79,257 1
Trask 68, 70, 72-75 F, Y 3,201,210° 6
Yaquina Alsea/Fall Cr. 26, 34-36, 38, 54, 62, 68-70, 73
80-83, 88 F. Y 1,913,989" 15
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Oregon coast ESU, continued
Yaquina Nehalem 53 F 14,400 1
(cont.)  Siletz 49, 507, 51, 57-58, 65-66, 90 F,Y 592,866 8?7
Tahkenich 38 F -t 1
Klaskanine 45-46, 507 F,Y? - 3?
Siletz Alsea/Fall Cr. 70, 74, 80-86 F Y 2,316,667 9
Nehalem 33, 53,83 F 95,500 3
Salmon 78, 80-82, 84, 88 F. Y 849,672° 6
Trask 30-31, 70, 72, 74-76, 78-79 F,Y 2,681,203° 9
Salmon Nehalem 36 F 40,000 1
Siletz 64 F 40,140 1
Trask 29, 31, 40, 44 F 185,000 4
Nestucca Alsea 72,76 F 91,334 2
Bonneville 58 F 315,000 1
Nehalem 71 F 1,427,004 1
Trask 29-30, 50-51, 55, 57, 63-73, 77-92 F Y 5,370,925 33
Tillamook  Bonneville 58,59 F Y 250,000 2
Klaskanine 50 Y 50,000 1
Nehalem 81 Y 5,083 1
Nestucca 80-81 F, Y 210,349 2
Trask 41, 50-52, 55, 57, 65, 69, 77-79, 85 FY 959,811 12
Trask Alsea 72 F -t 1
Bonneville 58-59 F,Y 730,000 2
Nestucca 80-81 F Y 1,335,986 2
Sandy R. 82 Y 4,950 1
Siletz 72 F -t 1
Wilson Alsea 76 F 1,000 1
Bonneville 58,59 F, Y 467,500 2
Klaskanine 48, 50 F Y 126,797 2
Nehalem 35-36, 69-70, 78 F. Y 797,950 5
Nestucca 81 Y 25,015 1
Trask 31, 41, 50-52, 55, 57, 62-66,
69-70, 72-74, 78-82, 86 F,Y 5,190,434 23
Kilchis Big Cr. 48 Y 85,800 1
Bonneville 58-59 F,Y 160,000 2
Klaskanine 50 Y 50,000 1
Nehalem 36 F 160,000 1
Trask 50-52, 55, 57, 61-68, 70-73, 80-82 F.Y 1,085,547 20
Miami Big Cr. 48 Y 11,600 1
Klaskanine 49 Y 16,112 1
Nehalem 36, 50-53, 55, 58, 63-64 F 667,566 9
Trask 31, 53, 61-62, 65, 69, 80-82 F.Y 776,158 10
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Stages Total No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Oregon coast ESU, continued

Nehalem Alsea 74 F 229,582 1
Big Cr. 53, 83 F 44,551 2

Bonneville 18 F 247,600 1

Klaskanine 47-50 F, Y 258,031 4

Trask 28, 63, 65-66, 68-70, 79 F,Y 1,561,226 8

Necanicum Klaskanine 48, 50-51 F Y 148,194 3
Nehalem 41, 55,70, 78-83 F.Y 1,537,808 9

Trask 76 Y 6,191 1

Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU

Lewisand  Bonneville 81, 87 F 110,280 2
Clark Klaskanine 48, 50-52 FY 391,504 4
Sandy R. 80-83 FY 993,278 4

Youngs Big Cr. 53,59, 87,91-92 FY 669,289 5
Clackamas R. (early) 88-93 F. Y 5,561,484 6

Cowlitz (Wash.). 84 F 110,176 1

Kalama Falls 92 Y 405,976 1

Sandy R. 83, 89, 92 Y 1,210,965 3

Bonneville 87,93 F, Y 1,470,403 2

v Klaskanine 51, 55, 58 Y 278,371 3
Klaskanine Big Cr. 53, 82-83, 89 FY 1,865,284 4
Bonneville 81, 84, 86-87, 89 F Y 4,857,320 5

Clackamas (early) 88-89 Y 671,922 2

Cowlitz (Wash.) 84 F 61,651 1

Eagle Cr. 81-82 Y 686,247 2

Sandy R. 81-83, 87, 89-91 F,Y 2,839,393 7

Siletz R. 9 Y 37,603 1

_ Trask 57 Y 56,586 1

Big Cr. Bonneville 86 Y 844,434 1
Gnat Cr. Big Cr. 52, 56 F 37914 2
Claskanie = Big Cr. 49, 51-53, 55-59 F 695,324 9
Cowlitz (Wash.) 84 F 109,037 1

Sandy R. 80, 82-83, 88 F.Y 969,774 4

Bonneviile 81,87 F 992,337 2

Clackamas Bonneville 36, 49, 52, 67-68, 82, 85, 87 F 2,603,675 8
Cascade 83 F 402,447 1

Cowlitz (Wash.) 84 F 140,429 1

Gnat Cr. 83 F 395,776 1

Oxbow 81, 84, 86-87 F 1,541,870 4
Sandy 65-68, 70, 73-74, 81, 83-91 F, Y 5,448,809 17

Trask 67 F 165,000 1

Sandy Bonneville 18-19, 36, 38, 52 518,725 5
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Appendix Table E-1. Continued

Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock : Years planted planted planted  planted

Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU, continued

Big White  Cowlitz 85, 87 F 629,880 2
Salmon Type N (Cowlitz) 81-87 F, Y 2,630,650 7
Type S (Toutle) 71, 80 FY 1,047,841 2
Unknown 73 F 336,704 1
Wind Unknown 77,79 F 416,890 2
Carson 73 Y 1,540,600 1
Lewis River 51, 53-54 F 407,598 3
Type N (Cowlitz) 82 F 59,064 1
Type S (Toutle) 67-68,71, 73, 80 F 4,212,293 5
Willard 87-88 F. Y 2,930,468 2
Washougal  Big Cr. (Oregon) 62 F 565,553 1
Eagle Cr. (Oregon) 61 Y 60,000 1
Green River 54 F 70,022 1
Lewis River 54 F 100,000 1
Toutle 55, 58-59, 65 F. Y 1,942,243 4
Type N (Cowlitz) 74-717, 79-92 : F, Y 30,046,629 18
Type S (Toutle) 67-87, 89 F,Y 41,062,608 22
Lewis Abernathy 63 F 518,056 1
Big Cr. (Oregon) 65 Y 163,548 1
Eagle Cr. (Oregon) 63 F 2,624,122 1
Kalama Falls 63, 66 F, Y 167,152 2
Klaskanine (Oregon) 62, 65 FY 272,148 2
Toutle 58 Y 15,878 1
Type N (Cowlitz) 75-92 F,Y 65,681,281 18
Type S (Toutle) 67-92 F,Y 58,287,123 26
Washougal 63 F 96,110 1
Kalama  Klaskanine (Oregon) 62, 65 F, Y 139,024 2
Lewis River 54, 57 F _ 195,382 2
Toutle 56-57, 59-64, 66 F,Y 2,681,290 9
Type N (Cowlitz) 73-77, 79-92 FY 20,173,931 19
Type S (Toutle) 67-75, 77-79, 81-82, 84-92 F, Y 37,655,135 24
Washougal 60-61 F, Y 1,635,134 2
Cowlitz Big Cr. (Oregon) 56-57, 64 F.Y 98,952 3
Green River 54, 58-59, 64, 66 F,Y 569,724 5
Kalama 65-66 328,004 2
Klaskanine (Oregon) 62, 65 F, Y 669,756 2
Lewis River 54, 58,90 FY 249,246 3
Elochoman Ancient wild stock 63 Y 97,696 1
Big Creek (Oregon) 56 : F 51,327 1
Eagle Cr. (Oregon) 61 ' Y 896,668 1
Green River 54, 57, 61 F 289,803 3
Klaskanine (Oregon) 62-65 F,Y 2,706,042 4
Lewis River 57 F , 100,701 1
Toutle 55, 58, 61 _ F 162,213 3
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU, continued

Elochoman Type N (Cowlitz) 72, 74-87, 89-92 F, Y 30,135,913 19
(cont.)  Type S (Toutle) 66, 68-81, 86, 90-92 F,Y 25,558,411 19
Washougal 59, 60 F, Y 100,061 2

Grays Ancient wild stock 51 F 16,800 1
Big Cr. (Oregon) 56-57 FY 138,072 2

Columbia River 81, 83, 85-89, 92-93 FY 5,881,394 9

Elokomin 58, 81 F 119,526 2

Green River 54 F 140,037 1

Klaskanine (Oregon) 63-64 Y 1,374,284 2

Lewis River 57 F 42,986 1

Toutle 55, 60-61 FY 393,930 3

Type N (Cowlitz) 73-78, 80-81 F, Y 4,573,325 8
Type S (Toutle) 56, 62, 76-87, 90-91 FY 9,992,648 16

Washougal 77 Y 446,031 1

Naselle Unknown 72 F 52,193 1
Ancient wild stock 51-54, 62, 65 F, Y 867,903 6

Dungeness 56, 81-82 FY 678,220 3

Green River 52, 54-56 F,Y 338,352 4

Humptulips 80-81, 83 FY 1,828,710 3

Nemah 56-59, 61-62, 66, 68-77, 79-82, 85 F,Y 10,269,112 22

Satsop (Chehalis) 73 Y 57,134 1

Simpson 63-64 F 202,880 2

Soleduck 81 F 1,029,282 1

Type N (Cowlitz) 91 Y 89,000 1

Type S (Toutle) 70, 80 F 256,000 2

Willapa 78, 80, 89 F Y 1,888,461 3

Willapa Ancient wild stock 51-59, 61-71 F Y 8,850,762 20
-~ Dungeness 56-57 FY 313,310 2

Green River 52-57 FY 621,688 6

Humptulips 82 F 498,800 1

Naselle 85-87 F 695,827 3

Nemah 57,59,62,71,74,717, 86 F,Y 1,018,656 7

Soleduck (Lake Cr.) 61 F 56,245 1

Satsop (Chehalis) 73 Y 58,520 1

Simpson 59, 63 F 77,602 2

Type N (Cowlitz) 90-91 FY 180,075 2

North Ancient wild stock 53, 58, 61-62, 65-66, 68-71 FY 1,511,276 10
Dungeness 56-57 FY 98,693 2

Green River 52, 54-57 FY 208,569 5

Naselle 83, 85-87 2,943,156 4

Nemah 57,59, 75-77, 80, 82, 86 F Y 2,569,460 8

Simpson 63, 85 72,958 2

Willapa 72-73, 75-81, 89-91 F Y 2,658,842 12
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Appendix Table E-1. Continued

Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU, continued
Chehalis Unknown 74-78 FEY 315,352 5
Ancient wild stock 58, 69-71 F,Y 3,719,030 4
Dungeness 57, 81 F 168,724 2
George Adams 73 Y 3,060 1
Green River 51-57,91 FY 1,482,012 8
Hood Canal 78-79 F, Y 1,316,618 2
Humptulips 79-92 FY 26,684,614 14
Naselle 83-84 F 608,000 2
Nemah 68, 71, 73-76, 84 FY 2,973,579 7
Quinault 78 Y 49,996 1
Samish 56 F 70,280 1
Skagit 76, 83 FY 61,070 3
Skokomish 76 F 525,000 1
Soleduck 61, 81 FY 1,836,380 2
Soleduck (summer) 81-82 Y 310,660 2
Sooes 86 F 17,134 1
Type S (Toutle) 80 -F 500,000 8
Willapa 72-74, 78, 81, 83-84 F Y 3,027,430 7
Wishkah (Grays Hbr) 82 ’ F 80,000 1
Humptulips Green River 55 F 15,080 1
Naselle 83 F 69,600 1
Nemah 71,79 Y 78,062 2
Satsop Spr (Chehalis) 91 F 1,000 1
Simpson 51, 58, 61, 63-65,72,75,77,82,84, F,Y 591,888" 12
Soleduck 81 Y 950,331 1
Willapa 78-81 FY 815,916 4
Willapa x Humptulips 78 Y 342,780 1
Wishkah (Grays Hrbr.) 92-93 F 4,100 2
- Wynoochee (Chehalis) 78, 91 FY 521,080 2
Copalis Humptulips 80, 82, 85, 89-90 FY 1,812,839 5
Quinault 87 F 99,864 1
Simpson 88 F 104,832 1
Soleduck 81 F 124,478 1
Willapa 75 Y 100,014 1
Moclips Purdy Cr. 65 F 22,790 1
Quilcene 63-69 FY 644,180 7
Queets 85,92 F 76,200 2
Quinault 79-80, 83, 85, 87, 89-92 F 1,477,845 9
Quinault x Queets 85 F 60,000 1
Soleduck 63,75 FY 176,730 2
Willapa x Quinault 76 Y 50,000 1
Olympic Peninsula ESU
Quinault Unknown 72,77,79 ’ FY 1,142,220 3
Cowlitz 77 F 419,000 1
George Adams 77 F 864,000 1
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted - planted  planted
Olympic Peninsula ESU, continued
Quinault Humptulips 80, 85, 90-91 F 121,450 4
(cont.) Mixed local 77-79, 83, 90 F Y 2,028,285 4
Queets 83, 85, 89-92 F, Y 1,248,804 6
Quinault x Queets 85, 90 F Y 1,689,383 2
Simpson 68-69 F 21,500 2
Soleduck 81 F 10,900 1
Queets Unknown 79 105,000 1
Mixed local 79, 83 F,Y 240,622 2
Quillayute 74-77, 81, 84 F 1,149,676 6
Quinault 73,78, 80-91 FY 7,307,708 13
Quinault x Queets 85-86, 90 Y 855,848 3
Soleduck (summer) 78 F 21,824 1
Willapa 87 Y 229,843 1
Hoh Unknown 62,77,79 FY 221,899 2
Dungeness 59, 61 FY 46,700 2
Green x Quinault 77 Y 150,000 1
Mixed local 79 Y 103,700 1
Quinault 78-82 Y 684,570 5
Skagit 61 Y 5,330 1
Soleduck 81 F 7,560 1
Willapa 75-76 Y 480,000 2
Quillayute  Dungeness 54-55, 57-59, 61, 63-67, 69, 71,
76-77 FY 5,264,482 15
Eagle Cr. (Oregon) 86 Y 6,371 1
George Adams 77 F 200,000 1
Green River 56, 64-66 F, Y 235,365 4
Hoh River 88 F 1,975 1
Quilcene 81 F 220,000 i
Simpson 57 Y 51,135 1
Skagit 61 Y 18,900 1
Type N (Cowlitz) 74 Y 229,992 1
Sooces Unknown 72,79 Y 275,068 2
Dungeness 59, 77 FY 429,788 2
George Adams 75,77 F 450,470 2
Quilcene 69-82 FY 3,593,549 14
Quinault 82-85,90-92 . FY 1,802,569 7
Soleduck 81 F 300,000 1
Waatch George Adams 73 250,050 1
Makah/Sooes 83-88, 91 FY 895,774° 8
Quilcene 67, 70-74, 76-77, 79-80, 82, 84-85 FY 2,109,223 13
Quinault 83-86, 91 FY 250,097 5
Sekiu Dungeness 57,70-72, 84 FY 462,006 5
-Elwha 82, 84, 86 F 547,401 3
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Olympic Peninsula ESU, continued
Sekiu (cont.) George Adams 77 F 90,000 1
Soleduck 72,79 - FY 91,645 2
Hoko Dungeness 52-54, 57-60, 67, 70-71, 76, 84 F Y 845,089 12
Elwha 82, 85-88 F, Y 1,349,065 5
George Adams 77 F 190,000 1
Green River 66 Y 105,856 1
Soleduck 72,75,79 FY 176,556 3
Clallum Dungeness 53, 58-59, 62-65, 67, 70-71, 87, 89 F, Y 323,862 12
Elwha 82 F 97,400 1
George Adams 77 F 200,000 1
Green River 66 Y 75,010 1
Soleduck 72,75-76 © FY 228,495 3
Pysht Dungeness 52-55, 57-61, 64-65, 67, 69-71, 84 FY 778,929 16
Elwha 79, 82-83, 85-86 F 626,150 5
George Adams 77 ' F 190,000 1
Green River 56-57, 66 FY 107,958 3
Skagit 61 Y 5,330 1
Soleduck (Lake Cr.) 63 Y 39,520 1
Lyre Dungeness 54-55, 57-60, 62, 67, 69-71 F,Y 651,764 11
Green River 56 Y 10,450 1
Skagit 61 Y 12,593 1
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU
Elwha Ancient wild stock 65 Y 12,740 1
Dungeness 52-54, 56-57, 59, 62-63, 69-71,
76-78, 82, 84-85, 87-92 F Y 4,710,072 23
Green River 55-56 F,Y 143,792 2
* Simpson 76 Y 465,868 1
Soleduck 81 Y 29,410 1
Dungeness  Unknown 79 F 11,781 1
Elwha 78-82, 84, 87, 89 FY 1,839,051 8
George Adams 80 F 762,450 1
Green River 56 Y 155,131 1
Puyallup 80 F 232,875 1
Skagit 60 F 24,770 1
Toutle 74 Y 72,800 1
Little Dungeness 72,77-82, 86,92 FY 601,350 9
Quilcene Elwha 86 Y 31,500 1
George Adams 73 F 50,000 1
Green River 57, 63-64 FY 49,838 3
Hood Canal 59, 61, 65-66 FY 67,604 4
Quilcene 54, 56, 58, 85-90 FY 513,720 9
Samish 57 Y 18,095 1
Skykomish 61 Y 11,760 1
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Appendix Table E-1. Continued

Stages Total No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted planted
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU, continued
Big Quilcene Eagle Cr. (Oregon) 61 Y 164,311 1
George Adams 75 Y 72,150 1
Hood Canal 75 Y 243,800 1
Big Beef Cr. George Adams 65-66 F, Y 71,104 2
Green River 56 Y 8,220 1
Minter Cr. 58, 62 Y 49,358 2
Quilcene 55 Y 12,300 1
Skykomish 57 Y 24,992 1
Dosewallips Dungeness 52-54,77-80 F. Y 450,300 7
George Adams 71, 85-86 F.Y 98,700 3
Green River 57-58, 63, 68 F,Y 157,824 4
Hood Canal 59-64, 66 F,Y 220,055 7
Minter Cr. 76 Y 99,550 1
~ Quilcene 54-55, 58-59 F 183,228 4
Samish 56 F 30,254 1
Duckabush  Dungeness 51-52, 54, 79-80 FY 435,890 5
George Adams 70-71 F 191,000 2
Green River 57, 66 F,Y 111,542 2
Hood Canal 59, 61-64, 66 FY 245,388 6
Minter Cr. 76 Y 44,000 1
Puyallup 52 F 50,000 1
Quilcene 54-56, 58 F,Y 227,169 4
Samish 57 Y 31,940 1
Skykomish 61 Y 14,625 1
Hamma Dungeness 52, 54, 73, 79-80 F Y 515,015 5
Hamma George Adams 70-71, 85-86 F, Y 342,300 4
Green River 57, 66 F,Y 88,952 2
Hood Canal 59-64, 66 F, Y 230,601 7
Minter Cr. 76 Y 30,250 1
Quilcene 54-55, 58 F 113,595 3
Samish 56 F 47,502 1
Dewatto Dungeness 77-79 Y 97,451 3
George Adams 64-66, 69, 71 FY 480,349 5
Green River 56 Y 11,724 1
Minter Cr. 54,57, 75-79 F,Y 1,174,335 7
Quilcene 55 Y 15,400 1
Skykomish 57 Y 16,000 1
Skokomish  Ancient wild stock 61 F 54,452 1
Capilano (B. C.) 89-90 F, Y 132,586 2
Dungeness 51-52, 73, 79-80 F,Y 885,681 5
Green River 57, 62, 64-67 FY 680,843 6
Hood Canal 60-62, 65-68 F Y 1,537,463 7
Minter Cr. 71,79, 81-82 F, Y 724,961 4
Puyallup 70, 80-81 , FY 360,084 3
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted planted
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU, continued
Skokomish  Quilcene 54, 58-59 F 146,346 3
(cont.) Samish 56 F 23,310 1
Skagit (Baker) 91-92 Y 160,100 2
Skykomish 60 F 22,100 1
Soleduck 80-81 FY 1,124,366 2
Tahuya George Adams 63-66, 69, 71, 73, 82, 84 F, Y 1,232,805 9
Green River 56, 66 Y 77,892 2
Minter Cr. 52-54, 57, 75-82 F Y 1,173,247 12
Quilcene 55 Y 16,750 1
Skykomish 57 Y 4,080 1
Union Dungeness 76 Y 39,400 1
George Adams . 65-66, 69, 71, 73, 76 FY 625,963 6
Green River 56, 60 Y 48,968 2
Minter Cr. 52-54, 57-59, 62, 65, 715-76 F.Y 524,850 10
Quilcene 55 Y 16,750 1
Skykomish 57 Y 13,200 1
Goldborough Dungeness 81 A F 653,332 1
Cr. George Adams 77,79, 82-83, 85, 87-89 FY 3,319,704 8
Green River 56, 58, 61, 65-66 FY 268,873 5
Hood Canal 65, 85 F,Y 138,100 2
Minter Cr. 78, 82, 84-88, 90-93 FY 2,679,121 11
Puyallup 80 F 455,052 1
Quilcene 55, 58 FY 33,900 2
‘Deschutes  Ancient wild stock 64 F 299,894 1
George Adams 77, 79-81 FY 156,440 4
Green River 51-54, 56-58, 61-62, 69, 85 FY 1,550,824 11
Minter Cr. 78, 81, 85-86, 90-91 F, Y 547,414 6
Puyallup 78, 80-85 FY 976,486 7
Simpson 51 F 10,125 1
Skykomish 76,79 Y 131,180 2
Soleduck 81 Y 3,839 1
Minter Cr.  Unknown 78 F 47,642 1
Ancient wild stock 62 F 257,498 1
Bonneville (Oregon) 70 Y 70,370 1
George Adams 66 F 25,978 1
Green River 58-61, 77, 79-88, 90-92 F.Y 5,681,298 18
Mixed local 75 Y 2,094,341 1
Nooksack 82 Y 227,494 1
Quilcene 56 Y 28,025 1
Skagit 77-80 Y 1,438,542° 4
Skykomish 57 Y 144,327 1
Toutle 72 F 41,881 1
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU, continued
Nisqually George Adams 74, 81, 87-92 FY 3,254,891 8
Green River 51-54, 56-58, 60, 62-63, 65,
69-73, 75, 77-78, 80-81, 83 F Y 5,882,732 22
Issaquah 71 Y 122,400 1
Kalama Falls 89,92 F 15,400 2
Minter Cr. 65, 73, 81-82, 85-87, 91 F, Y 2,423,180 8
Puyallup 51-55, 57-58, 62, 64, 70-71,
74, 76-85, 87-92 F, Y 12,037,256 28
Skagit 61,79, 87 F Y 1,300,906 3
Skykomish 82-84, 86-92 FY 4,271,842 10
Puyallup Unknown 77 F 3,177 1
Garrison Springs 82 F 205,500 1
George Adams 70, 76 F, Y 253,904° 2
Green River 52-65, 69, 71-73, 75, 77-81,
83, 85, 87-88, 91-92 FY 9,187,722 30
Issaquah 55,75 Y 81,288 2
Minter Cr. 65,73, 75, 82, 87, 89 FY 1,525,786 6
Skagit 61 F 126,052 1
Skykomish 76, 83-84 Y 361,500 3
Washougal 74 Y 349,162 1
Green Bonneville (Oregon) 63 F 22,248 1
Green x Puyallup 75 Y 411,117 1
Green x Simpson 75-77 Y 116,173 3
Green x Skykomish  75-77 Y 115,122 3
Issaquah 52, 55, 68-69, 75 F Y 602,353 5
Minter Cr. 75,78, 83-84 F Y 4,542,713 4
Mixed local 75,77 Y 27,798 2
Nooksack 58 F 6,844 1
Puyallup 71,76, 78, 80-81 F, Y 1,393,075 5
Simpson 72-73,75-17 FY 97,988 5
Skykomish 75-77 Y 175,842 3
Skykomish x Simpson 75-77 Y 110,638 3
Toutle 73 Y 78,484 1
Toutle x Chambers Cr. 73 Y 91,826 1
Sammamish George Adams 70 , F 153,670 1
Green River 52-61, 63-64, 69-71, 82,92 F Y 4,646,731 17
Minter Cr. 76, 81 F 143,240 2
Puyallup 81 F 248,800 1
Samish v 56-57 FY 110,224 2
Skagit (Baker) 73-74 Y 61,820 2
Skykomish - 59-61, 66 F 621,562 4
Toutle x Chambers 73 Y 450,341 i
Snohomish  Unknown 74-75 F 243,270 2
Green River 52, 54-55, 57-59, 62, 64 F Y 1,578,987 8
Issaquah 52-58, 61-66, 68-73, 76-79, 86 F Y 7,234,269 24
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Stages Total  No. yrs
River Stock Years planted planted planted  planted
Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU, continued
Snohomish ~ Minter Cr. 80 ' Y 9,354 1
(cont.) Samish 56 F 401,018 1
Skagit 54, 61,75, 78, 80, 82 FY 1,819,375 6
Soleduck 81 Y 55,000 1
Univ. Washington 57 F 30,084 1
Stillaguamish Green River 52, 56-59, 65, 69 F.Y 1,089,163 7
Issaquah 52,57, 63-65 F 551,264 5
Samish 56-59, 61, 63-64, 72-73, 78 F,Y 2,096,747 10
Skagit 51-54, 56, 58-62, 64, 69, 72,
75, 77-79, 81 FY 5,237,455 18
Skykomish 57-59, 61-62, 64-66, 69-71,
79-80, 90-91 FY 2,387,210 15
Skagit George Adams 70 Y 56,408 1
Green River 52,55-59, 65 F,Y 3,083,295 7
Minter Cr. 70 Y 52,896 1
Nooksack 59,74 F 550,128 2
Puyallup 70 Y 4,393 1
Samish 52-54, 56-59, 61, 63, 65-66, 72-73, 78 F Y 1,487,134 14
Skykomish 59, 69, 74, 71, 80-81 FY 764,908 6
Samish Big Beef Cr. 77 F 10,770 1
Green River 55-56, 59 FY 125,340 3
Nooksack 81, 84 F 136,000 2
Pilchuck 77 F 10,848 1
Skagit 60, 72, 75-80 F Y 2,976,168 8
Skykomish 76, 80 Y 841,258 2
Nooksack  Unknown 78-79 F 80,214 2
Cascade (Oregon) 74 Y 192,000 1
Green R. 56-57, 63 F Y 305,604 3
Kalama Falls 76 Y 25,615 1
Samish 52-57, 59, 61-63, 65, 73, 79, 80, 82 FY 1,239,144 15
Skagit 60-62, 78-87, 91-92 F,Y 15,681,679 15
Skykomish 80-81, 84,92 Y 2,784,144 4
Soleduck (Lake Cr.) 63 F 91,200 1

‘Number released not given.

"Total does not include mixed-stock releases.

Sources: Wallis 1961-1964b, 1966; Willis 1979; USFWS 1985; Kenworthy 1986a, 1986b; Zajac 1988, 1989,
1990, 1992; Borgerson et al. 1991, Wagoner et al 1990; ODFW 1992, 1993; D. Dailey 1994 App.;
J. Harp 1994 App.; J. Jorgenson 1994 App.; R. Wunderlich 1994 App.; WDFW 1994¢; NRC 1995.
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Appendix Table E-2. Releases of adults of out-of-basin stocks in selected Oregon river basins, arranged from
south to north by evolutionarily significant unit (ESU).

Total number No. Years
River Stock Years planted planted planted
Southern Oregon/northern California coasts ESU
Rogue Alsea 66, 68-69, 71 950 4
Oregonrcoast ESU
Umpqua Alsea 60, 65-73 19,730 10
Siletz 64, 66, 69 1,857 3
Siuslaw Alsea 64-74 17,894 11
Siletz 65-66 2,167 2
Coquille Alsea 64-65, 67-69, 71, 73 4,635 7
Siletz 66, 69 682 2
Coos Alsea 67,69,71 800 3
Siletz 69 200 1
Yaquina Alsea 65,71 : 300 2
Siletz 64-70, 73 2,598 8
Siletz Alsea 64, 66 1,168 2
Trask 68-69, 71 3,100 3
Salmon Alsea 65 400 1
Siletz 65-67, 69 1,160 4
Trask 68-71 1,300 4
Nestucca Siletz 69 300 1
Trask 64-68, 70-71,73 7,286 8
Tillamook Trask 64,67,76 . 900 3
Wilson Alsea 64 134 1
Nehalem 76 222 1
Trask 64-71,76 5,730 9
Miami Nehalem 76 1,068 1
Trask 64-69, 73 3,642 7
Nehalem Klaskanine 65 1,302 1
Necanicum Klaskanine 64-65 512 2
Nehalem 69-70, 73 610 3
Siletz 69 160 1
Lower Columbia River/southwest Washington coast ESU
Clackamas Big Cr. 71 965 1
Bonneville 67-69, 71-72 5,316 5
Cascade 67,71 536 2
Sandy 67-69, 71, 84-86 4,842 7

Sources: Wallis 1961a-c, 1963a-64b, 1966; Willis 1979; Borgerson et al. 1991, Wagoner et ai 1990;

ODFW 1992, 1993a.
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