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Study History: This study originated as part of Natural Resource Damage Assessment
Fish/Shellfish Study #3 (F/S 3), entitled “Coded Wire Tag Studies on Prince William Sound
Salmon, 1989-1991.” The study was concerned with the estimation of contributions and
survival rates of hatchery-reared fish in the commercial fisheries of Prince William Sound,
and with the estimation of survival rates of wild populations of pink and sockeye salmon in
contaminated and uncontaminated areas. Work on pink salmon continued under Restoration
Projects 60A, 93067, 94320B, respectively entitled “Coded Wire Tag Studies on Prince
William Sound Salmon, 1992,” “Coded Wire Tag Recoveries from Pink Salmon in Prince
William Sound Salmon Fisheries, 1993,” and “Coded Wire Tag Recoveries from Pink
Salmon in Prince William Sound Salmon Fisheries, 1994”. Studies on sockeye, chum, coho,
and chinook salmon were continued under studies 93068, 94137 and 95137 (closeout
funding), and were a continuation of the work conducted under F/S 3. This document
reports the findings of the latter studies and for the sake of completeness includes the
pertinent results of F/S 3.

Abstract: Coded wire tags were applied to sockeye, chum, coho, and chinook salmon at
three hatcheries in Prince William Sound, and also to three populations of wild sockeye
salmon. Two of these populations were situated in contaminated areas of the Sound, while
the other was located in an area distant from the trajectory of the oil plume. Contributions
of different hatchery and wild release groups to specific harvest-district-week strata were
estimated from recoveries of tags in the commercial fishery, and in the escapements of the
wild sockeye populations. Tag-specific survival rates were also estimated where possible.
As expected, the proportion of fish from wild populations in the commercial catches
decreased with increasing releases of hatchery fish. Efforts to enhance natural sockeye
salmon populations through remote releases largely failed. Significant relationships between
release size and survival rates were detected for sockeye salmon. The comparison between
survival rates of sockeye salmon from oiled and unoiled areas was compromised by
incomplete scanning of escapements due to lack of funding and problems with enumeration of
the sockeye salmon smolt outmigration at Coghill River.

Key Words: Chinook salmon, chum salmon, coded wire tag, coho salmon, hatchery,
Onchorhynchus keta, Onchorhyncus kisutch, Onchorhynchus nerka, Onchorhyncus
tshawytscha, Prince William Sound, sockeye salmon, stock.

Project Data: Description of data - the data consists of (1) numbers and origin of coded
wire tags recovered from deliveries of chum, sockeye, chinook and coho salmon to Prince
William Sound processors by harvest, district and week for 1989 through 1994; (2)

associated catch and sample-size data; (3) numbers and origin of coded wire tags recovered



from hatchery brood stocks, and (4) code-specific tagging rates at release. Formar - tag
data: State of Alaska Coded Wire Tag and Otolith Laboratory database; Ancillary data:
R:Base 4.5+ + database. Custodians: Tag data-Karen Crandall, Commercial Fisheries
Management and Development Division, State of Alaska Coded Wire Tag and Otolith
Laboratory, Juneau (907) 465-3483; Ancillary data: Renate Riffe, Commercial Fisheries
Management and Development Division, State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
Cordova (907) 424-3212. Availability - Tag data-TagotoWeb Internet server
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document fulfills the requirements for Restoration Studies 93068, 94137 and 95137 designed
to restore the sockeye Oncorhyncus nerka, chum O. keta, coho Q. kisutch and chinook salmon O.
tshawytscha resource of Prince William Sound to its pre-spill status. Coded wire tags applied at
the W. Noerenberg, Solomon Gulch and Main Bay facilities and to wild sockeye populations in
Prince William Sound were recovered in commercial catches and escapements. Tagging rates
were sufficiently high to allow adequate numbers of marks to be recovered in the fishery catches,
brood stock, and streams. Coded wire tags were recovered from the commercial and cost-
recovery fisheries, from brood stock at the four hatcheries, and from salmon carcasses examined
at the streams at which coded wire tags were applied. All tags were decoded at the Coded Wire
Tag Processing Laboratory in Juneau.

Postseason analysis of recovered tags from sockeye salmon reared and released at the Main Bay
facility revealed that the percentage of the common property catch attributable to the facility
increased from 1.8% in 1989 to between 39% in 1993 and 91% in 1991. Survival rates of
hatchery-reared and released sockeye salmon were found to be significantly related to release
weights. While tagged remote-released sockeye salmon, designed to augment natural - _
populations, returned to the Eshamy and Coghill Rivers, they were late and in poor condition.
The ability of these fish to spawn effectively is debatable, and the program was not considered
successful. A comparison of adult survival rates for fry stocked at Pass and Esther Pass Lakes
showed the latter to be the more suitable disposal site for excess fry production at the Main Bay
facility. Survival rates for both lakes were low, however. The ability of the coded wire tag
program to estimate the total wild component in the returns of 1991 through 1993 was
compromised by the presence of untagged hatchery-reared fish from remote releases at Davis,
Esther Pass and Pass Lakes, although specific contributions by the Eshamy system were estimable
in certain years. Problems with the enumeration of the outmigration at Coghill River prevented
estimation of returns to this system. This was unfortunate given the severe shortfalls in the
escapements in 1993 and 1994. The marine survival rates of fish from the Coghill system were
substantially lower than those of fish from the Eshamy system. No estimation of the survival rates
of fish from the Jackpot system was possible. With respect to chum salmon returns, some
evidence was collected to suggest an influence of release size on survival rates, but the
relationship was weak. No such relationship was found for coho and chinook salmon.



INTRODUCTION

In the early 1970's, fatlures of wild runs of pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha in Prince
William Sound led to an aggressive enhancement program during which numerous hatcheries
were built. By 1986 five facilities were operating (Figure 1): the Solomon Guich hatchery,
producing pink salmon, and later, chum O. keta, coho O. kisutch and chinook salmon O,
tschawytscha, the A. F. Koernig hatchery, producing pink salmon, the W. Noerenberg hatchery,
producing pink salmon, and later, chum, coho and chinook salmon, the Cannery Creek hatchery,
producing pink salmon, and the Main Bay hatchery which produced chum and presently raises
sockeye salmon (. nerka.

Parent stocks for Prince William Sound hatchery production were selected from native
populations in the Sound with the consequence that the migratory timings of adult hatchery and
wild returns coincide. Furthermore, virtually all these salmon stocks migrate to their natal streams
or hatcheries through corridors in the southwestern and western areas of the Sound. The
coincident timing and location of the large hatchery return and the considerably smaller wild
returns lead to the danger of over-exploitation of the latter by the commercial fishery. A serious
example of this occurs in the Eshamy district (Statistical District 225), which includes a hatchery
releasing more than four million smolts annually and a major wild sockeye salmon run in the
Eshamy River/Lake system. The district also lies directly in the migration path of wild sockeye
salmon returning to the Coghill system. Recent declines in the productivity of the Coghill
population, possibly due to overescapement in 1987, latent problems associated with saltwater
lenses formed as a result of the 1964 earthquake or to problems associated with fertility of the
lake, make commercial interception of fish en route to this system all the more undesirable. The
sustainability of the wild salmon runs such as those from the Coghill and Eshamy systems must
suffer if it is subjected to harvest rates appropriate for returning hatchery fish.

To protect wild stocks in a hatchery-dominated fishery, managers needed information pertaining
to the temporal and spatial distributions of hatchery and wild fish. To meet this requirement, a
coded wire tagging (CWT) program was initiated in the late 1980's for all five species of salmon
released from hatcheries in the Sound. Tag recoveries made in the commercial and cost-recovery
fisheries enabled managers to estimate hatchery and wild contributions to catches from different
temporal and spatial strata within the fishery. The tagging program was developed for use in
Prince William Sound by Peltz and Geiger (1990) and Geiger and Sharr (1990).

The March 24, 1989, Exxon Valdez oil spill (Figure 2) exacerbated the problems faced by fishery
managers. The spill contaminated intertidal portions of streams in western Prince William Sound
where up to 75% of wild chum and pink salmon spawn, and also the marine waters traversed by
juvenile salmon on their migration seaward through the Sound. Work by Sharr et al. (1994)
indicates that for pink salmon, at least, spawning success has been adversely affected by the oil
spill, and Willette and Carpenter (1993) found that marine survival of juvenile pink salmon was
reduced in areas influenced by the spill. The decisions made by fishery managers suddenly became
more critical in as far as they affected the sustainability of wild populations, as did the need for the
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CWT program and the catch-composition estimates it provided. Other key roles of the CWT
program in the post-spill era were to monitor the success of various strategies designed to
remediate the weakened wild sockeye salmon populations (remote releases, lake fertilizations),
and to quantify oil-related damages to wild sockeye salmon runs.

The CWT program was funded under the damage assessment study F/S 3 through 1991 and
continued to provide information pertaining to the nature of the commercial salmon catch. Also
during this period, wild pink and sockeye salmon were tagged at a number of streams in the
western portion of the Sound. The intention was to monitor the effects of oiling on the survival
rates of specific wild populations, and for sockeye salmon, to determine the impact of the
intercept fisheries upon the escapements of the endangered Eshamy and Coghill runs.

This report documents the activities and results of the CWT program from 1989 through 1994, as
it pertains to sockeye, chum, coho, and chinook salmon, with emphasis placed on the 1993 and
1994 recovery years. It focuses primarily upon hatchery contributions to the different fisheries,
survival rates of different hatchery release groups, contributions of Eshamy and Coghill sockeye
salmon to intercept fisheries, survival rates of wild sockeye salmon, and the efficacy of various
remediation measures designed to augment the weakened Coghill and Eshamy runs. Although
some hatchery contribution data from 1989 through 1991 were reported in F/S 3, they were often
comprised of data aggregated over recovery strata, and no access to the component strata was
made available. In the current report, contribution data from all district-period strata from 1989 to
1994 are provided in appendices. Aggregated data is presented in the main body of the
document. It is believed that such a reporting policy presents the data in a more universally useful
way.



OBJECTIVES

Use CWT data to estimate contributions of sockeye, coho, chum and chinook salmon
from three hatcheries in Prince William Sound to the common property and private-non-
profit (cost-recovery) fisheries

Use CWT data and release information to estimate survival rates of tagged sockeye, chum,
coho and chinook hatchery release groups.

Use CWT, smolt outmigration and escapement data to estimate survival rates of tagged
groups of wild sockeye salmon originating from the Jackpot, Eshamy (oil-contaminated
estuaries) and Coghill systems (uncontaminated estuary).

Use CWT data to assess the impact of different intercept fisheries on the weakened
Eshamy and Coghill wild sockeye salmon populations, and make such information
available to fishery managers on a real-time basis.

Use CWT data to determine the efficacy of different strategies designed to remediate the
weakened sockeye salmon runs of the Eshamy and Coghill systems. These strategies
include remote releases of hatchery fry or smolt into Eshamy Lake and the Coghill and
Eshamy River estuaries, and a lake fertilization program at Coghill Lake.



METHODS

Tagging

Hatchery Tagging

Tagging of chum salmon fry occurred at the Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation
(PWSAC) W. Noerenberg facility and at the Valdez Fisheries Development Association (VFDA)
Solomon Gulch facility. Tagging and recovery efforts were such that contribution estimates were
sufficiently precise to allow fishery managers to make meaningful inseason decisions and to allow
detection of oil-induced effects. Tagging rates were often dependent on available effort, timing of
releases, and other hatchery-related factors. They were, however, kept at levels which would
allow equal or greater precision than that obtained for the pink salmon studies of Peltz and Miller
1990, Peltz and Geiger 1990, and Geiger and Sharr 1990, given equal or greater sampling rates.
A different tag code was given to each release group, a release group representing a batch of fish
subjected to a certain feeding regimen (early feeding, late feeding or no feeding) and release
timing.

Chum salmon fry to be tagged were randomly selected as they emerged from incubators. Fry
were anesthetized in a 1 ppm solution of MS-222 prior to removal of adipose fins and application
of tags. Half-length CWTs were applied with a Northwest Marine Technology tag injector
(model MKI). Adipose fin-clipped and tagged fish were passed through an electronic quality
control device to test for tag retention. Rejected fish were held and retested later. If rejected a
second time, they were sacrificed to minimize the number of untagged clipped fish in the release.
Fry which retained tags were held overnight to determine short-term mortality and tag-loss.
Overnight mortality rates were determined by counting the number of dead fish 24 hours after
tagging. An overnight tag-loss rate was estimated by randomly selecting 200 fish and testing
them with the quality control device before release into saltwater rearing pens. Tag placement was
checked periodically, but not quantified.

The number of fry released with tags of tag code 7 (7r,) was estimated for each release group by
deducting both the overnight tagging and saltwater rearing mortalities from the number of fry
initially tagged, and then adjusting the result with an overnight tag-loss estimate:

f}'z:(Tr'MO:'MSWr)(I'iO:) (])
where
T = total number of tagged (2) fish,
Mo, = number of deaths during overnight holding period among tagged (#) fish,
Msw, = number of deaths during saltwater rearing period among tagged (¢ fish, and
Lo, = proportion of tagged () fish that lost tags during the overnight holding period.



The inclusion of Msw, is appropriate for those facility/year instances where such a parameter
could be estimated/determined. Immediately prior to release, chum salmon fry mortalities were
estimated visually, and were applied equally to tagged and untagged fish to obtain final release
estimates.

Tagging practices for sockeye, coho and chinook salmon were identical to those of chum salmon
except that full length CWTs were used due to the larger size of fish being tagged. After tagging,
smolt were returned to freshwater raceways before being transferred to either saltwater pens or
remote-release locations.

Tagging of Wild Sockeye Salmon

Wild sockeye salmon populations residing in the Jackpot, Eshamy and Coghill systems (Figure 3)
were tagged over the period 1989 through 1991. The intertidal areas adjacent to the Eshamy and
Jackpot watersheds were contaminated with oil spilled from the Exxon Valdez while those
adjacent to the Coghill watershed were not contaminated. Wild fish were tagged at a
considerably higher rate than hatchery fish. The tagging rate was a function of the rates at which
field crews worked.

An incline plane trap was used to trap smolt at Coghill and Jackpot and a 1.22m x 1.22m fyke net
was used at Eshamy. Half-length CWTs were used at Coghill during 1989 and Jackpot during
1990 due to the small size of the outmigrating smolt. A quality control device was used to test all
smolt for tag presence immediately afier tag application; this test was repeated on 200 smolt after
a 24 hour holding pertod. The number of tagged and clipped fish actually released was estimated
using Equation 2. Tag codes referred to stream identity.

The number of wild stock smolts released with tag code 7 (Trw,) was estimated as:

Trwy =(T¢-Mot)(1-[o4) (2)
where
I = total number of tagged (#) fish,
Mo, = number of overnight deaths among tagged (#) fish, and
Lo, = proportion of tagged (#) fish that lost tags during the overnight holding period.
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Tag Recovery

Commerciat and Cost-Recovery Harvests

Tag recoveries for all species were stratified by district, week, and processor. This stratification
was chosen as a resuit of the findings of Peltz and Geiger (1990), who detected significant
differences between the proportions of some tag codes among such strata. The differences
indicate that processors tend to receive catches from only certain parts of a district. These are
believed to be the result of traditional tendering patterns.

Recoveries of tags from commercial and cost-recovery harvests were made after each fishery
opening as fish were dumped onto processing tables from totes at land-based processors located
in Cordova, Valdez, Seward, Anchorage, Whittier, Kenai, Kodiak, and aboard floating
processors. Fish were sampled by one or two technicians standing alongside the table. In the
case where two technicians scanned the belt, measures were taken to ensure that fish were not
sampled twice. Each sampled fish was subjected to a visual and tactile examination for a missing
adipose fin. In most cases technicians were unable to census a complete tender load. A complete
census of some tenders was possible, however, and when this occurred, a chi-square test of
independence was used to compare the rate of occurrence of adipose fin clips in the census with
that observed in a random sample from the load. In this way a technician's bias was assessed.

Data recorded for each tender included harvest type (i.e. commercial or cost-recovery catch),
fishing district(s) from which the catch was taken, catch date, processor, and the number of fish
examined. Catch data associated with each tender were later obtained from fish tickets. Heads of
fin-clipped fish were excised, identified with a uniquely-numbered cinch tag, bagged, frozen and
shipped along with sample data to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Coded Wire Tag
Processing Laboratory (Tag Lab) in Juneau, Tag Lab staff processed the heads and entered tag
code and sample data into a database that was accessible to biologists in Cordova.

Brood-Stock Harvests and Escapements

Tag shedding from release to return and differential mortality between tagged and untagged fish
can lead to discrepancies between marking rates at release and recovery. Hatchery salmon brood
stocks (and escapements in the case of the tagged wild sockeye releases) were scanned for tags in
order to estimate adjustment factors which could be used to adjust marking rates at release and
hence to account for the Joss of tags from the population. For some brood samples, few fish were
scanned and/or age-class data needed to account for the presence of untagged release groups
were unavailable so that calculation of annual adjustment factors for each hatchery for each
species was impossible. The brood data were consequently pooled over years and different
adjustment factors were only calculated for each species, and where possible for each site of
origin (specific hatchery or wild location). Attempts to account for the possibility that returning
fish of different ages have different tendencies to lose tags were also thwarted by scarcity of age-
class data for the brood stocks.
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Inherent in the assumed utility of the adjustment factors developed herein are the assumptions that
a) the brood stock consists solely of fish reared at the hatchery, b) the tendency for a tagged fish
to lose a tag is not different for fish of different marine residencies released in the same year from
the same hatchery, c) the tendency for a fish to lose its tag is constant for fish released in different
years from the same hatchery, and d) for a specific tag code, the marking rate in the commercial
fishery is the same as that in the brood stock. For a given species, the adjustment factor estimate
af, for hatchery / is calculated as the ratio of number of fish sampled from the brood stock which
originate from tagged release groups (estimated from age-class data in the event that untagged
release groups are present in the brood stock) to the total contribution of tagged release groups in
the brood sample, based on tagging rates at release:

N,
Z Sy

~ — i=1
afn = —w. 1 w x
2.2 —F ¥
i=1 j=1 Py -
where
N, = Number of years for which brood samples were collected from hatchery A,
Shi = Number of fish scanned for tags in the i year in hatchery A,
my = Proportion of brood stock in i year at hatchery & which derives from tagged
release groups,
Tw = Number of uniquely tagged release groups which may return to hatchery # in year
i, ‘
Xpy =~ = Number of tags of /** code found in brood sample of i year at hatchery 4, and
Dy = Tagging rate at release for tag code f (defined as number of tagged fish released

with j* code divided by the total number of fish in the /* release group).

The adjustment factor was then used to adjust contribution estimates (Equation 4) if it could be
shown that it was significantly greater than 1.0 at the 90% level. Estimated standard errors of

af; were derived through simulation (Appendix A).

Brood-stock samples were taken during hatchery egg-take operations, where possible.
Approximately 95% of the brood stock was examined through visual and tactile means for
missing adipose fins. When these were found, the heads of the fish were removed and shipped to
the Tag Lab where detected tags were extracted and decoded. The Eshamy, Coghill and Jackpot
escapements were scanned for missing adipose fins at the weirs

11



Estimation of Contributions and Survival Rates

The contribution of release group f to the sampled commen property, cost-recovery, brood stock,
escapement and special harvests, C;, was estimated as:

. L Niafy,
G =2x [“’_ﬁ‘)) 4)

i=1 Si p t
where
Xt = number of group £ tags recovered in ith stratum,
N; = total number of fish in /th stratum,
Si = number of fish sampled from /th stratum,

Dr = proportion of group # tagged,
adjustment factor associated with hatchery or watershed 4, and

I

D hy

L = number of recovery strata associated with common property, cost-recovery, brood
stock, special harvests and escapement in which tag code # was found.

The contribution of release group ¢ to unsampled strata, Cu,, was estimated from contribution
rates associated with strata which were sampled from the same district-week openings as the
unsampled strata:

5
, 2.y
Cur = DN | L (5)

s
i=] ZNf

I

where

u = number of unsampled strata,

N, = number of fish in ith unsampled stratum,

h) = number of strata sampled in the period in which the #* unsampled stratum resides,
Cy = contribution of release coded with tag ¢ to the sampled stratum j, and

N = number of fish in the jth sampled stratum.

When a district-week opening was not sampled at all (an infrequent occurrence), the catch from
that opening was treated as unsampled catch of the subsequent opening in the same district.

For any given year, hatchery-specific contributions were only estimated when all returns to the
hatchery in question were tagged. Furthermore, estimates of wild contributions through

12



calculation of differences between total catches and hatchery contribution estimates were only
made when all returning release groups to all hatcheries were tagged.

A variance approximation for ¥'(C,) derived by Clark and Bemard (1987) and simplified by
Geiger (1990) was used: '

A, L Nia t Nr’ a il
e - § o[BS ) o
i=I si D, 5i D,

Assuming that covariances between contributions of different release groups to a stratum could be
ignored, summation of variance components over all tag codes provided an estimate of the
variance of the total hatchery contribution. Inspection of the formula given by Clark and Bernard
(1987) for the aforementioned covariances shows them to be negligible for large ¥ and s, and to
be consistently negative, so that when ignored, conservative estimates of variance are obtained.
Variances associated with contribution estimates made for unsampled strata are believed to be
small (Sharr et al., 1995a).

The survival rate of the release group coded with tag 7 (5;), was estimated as:

P he” o
it »
R
where
C = contribution of release coded with tag ¢ to sampled strata,
Cuy = contribution of release group coded with tag 7 from unsampled strata, and
R, = total number of fish in release group coded with tag 7 released from hatchery.

Only survival rates of those tagged release groups which had completed their marine residencies
were calculated.
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Assuming the total release of fish associated with a tag code is known with negligible error, and
that the cumulative variance contributions associated with contribution estimation for unsampled
strata are small, a suitable variance estimate for §, is given by:

i Xu [Maﬁ‘" il aﬁ‘” -1
LN i=] hY R
s, = iy S ' (8)

R
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RESULTS

Tagging

Hatchery Tagging Data

Chum salmon fry were released from the W. Noerenberg and Solomon Gulch hatcheries (Table
1). Releases ranged from 1.7 million at the Solomon Gulch facility in 1991 to 108 million at the
W. Noerenberg hatchery in 1993, with a median of 17 million. Tagging rates used for chum
salmon fry ranged from 0.016 at the Solomon Gulch hatchery in 1992 to 0.002 at the W.
Noerenberg hatchery in 1993. The median tagging rate was 0.0023.

Coho salmon smolt were released from the Solomon Gulch and W. Noerenberg hatcheries (Table
1). Releases ranged from 787 thousand from Solomon Gulch in 1990 to 4.3 million from the W.
Noerenberg hatchery in 1993, with a median release of 1.48 million. Tagging rates ranged from
0.043 to0 0.0078. The median tagging rate was 0.031.

Sockeye salmon smolt were released only from the Main Bay hatchery with releases ranging from
2.7 million in 1990 to 4.8 million in 1994 (Table 1), with a median of 4.2 million. Tagging rates
ranged from 0.05 in 1990 to 0.024 in 1992, with a median of 0.029.

Chinook salmon smolt were released from the W. Noerenberg hatchery in 1990 through 1994,
and from the Solomon Gulch facility in 1991 and 1992 (Table 1). Releases ranged from 953
thousand to 642 thousand fish, with tagging rates ranging from 0.25 to 0.036. The median
tagging rate was 0.053.

Wild-Stock Tagging Data

Seaward migrations of sockeye salmon in 1989 ranged from 245 thousand from the Coghill
system to 388 thousand from the Eshamy system (Table 2). Tagging rates were 0.179 and 0.12,
respectively. In 1990, the seaward migration from the Eshamy system was 682 thousand, while
that from the Jackpot system was 20 thousand. Tagging rates were 0.030 and 0.227,
respectively. In 1991, three, one and two tag codes were applied at the Eshamy, Jackpot and
Coghill systems, respectively. Tagging rates ranged from 0.37 to 0.066 during 1991,
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Table 1. Hatchery-stock tagging data by species, facility and year, Prince William Sound,
Alaska’.

Release Year Released Number Tagged Tngﬁng
Rate

SOCKEYE SALMON

Main Bay 1989 3,925,026 100,434 006
1990 2,744,595 138,663 0.051
1991 4,133,421 135,621 0.033
1992 4,370,557 107,523 0.025
1993 4,370,252 114,899 0.026
1994, 4,833,612 123,170 002§

CHLUM SALMON

Solomon Guich 1989 2,921,414 28,991 .0010
1590 3,104,288 35,820 0.0118
1991 1,736,374 20,20 a.0119
1992 2,690,414 42,961 0.0181
1993 17,670,584 36,327 0.0021
1994 6,088,063 19,378 0.0032

W, Nocrenberg 1990 47,495,780 110,543 0.0023
1951 76,834,313 178,392 00023 T -
1992 98,044,672 205,307 0.0021
1993 108,026,724 215414 0.0020
1994 100,108,198 201,900 0.0020

COHQ SALMON

Solomon Gulch 1989 580,000 30.561 0.031
19%0 787,137 33,957 0.043
i991 1,006,869 35379 Q038
1992 1,226,044 48,785 0.040
1994 915,087 24,240 0.026

W. Noerenberg 1989 2,599,937 100,529 0.038
1990 2,460,620 69,733 0.029
1991 2,223,626 72,588 0.033
1993 4,303,077 33,387 0.008
1994 1,484,936 37,447 0.025

CHINOOK SALMON

Solemen Gulch 1991 192,945 10,326 0.053
1992 94,748 5,09t 0.053

W. Noerenberg 1990 141,939 36,841 0.259
1991 410,897 40,780 0.100
1992 478,894 16,975 0.036
1953 472,431 23,609 0.050
1994 642,560 32,155 0.050

* Includes remotely-released fish
® Average tagging rate: rates for individual tag codes vary considerably
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Table 2. Wild-stock tagging data for sockeye salmon by year and watershed system

Tagging Year System Date of Release Scaward Migration Tag Code Number Tagging Rate
Tagged
1989 Eshamy 5/12-6/01 3gg 512 311840 46,771 0.12
Coghill® 5/13-6/03 244939 1301010403 43,935 0.18
1990 Eshamy 5/12-6/05 682,521 311510 20,794 0.03
Jackpot 5/18-5/28 20,076 1301010911 4,601 0.23
1991 Eshamy 5/13-7/01 460,816 311951 46,152 0.10
311957
311956
Jackpot 5/14-6/15 22,311 311955 8,384 0.37
Coghill* 5/14-7/16 110,241 1301020102 7,347 0.07
1301020101

* Qutmigration enumeration was problematic
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Tag Recoveries

Sampling Rates of Common Property and Cost-Recovery Fisheries

Sampling rates associated with the sockeye salmon common property fisheries ranged from 0.19
in 1993 to 0.40 in 1991 and from 0.09 in 1993 to 0.90 in 1990 for the cost-recovery fisheries.
The only years in which hatchery contributions of chum salmon were estimable were 1993
(Solomon Gulch) and 1994 (Solomon Gulch and W. Noerenberg). Common property fisheries
targeting chum salmon were sampled at an average rate of 0.40 in 1993 and 0.48 in 1994. The
chum salmon cost-recovery fisheries were sampled at rates of 0.31 and 0.41 for 1993 and 1994,
respectively. Sampling rates associated with the coho salmon common property fisheries ranged
from 0.20in 1994 to 0.37 in 1991 and from 0.31 in 1991 to 1.0 in 1989 for the cost-recovery
fisheries. The only years in which hatchery contributions of chinook salmon were estimable were
1993 and 1994. Common property fisheries targeting chinook salmon were sampled at an average
rate of 0.20 in 1993 and 0.37 in 1994. The chinook salmon cost-recovery fisheries were sampled
at rates of 0.34 and 0.32 for 1993 and 1994 respectively. Sampling data are presented in Table 3.

Sampling of the Eshamy, Coghill and Jackpot Escapements

Sampling of the Eshamy and Coghill escapements for missing adipose fins began in 1991 and
continued through 1994. The Jackpot escapement was only sampled in 1991.

Adjustment factors

Adjustment factors were estimated for all species and for each facility from which the species
originated. For coho salmon, year-specific adjustment factors were generated. Adjustment
factors and associated standard errors are presented in Table 4.

Contributions and Survival Rates

Contributions and survival rates of sockeye salmon.

Tags applied at the Main Bay hatchery and at the Eshamy, Coghill and Jackpot Rivers were
recovered in the common property, cost-recovery and brood-stock harvests, and also in the
escapements of the Eshamy, Coghill and Jackpot systems. Tag recovery data associated with
returning tagged wild Coghill fish could only be used for survival estimation, and not contribution
estimation due to uncertainties over enumeration of the outmigration at Coghill River. Data
pertaining to returning Jackpot tags could not be used because of incomplete sampling of the
Jackpot escapement and the short duration of the tagging program (see Discussion). For 1989,
1990 and 1994, all returning sockeye salmon which had been reared at the Main Bay facility
belonged to release groups which had been tagged. This permitted an estimation of the
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Table 3. Sampling rates of common property and cost-recovery fisheries®.

Year Species Common Cost-
Property Recovery
1989 Sockeye 0.39 b
Coho 0.27 1.00
1990 Sockeye 031 0.90
Coho 03§ 0.68
1991 Sockeye 0.40 b
Coho 037 031
1992 Sockeye 0.33 0.27
Coho .26 0.43
1993 Sockeye 0.19 0.09
Chum 0.40 0.3t
Coho 33 0.72
Chinook 0.20 0.34
1994 Sockeye 0.32 0.16
Chum 0.48 0.41
Coho 0.20 0.36
Chinook 0.37 0.32

*Only those rates associated with year/species combinations for which hatchery contributions
were estimable are presented.
" No fishery
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Table 4. Estimated adjustment factors for sockeye, chum, coho and chinook salmon by origin

and year of return (coho only).
Species Origin Adjustment Factor Standard Error’
Sockeye Main Bay 1.20 0.028
wild 1.68 0.051
Chum Solomon Gulch 2.09 0.166
W. Noerenberg 1.70 0.146
Main Bay* 1.90 6.111
Chinook Solomon Gulch® 122
W. Noerenberg 1.22 0.091
Coho Solomon Gulch®
1989 0.58 ¢
1990 1.01 0.316
1991 0.94 ¢
1992 230 0.755
1993 139 0.380
W. Noerenberg®
1990 1.01 0.109
1991 071 c
1992 1.07 0.129
a Estimated as average of Solomon Gulch and W. Noerenberg factors (appropriate age-

class data unavailable).

b Estimate from W. Noerenberg used (brood-year 1989 and 1990 fish from Solomon Gulch
were released remotely, and no suitable brood stock was available from which to estimate
an adjustment factor).

v When the point estimate of the adjustment factor was <1.0, no statistical test was required
(p-value >0.5), and a value of 1.0 was used.

d Releases from Solomon Gulch in 1993 were not tagged and therefore no adjustment factor
was calculated for 1994.

e The first tagged releases from W. Noerenberg occurred in 1989 (first adjustment factor

therefore calculated for 1990). In 1992, an outbreak of bacterial kidney disease prevented
tagging and in 1993, only one release group was tagged and thus no adjustment factors
were estimable for fish returning in 1993 and 1994.

f See Appendix A.
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contributions by wild sockeye salmon populations to the commercial harvests. For 1991 through
1993, untagged returns from five remote releases were likely present, and no estimation of the
total wild component of the catches was considered possible, Contributions by wild fish of
Eshamy origin were estimated when it was determined that all or some of the Eshamy returns
originated from outmigrations which had been tagged. Age-class data collected at the Eshamy
weir were used to estimate contributions in instances where some but not all returning fish
originated from tagged releases. Contributions of sockeye salmon originating at the Main Bay
hatchery to the common property fishery of 1989 through 1994 are presented by release group in
Table 5. Wild contributions and specifically, contributions by Eshamy fish, are also estimated
where possible. Detailed district-week estimates of contributions by the Main Bay facility and
wild populations are given in Appendix C. The majority of the contributions to the common
property fishery by sockeye salmon released from the Main Bay facility were made in district 225.
Total contributions increased dramatically from about 2,500 in 1989 and 12,000 in 1990 to a
maximum of 460,000 in 1991. The contributions for 1992, 1993 and 1994 were all greater than
115,000. In 1993, the first significant Main Bay Eshamy stock returns were observed, which
constituted about 11% of the common property catch, compared to 26% for Main Bay fish of
Coghill stock. In 1994, the contribution of the Main Bay Eshamy stock to the common property
catch had increased to about 44%, while that of the Main Bay Coghill stock had decreased to
about 15%. While most of the Main Bay releases contributed to the catch in district 225, there
were also significant contributions made to the common property catch in district 223. The
proportion of the common property catch in district 223 which consisted of sockeye salmon
released from the Main Bay facility ranged from 0 in 1989 to 76% in 1992. Contributions by
Eshamy and Coghill stocks reared and released at Main Bay to the common property fisheries of
1989 through 1994 are depicted in Figure 4.

In 1993, the first returns associated with the tagged remote releases were observed. The major
contributing remote release group in 1993 was of Eshamy stock which was released into Eshamy
River as smolt (23% of the total common property catch). A much smaller contribution was
made by the Coghill River remote release group (3% of total common property catch). A similar
picture was observed for 1994. About 76% and 54%, respectively, of the contributions by the
Eshamy River releases in 1993 and 1994 were observed in district 225, the remainder occurring in
districts 223, 226 and 222. Approximately 77% and 81%, respectively, of the contributions by
the Coghill River releases in 1993 and 1994 were observed in district 223, the remainder
occurring in districts 225, 222, and 226. The geographic distribution of the contributions for the
two major remote releases for 1993 and 1994 is depicted in Figure S. Other tagged remote
releases of Eshamy stock sockeye fry into Eshamy, Esther Pass and Pass Lakes contributed only
marginally to the common property catches of 1993 and 1994.

Attempts to estimate the total wild contribution to the common property sockeye salmon catch
were only made for 1589, 1990 and 1994, when all returning hatchery sockeye release groups
were tagged. During 1989, it was estimated that about 134,500 (98.2%) of the common property
catch of about 137,000 sockeye salmon were of wild origin. In 1990, the number and proportion
of wild fish in the common property catch dropped so that only 45,600 (79%) of the common
property catch of 57,500 was of wild origin, and in 1994, the proportion had dropped further
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Table 5. Estimated contributions of sockeye salmon by release group to the common property fishery of 1989 through 1994,

District
Year Contribulor{Stock/Type) Release Site 2 222 273 225 226 229
% Y % e % % Total %
1989 Maint Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 a0 24% 60 0 0 0 0 2476 2
Wild 3,135 100 1,658 40 108,284 100 21,412 100 134,489 o8
Total Catch 3,135 4,134 108,284 21,412 136,965
1990 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 47 i 1,824 15 9665 42 385 2 0 0 11548 21
Wild 1,445 100 3,674 99 10,451 85 13,506 58 15,333 98 247 100 45,597 K
Total Catch 1,443 3,721 12,275 23,171 15,718 247 57,545
1991 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 121 13 131 17 2,369 & 459,844 96 1,165 8 0 0 463,630 9
Other* 800 87 510 64 2,457 57 12,624 3 2,357 16 5,388 100 24,136 5
Wild(Eshasy/Smolt) 0 0 153 19 624 45 7,97 2 10,897 T 0 0 19,581 4
Total Catch 921 794 5450 480,375 14,419 5,388 507,347
1992 Main Bay (Coghill/Smoit) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 124 B 44068 76 301909 S8 6974 23 365 16 353,440 SB
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smokt) Main Ray Hatchery a a 8 4 o 0 123 o o ) o o 18 0
Total Main Bay 0 0 182 12 44,063 76 302,032 58 6,974 23 365 16 353,621 58
Remote Release (Cophill/Smolt) Coghill R_ Est. 0 Q 0 0 [ 0 [} 0 13 0 0 0 113 0
Remote Relense (Eahamy/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est. 4] 0 0 ] D 0 0 0 114 0 ] 0 114 [+]
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1] 0 0 0 0 18 0
Total Remote Release 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 227 1 0 1] 245 0
Other” 562 100 1,295 84 11,783 20 190,390 37 10,618 335 1,901 84 216,549 36
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) 0 0 67 4 2232 4 24364 5 12240 4 9 0 39403 6
Total Catch 562 1,544 58,083 517,304 30,059 2,266 609,818




Table 5. (Continued)

£C

District
YEAR Contributor(Stock/Type) Release Site 221 222 223 225 226 229
% %% %a Ya kO Yo Total Y
1993 Main Bay {Coghill/Smoit) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 24,642 34 52,62 29 855 3 45 0 8,164 26
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery [} 0 5,114 7 21,131 12 6,285 22 0 0 32,530 11
Main Bay (Eysk/Fry) 0 0 0 0 4,931 3 0 0 0 0 4931 2
Total Main Bay 0 0 29,756 41 78,684 43 7.140 25 45 0 115,625 39
Remote Release (Coghill/Smolt) Coghill R. Est. 0 0 6,004 B 1,778 1 ] 0 0 0 7,782 3
Remoic Release (Eshamy/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est. 0 0 8173 t1 51,127 28 8,353 30 0 0 67,653 23
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 131 0 348 0 66 0 0 0 545 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 4 0 144 0 516 0 156 1 0 0 816 0
Total Remote Release 0 0 14,452 20 53,769 30 8,575 31 L] 0 76,796 26
Other* 154 100 24,891 34 22,062 12 5,156 18 14,7125 100 66,988 22
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) 0 0 3,683 5 27954 15 7221 26 0 0 38,858 13
Total catch 154 72,782 182,469 28,092 14,770 298,267
1994 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 233 i 1,632 9 3,088 9 28,680 18 3,453 9 17086 15
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smolt) Main Bay Haichery 0 0 7,033 37 11,076 33 84,717 53 8,404 22 11,230 44
Main Bay (Main Bay/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 0 0 0 0 277 0 205 1 4382 0
Main Bay (Byak/Fry) Main Bay Halchery 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 0
Total Main Bay 233 n 8,665 46 14,193 42 113674 T2 12062 31 148,827 59
Retmote Release (Coghill/Smolt) Coghill R. Est. 0o -0 287 2 3,956 12 352 0 284 1 4,879 2
Remote Release (Eshamy/Smoit) Eshamy R. Est 0 0 294 16 6302 19 4148 15 11,630 30 45021 18
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 1} 121 1 325 0 705 0 189 1 1,340 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0 o 250 1 ¢ 0 0 0 PLIVI
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 20 0 143 0 0 0 53 0 216 0
Total Retnote Release 1] 0 3,389 18 10,976 31 25,205 16 12,156 32 51,706 20
Total Wild 1,938 90 6,816 36 8,817 27 19.864 13 14,149 37 51,584 21
Total Catch 2,171 18,850 33,986 158,743 38,367 252,117

* Additional contributions to district 224: 406 wild fish in 1989, 93 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) and 941 wild fish in 1990. Additional contributions to district 228: 146 wild fish in
1989, 9 wild fish in 1990.

b Other contributions may contain wild fish and/or untagged releases at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry,1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1999 release of
153,031 fry, 1989 release of 154,644 fry)) and Davis Luke (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
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Figure 4. Contributions by Coghill and Eshamy sockeye salmon stocks released from the Main
Bay hatchery to the1989 through 1994 common property catches.
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Figure 5. Geographical distribution of the contributions of the major remote release groups to the
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still, so that only 20.5% (51,600) of the common property catch was estimated to be wild.
Estimates of wild Eshamy returns were made in 1991, 1992 and 1993, when returns to the
Eshamy system were believed to have originated from tagged outmigrations. It was estimated
that about 4%, 6.5%, and 13%, respectively, of the total common property catches of 1991
through 1993 originated from the wild Eshamy population. In 1991, it was estimated that about
56% of the Eshamy fish caught in the common property were caught in district 226, with 40%
being caught in district 225. In contrast, for 1992 and 1993, only 31% and 19%, respectively, of
the Eshamy fish caught in the common property fishery were landed in district 226, the majority
being caught in district 225.

A large percentage of the common property catch of 1992 (36%) cannot be accounted for by
tagged release groups. It is likely that this group of fish consists of a mixture of non-Eshamy wild
fish, including Coghill River-bound fish, and returns of the untagged remote releases.

There were no cost-recovery fisheries on sockeye salmon at the Main Bay facility for 1989
through 1991. Contributions by the Main Bay facility and wild populations to the cost-recoveries
of 1992 through 1994 are given in Table 6. The total catch during the cost-recovery effort of
1992 was about 159,000 fish. It was estimated that almost half of these originated from untagged
release lots. The returning fish which originated from the Main Bay hatchery were all deemed to
be of Coghill stock. Few fish from the wild Eshamy population were found. The total cost-
recovery for 1993 was about 109,000 fish. Unlike the situation for 1992, almost all (97%) was
accounted for by sockeye salmon that had been released from the Main Bay hatchery. Of these,
81% were estimated to be of Coghill stock, the remainder being of Eshamy stock. In 1994, the
cost-recovery catch was about 79,000 fish, and it was estimated that about 20,000 (25%) of these
fish originated from wild populations. About 59,400 (75%) were estimated to have been released
from the Main Bay hatchery. Of the hatchery fish, 52% were deemed to be of Coghill stock,
while 43% were estimated to be of Eshamy stock, the remainder being of Main Bay and Eyak
stocks. For all cost-recoveries, there was little contribution from any of the tagged remote release

groups.

Contributions of tagged release groups to the escapements of the Coghill and Eshamy systems are
presented in Table 7. The Jackpot system was scanned for tags in 1991 only, and none was
found. No tags from sockeye salmon released at the Main Bay hatchery or from tagged wild
Eshamy populations were found at the Coghill weir (District 223) in 1991, At the Eshamy weir
(district 225) 1% of the 46,229 escapement of 1991 was estimated to have originated at the Main
Bay hatchery. At the Coghill weir in 1992, no tags of Main Bay or Eshamy River origin were
found. At the Eshamy weir in 1992, a small number of sockeye salmon of Main Bay origin were
found (<1%). At the Coghill weir in 1993, the majority of sockeye salmon of Main Bay origin
(9.6% of escapement) arose from a remote release of smolt in Coghill River. Again, no tags
associated with wild Eshamy fish were found at the Coghill weir. At the Eshamy weir in 1993,
returns from remote releases of smolt in Eshamy River were evident (6.2 % of escapement), as
were significant returns of tagged wild Eshamy fish (81% of escapement). In 1994, while small
nurnbers of sockeye salmon released at Main Bay found their way into both the Coghill and
Eshamy systems (0.9 and 0.05% of escapement, respectively), the most significant contributions
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Table 6. Estimated contributions of sockeye salmon by group to the cost-recovery fishery of

1992 through 1994.

District
Year  Contributor(Stock/Type) Release Site 225
%
1992  Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 84,925 3.4
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smoit) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0
Total Main Bay 84,925 53.4
Remote Release (Coghill/Smoit) 7 Coghill R. Est. 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Smolt) - Eshamy R. Est 0 o
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 4}
Total Remote Release a o
Other* 73,617 46.3
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) 349 0.2
Total Catch 158,891
1993 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 85,386 78.5
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smotlt) Main Bay Hatchery 20,165 18.5
Main Bay (Eyak/Fry) 0 0
Total Main Bay 105,555 97.0
Remote Release (Coghill/Smolt) Coghill R. Est. 63 0.1
Remote Release (Eshamy/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est, 381 0.4
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0
Total Remote Release 444 0.5
Other * 1,208 1.0
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) 1,610 1.5
Total calch 108,817
1994 Main Bay (Coghilt/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 31,106 393
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smoit) Main Bay Hatchery 25,681 325
Main Bay (Main Bay/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 2,316 29
Main Bay (Eyak/Fry) Main Bay Hatchery 249 03
Total Main Bay 59,352 75.0
Remote Release (Coghill/Smolt) Coghill R Est 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est. 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0
Total Remote Release Q ¢
Total Wild 19,779 250
Total Catch 75,131

* Other contributions may contain wild fish and/or untagged releases at Pass Lake (1988 release of
594,210 fry; 1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1999 release of 153,031 fry; 1989
release of 154,644 fry)) and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
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Table 7. Estimated contributions of sockeye salmon by group to the escapement of the

Eshamy(225) and Coghill(223) systems of 1991 through 1994.

YEAR Contributor( Stock/Type) Release Site District
23 225
% %
1991 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bsy Hatchery 0 0 415 09
Other* 2752 100 0 50
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) i 1} 45814 %41
Total Escapement 9,752 46,229
1992 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery o 0 13 03
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smaolt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 [¢] 0
Total Main Bay 0 0 13 03
Remote Release (Coghill/Smols) Coghill R Est. 1] 1] 4} i)
Remote Release (Eshamy/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est. 0 0 132 04
Remote Release (Eshamny/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0 q
Total Remote Release o 0 132 04
Other * 29,641 100 5364 148
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt) 0 0 30,627 845
Total Escapement 29,641 36,236
1993 Main Bay (Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 134 11 102 033
Wain Bay (Eshamy/Smalt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 4] a 0
Main Bay (Eyak/Fry) 0 ] 0 0
Total Main Bay 134 1.1 W2 023
Remote Release (Coghill/Smolt} Coghill R_ Est. 1,181 2.6 [ Q
Remote Release {Eshamy/Stnolt) Eshamy R. Est. 1] 4] 2,643 62
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 6 0
Remote Reiease (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 0 0
Total Remote Release I,ig1 9.6 2,649 62
Other a 10,937 803 5,485 12.8
Wild(Eshamy/Smolt} 0 0 34,657 803
Total Escapement 12,252 42.393
1994 Main Bay {Coghill/Smolt) Main Bay Hatchery 62 09 26 0
Main Bay (Eshamy/Smclt) Main Bay Hatchery 0 0 1 ¢17
Main Bay (Main Bay/Smaoit) Mam Bay Hatchery 0 4] Q9 Q
Main Bay (Eyak/Fry) Main Bay Hatchery Q Q ] 0
Total Main Bay 62 09 137 02
Remote Release (Coghill/Smolt) Coghill R_ Est. 1415 470 G 0
Remote Release (Eshany/Smolt) Eshamy R. Est 4] 0 37,293 577
Remote Release (Esharmy/Fry) Eshamy Lake 24 03 3320 5.1
Remote Release {Eshamy/Fry) Esther Pass Lake v} V) 0 0
Remote Release (Eshamy/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 0 ]
Total Remote Release 3440 473 40,613 628
Total Wild 3,762 51.7 23,910 370
Total Escapement 7.264 64,660

* Other contributions may contain wild fish and/or untagged releases at Pass Lake (1988 release
of 594,210 fry; 1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 release of 153,031 fry;

1989 release of 154,644 fry)) and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
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by tagged release groups were made by remote releases of smolt into the Coghill (47% of
escapement) and Eshamy (62.8% of escapement) rivers, respectively.

Brood-stock harvests were made for 1991 through 1994 at the Main Bay facility. The harvests
were 31,961, 4,579, 8,020 and 4,951, respectively.

Survival rates for tagged release groups of sockeye salmon were calculated only for those groups
which had completed their marine residencies. The survival rates of the different kinds of
hatchery-reared release groups are presented in Table 8. Survival rates were generally highest for
groups released directly from the Main Bay facility. The lowest survival rates were associated
with sockeye salmon released remotely as fry. Survival rates by tag code are presented in
Appendix B. A significant linear relationship was found between survival rate of release group
and average weight of fish in the release group at release (Survival rate(%) = 2.22 + 0.84 (Release
weight (g)); p<0.0001). A significant relationship persisted when the analysis was performed only
on data associated with those groups released from the Main Bay facility as smolts and of Coghill
stock, i.e. on groups whose release weights were more similar (Survival rate(%)= 7.44 +0.49
(Release weight (g));, p=0.03). Survival rates of tagged wild populations are presented in Table 9.
The estimated survival rates of wild Eshamy fish are of a similar magnitude to those of the fish
reared and released at the Main Bay facility. The survival rates of the Coghill wild fish, however,
are significantly smaller than those of the wild Eshamy fish and those of any of the groups reared
at the Main Bay hatchery.

Contributions and survival rates of chum salmon.

Tags applied at the Main Bay, Solomon Gulch and W. Noerenberg facilities were recovered in

. common property, cost-recovery and brood-stock harvests. Hatchery contributions to the
common property fishery of 1994 are presented in Table 10. Wild contributions are also
presented. Detailed district-week estimates of contributions by the Solomon Gulch and W.
Noerenberg facilities and by wild populations are given in Appendix C. By far the largest catch of
chum salmon in 1594 {approximately half a million) occurred in district 223. About 78% of this
catch were estimated to have been reared at the W. Noerenberg facility, the remainder being
predominantly of wild onigin.

The next largest catch was much smaller (about 42,000) and was made in district 221, and was
estimated to consist of 8% fish reared at the W. Noerenberg facility and 12% fish reared at the
Solomon Gulch facility, the remainder being of wild origin. Catches of chum salmon were also
made in district 225 (about 16,500; 46% of wild origin), 226 (about 9,000; 74% of wild origin)
and 222 (about 1500; 58% of wild origin). Cost-recovery harvests of chum salmon were made in
1994 in districts 221 (2,881;estimated 100% wild and incidental to the pink salmon cost-recovery
fishery), 223 (374,375; estimated 15% wild), and 225 (2,863; estimated 64% wild and incidental
to the sockeye salmon cost-recovery fishery). The Solomon Gulch and W. Noerenberg facilities
harvested 2,863 and 111,603 chum salmon as brood stock, respectively.

Significant fully-tagged returns of chum salmon reared at the Main Bay facility were present only
in the common property fisheries of 1990 and 1991, Contributions by Main Bay chum salmon to
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Table 8. Survival rates of release groups of sockeye salmon reared at the Main Bay hatchery.

Contributor(Stock/Type) Brood Release Site Survival Rate  Standard
Year % Error

Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1986 Main Bay 5.3 0.21
1987 Main Bay 16.0 0.59
1988 Main Bay 13.9 0.39
1989 Main Bay 94 0.32

Main Bay(Eshamy/Smolt) 1989 Main Bay 6.8 0.57

Remote Release(Coghill L. 1989 Coghill R. 3.7 0.24

/Smolt) Estuary

Remote Release{Eshamy 1989 Eshamy R. 7.9 0.89

L./Smoit) Estuary

Remote Release(Eshamy 1989 Esther Pass 34 0.45

L./Fry) Lake

Remote Release(Eshamy 1989 Pass Lake 11 0.18

L./Fry)
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Table 9. Survival rates of wild release groups of sockeye salmon.

Population Release Site Release Tag code Survival Standard
Year Rate % Error
Eshamy Lake Eshamy weir 1989 311840 15.5 0.5t
Eshamy Lake Eshamy weir 1990 311910 11.1 0.56
Eshamy Lake Eshamy weir 1991 311951 32 0.36
Eshamy Lake Esharny weir 1991 311956 206 0.91
Eshamy Lake Eshamy weir 1991 311957 12.6 0.65
Coghill Lake Coghill weir 1989 1301010403 0.65 0.08
Coghill Lake Coghill weir 1991 1301020102 0.68 0.16
_Coghill Lake Coghill weir 1991 1301020101 0.09 0.03
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Table 10. Contributions of chum salmon to the common property fisheries of 1994

Dristrict
Contnibutor 221 222 223 225 226
% % % % % Total %

Solomon Gulch 4,990 120 0 0 335 0 796 49 854 9.1 6,975 1.1
W. Noerenberg 3470 83 609 417 436,005 782 7,992 487 1,600 171 449,676 690
Total Hatchery 8460 203 609 417 436,340 782 8,788  53.6 2,454 262 456,651 701
Wild 33,176 797 853 583 121,446 218 7619 464 6,921 73.8 195196  30.0
Total Catch 41,636 1,462 557,786 16,407 9,375 651,847
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the common property fishery of 1990 were restricted to the Coghill (estimated 44,741 to a catch
of 312,400) and Eshamy (estimated 207,600 to a catch of 359,300) districts. Contributions by
Main Bay chum salmon to the 1991 common property fishery were restricted to the Eshamy
district (estimated 162,960 to a catch of 251, 870). As a result of discontinuation of chum
salmon production at the Main Bay facility, there were no brood-stock harvests of this species
over the period covered by the current study.

Survival rates for tagged release groups of chum salmon were calculated only for those groups
which had completed their marine residencies. They are presented by tagcode in Appendix B.
Some evidence was found to indicate that survival rates of chum salmon released from the W.
Noerenberg facility were related to release weights (Survival Rate = -0.752 + 4.2 (Release Weight

(2)); p=0.103).

Contributions and survival rates of coho salmon.

Tags applied at the Solomon Guich and W. Noerenberg facilities were recovered in common
property, cost-recovery and brood-stock harvests. The three-year life cycle of coho salmon allows
estimation of hatchery contributions for most years. Exceptions are those from the W.
Noerenberg facility in 1989 (tagging of coho salmon commenced only in 1989 at this facility) and
1993 (bacterial kidney disease in 1992 prevented tagging ) and those from the Solomon Gulch
facility in 1994 (fish were not tagged in 1993 at Solomon Gulch). Consequently, wild
contribution estimates derived from differences between total catches and estimated hatchery
contributions were made only for 1990, 1991 and 1992. Estimated contributions of coho salmon
originating from the Solomon Gulch and W, Noerenberg facilities to the common property
fisheries of 1990, 1991 and 1992 are presented in Table 11. Wild contributions are also
presented. Detailed district-week estimates of contributions by the Solomon Gulch and W.
Noerenberg facilities are given in Appendix C. Common property catches of coho salmon ranged
from 93,000 in 1991 to 215,000 in 1990. In all years, the vast majority of the catch occurred in
district 223, and of this catch by far the most significant contributor was the W. Noerenberg
facility. Over the period 1989 through 1994, cost-recovery harvests of coho salmon were made in
districts 221 and 223. The Solomon Gulch harvests ranged from 11,201 (estimated 67%
Solomon Gulch fish;25% wald) in 1990 to 55,515 (estimated 60% Solomon Gulch fish) in 1989.
The W. Noerenberg harvests ranged from 13,230 (estimated 100% W. Noerenberg fish) in 1991
to 46,700 (estimated 98% W. Noerenberg fish; 2% wild) in 1992. The Solomon Gulch facility
harvested 12,231, 1,465 and 1,179 coho salmon for brood-stock purposes in 1990 through 1992,
respectively. The W. Noerenberg facility harvested 2,287, 1,635 and 2,986 coho salmon for
brood-stock purposes in 1990 through 1992, respectively.

Survival rates for tagged release groups of coho salmon are estimable for all codes released from
1989 through 1993. They are presented by tagcode in Appendix B. An analysis of the effect of
release size upon survival rate for the W. Noerenberg and Solomon Gulch facilities revealed no
significant relationship (p=0.23 for Solomon Gulch; p=0.35 for W. Noerenberg).

Contributions and survival rates of chinook salmon

Tags applied at the W. Noerenberg facilities were recovered in the common property, cost-

recovery and brood-stock harvests. Only in 1993 and 1994 were all returning hatchery release
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Table 11. Estimated contributions of coho salmon to the common property fisheries of 1990

through 1992
Year  Contributor 221 222 223 224 225 226
% % % % Yo % Total %

1590  Solomon Guich 11340 622 1,400 113 3481 25 38 190 0 0 2,809 6.9 19,416 9.0
W. Nocrenberg 0 0 5778 466 99,637 709 935 46.0 0 0 13,884 339 120234 558
Total Hatchery® 11,388 622 7401 597 107648 766 1355 66,7 0 0 18222 446 146014 678
Wild 6,832 378 4986 403 32,898 234 677 333 1,278 100 22,651 554 69,322 32.2
Total Catch 18,220 12,387 140,546 2,032 1,278 40,873 215,336

1991  Solomon Gulch 1,340 291 0 o 01 06 428 400 460 58 2,729 19
W. Noerenberg 0 0 a 0 72,722 921 ¢ Q 1,017 12% 73,739 795
Total Hatchery* 1,417 3038 0 74,814 947 428 40.0 1,843 233 78502 846
Wwild 3,187 69.2 207 100 4,170 53 641 599 6,062 767 14,267 154
Total Catch 4,604 207 78,984 0 1,063 7905 92,769

1992 Solomon Gulch 17 71 0 o 1,599 14 12 05 1628 14
W. Noerenberg 0 0 L,744 763 111,712 978 1,939 858 115,395 96.9
Total Hawchery" 17 7.1 1,744 763 113,311 9$9.] 1,951 864 [17,023 983
Wild 222 929 542 237 9%5 0.8 308 136 2,037 173
Total Catch 239 2,286 114,276 0 2,259 0 119,060

*Includes estimated contributions from the Fort Richardson hatchery
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groups tagged. Consequently, wild contribution estimates derived from differences between total
catches and estimated hatchery contributions were made only for 1993 and 1994. Contributions
of chinook salmon originating from the W. Noerenberg facility to the common property fishery of
1993 and 1994 are presented in Table 12. Wild contributions are also presented. Detailed
district-week estimates of contributions by the W. Noerenberg facilities and by wild populations
are given in Appendix C. The only hatchery contributor for 1993 and 1994 was the W.
Noerenberg facility. The largest catches of chinock salmon were made in district 223. Of the 727
chinook salmon caught in 1993 in district 223, 349 (48%) were estimated to be of hatchery ongin,
while 137 (29%) of the 478 chinook salmon caught in 1994 were estimated to be of hatchery
origin. Cost-recovery harvests of chinook salmon made in 1993 and 1994 in district 223 were
1460 (estimated 30% wild; incidental to the chum salmon cost-recovery fishery) and 835
(estimated 82% wild; incidental to the chum salmon cost-recovery fishery), respectively. The W.
Noerenberg facility harvested 573 and 284 chinook salmon as brood stock in 1993 and 1994,
respectively.

Survival rates for tagged release groups of chinook salmon were calculated only for those groups
which had completed their marine residencies and only for those groups which were fully sampled
upon their return, i.e. no survival rates were computed for releases designed to provide sport
fisheries where much of the return was not sampled for tags. Survival rates by tagcode are
presented in Appendix B. '
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Table 12. Estimated contributions of chinook salmon to the common property fisheries of 1993

and 1994,
District

Contributor Year 221 21 225

% % % Total %
W. Noerenberg 1993 349 480 31 463 349 480
wild 378 520 36 537 378 52,0
Total Catch 0 727 67
W. Noerenberg 1994 0 0 137 287 137 243
wild 85 100 341 713 426 157
Total Catch 85 478 0 0 463
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DISCUSSION

Contributions and Survival Rates

Sockeye Salmon

Main Bay Releases

The influence of hatchery production of sockeye salmon on the common property fishery on this
species is immediately evident upon inspection of the data in Table 5. In 1989, only three year-
old fish from the first hatchery releases in 1988 had returned, and the majority of the catch was
consequently of wild origin. In the following years, total catches increased dramatically because
of returning hatchery fish. The composition of the returns to the Main Bay facility has also
changed over time. When the Main Bay facility began operation, its brood stocks were taken
from the Coghill River/Lake system. As the sockeye salmon fishery in district 225 developed, and
the first signs that the Coghill sockeye population may be in danger were observed, a conscious
effort was made to change the composition of the Main Bay releases. In an attempt to avoid
interception of the declining Coghill stocks, the facility began using brood stock from the Eyak
and Eshamy systems, whose runs are generally earlier and later, respectively, than that of the
Coghill system. The influence of this action on the returns to the Main Bay hatchery was first
noticed in 1993, when the first returns of the Eshamy stock were observed (Figure 4). With
respect to contributions to the cost-recovery harvests, the lion’s share was made by Main Bay
releases, although in 1992 and 1994, there were significant other components. Reassuringly,
there was little contamination of the escapements of the Eshamy and Coghill systems with
sockeye salmon released from the Main Bay facility.

Survival rates of sockeye salmon released from the Main Bay facility were quite variable (Table 8,
Appendix B). While year and other experimental factors confounded the analysis to some extent,
a regression of survival rate on release weight yielded a significantly positive slope of between
0.49 and 0.84 percentage points per g of release weight The practical significance of this result is
unknown.

Remote Releases
In 1990 and 1991, only 15% of the escapement goal for sockeye salmon returning to the Coghill
Lake system was satisfied. Further, partially enumerated smolt outmigrations in 1989, 1990 and
1991 were well below expected levels, as were hydroacoustic estimates of fry rearing in the lake.
The reason for this decline is unknown, although some hypotheses have been formulated. It is
possible that the system experienced an overescapement in 1985 and 1987, when more than three
times the desired number of fish entered the river. Another hypothesis is that the 1964 earthquake
caused the formation of a saltwater lens in the lake which disrupted nutrient flow, plankton
populations, and ultimately the carrying capacity of the lake. Limnological evidence supports the
contention that the nutrient cycle and plankton populations have been disrupted, and a Forest
Service project is underway to fertilize the lake and reverse some of the trends in the lake’s
nutrient status. The development in the mid-1980’s by the State of Alaska and PWSAC of new
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hatchery sockeye and chum salmon fisheries which coincided both spatially and temporaily with
returning Coghill sockeye stocks is also probably a contributing factor to the declining run.

The low returns in 1990 and 1991, and the low numbers of smolt detected leaving Coghill river in
1989 through 1991 suggested that few sockeye salmon would return to this system in 1992, 1993
and 1994, A number of measures were taken to improve the chances that wild Coghill sockeye
salmon would successfully run the gauntlet of the intensively-fished migratory corridors. In 1992,
a scale-pattern discrimination study was conducted in which wild Coghill fish were distinguished
from Main Bay hatchery fish in the commercial catch. Fishery managers used this information to
decide whether opening certain areas to fishing would likely result in significant numbers of wild
fish being caught. In an attempt to bolster the returns of 1993 and 1994, a remote release program
was implemented, whereby smolt reared at the Main Bay hatchery were released into the Coghill
River Estuary. The idea was that the smolt would imprint on the water at the release site, and
would thus manage to navigate back to the river to spawn and contribute to the escapement.
While returns to the Eshamy system had been relatively healthy, the newly developed hatchery
chum and sockeye fisheries posed an interception threat to the min, and a remote release program
was also initiated for this system. Hatchery-reared smolt were released into the Coghill and
Eshamy Rivers in 1991, 1992 and 1993. Hatchery-reared fry were also released into Eshamy
Lake in 1991, in an attempt to compare different methods of remote releases.

In general, returns of the Coghill remote releases were lower than those of the Eshamy releases.
This was because fewer fish were released into the Coghill River as remote releases, and also
because the survival rate of the Coghill releases (1989 brood year) was about half that of the
Eshamy releases (Table 8). The reason for the large difference in survival rates is unknown. Both
remote release groups were reared in the same hatchery and were released on the same day,
removing timing and fish-husbandry practices as explanatory factors. Neither can the difference
be explained in terms of the size of fish at release. The Eshamy releases were in fact smaller than
the Coghill releases. Significant contributions by both Coghill and Eshamy remote release groups
were made to the common property fishery in 1993 and 1994 (Fig.5, Table 5).

The contribution of the Eshamy remote release group to the escapement at the Eshamy weir in
1993 was minimal. It became evident during the season that the escapement goal wouid be met
by late August, and the Eshamy Lagoon was opened to harvest late-arriving sockeye salmon.
Coded wire tag data indicated that the large majornty of the escapement consisted of lake-reared
fish (Table 7). The late-arriving sockeye salmon are thought to have originated predominantly
from the remote release groups and their harvest by the commercial fleet is reflected in the large
remote release contribution to district 225 in 1993 (Table 5). Since most of the remote released
fish were caught by the fleet, it is difficult to determine whether these fish would have eventually
ventured up the river. The catch was reported to contain large numbers of darkened fish, and it is
speculated that even if the remote releases had passed through the weir, they may have been poor
substitutes for their (usually) ocean-bright wild counterparts.

The return to the Eshamy system in 1994 was skewed, and was extremely late, with 50% of the
run having passed the weir on September 23, as compared to the historic mean date of August 13.
From daily weir counts and CWT tag data obtained from sampling the escapement, it was
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apparent that remote-released fish dominated the return after September 22, and were therefore
responsible for the late mean return date. While high water temperatures and low stream
discharge were believed to have been responsible for slowing entry of lake-reared fish into
Eshamy River, the late entry of the remote-released fish was more a consequence of their late
arrival into the area. By the time the remote releases had appeared, the commercial fleet had
largely ceased to operate, and were unlikely to renew their efforts to harvest fish which were
darkened and of poor quality. Consequently, the lateness of the remote releases removed the
ability of fishery managers to control the escapement into the river, with the consequence that
66,000 fish escaped, about 25,000 fish over the goal. Whether the remote-release members of the
escapement spawned successfully is debatable, however, as many of the fish which passed
through the weir were lethargic and in poor condition. Since 40,600 fish in the escapement were
estimated to be of remote-release origin, it is possible that in the extreme case where none of the
remote release fish spawned successfully, that the effective escapement was 19,400, far short of
the 40,000 goal.

The contribution by Coghill remote releases to the Coghill River escapement in 1993 was small
(13% of escapement). In 1994, the contribution constituted 47% of the escapement. As with the
Eshamy remote releases, the remote-released fish were late, and displayed an imprecise homing
ability.

In summary, the remote release program has not achieved its objectives, i.e. that remotely-
released slamon would contribute to escapements in a manner akin to wild fish. The delayed run-
timing, the darkened nature of the fish, and the imprecise homing seen at both the Eshamy and
Coghill Rivers, have conspired to create more problems for management than they have solved.

- Fisheries managers do not know whether sockeye salmon found in the vicinities of these systems
will migrate up the river, and if they do, whether they will be effective spawners. Even if the
returning remote releases were known quantities, with respect to their homing and spawning
abilities, the late nature of the returns coincidental with cessation of fleet activities, effectively
removed the ability of the manager to control escapement levels.

In addition to the program designed to enhance escapements at the Coghill and Eshamy Rivers,
another remote release program concerned the assimilation of excess fry and/or pre-smolt
production at the Main Bay facility. The idea behind the releases was to use various barriered
lakes in the Sound as natural incubators, so that the only consequence of the program was the
augmentation of the commercial fishery, and not the establishment or rehabilitation of any
populations. A release of fry at Marsha Lake on Knight Island in the South Western district was
tagged, but has not yet begun contributing to the commercial fishery. At Pass and Esther Pass
Lakes, releases of tagged fry were a part of a study designed to compare the suitability of the
lakes as receptors of excess fry production. Adult survival rates associated with both lakes were
low (Table 8), with that pertaining to Esther Pass (3.4%) lake surpassing that of Pass Lake
(1.1%). From growth measurements taken from outmigrating smolts, it appears that some of the
difference in adult survival rates, at least, occurred at the pre-smoit to smolt stage (Carpenter,
pers. comm.).
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Wild Returns .

Total wild contributions are routinely calculated as the difference between estimated hatchery
contributions and the total catch. As a result of incomplete tagging of releases of excess
production of fry and/or presmolt at Pass, Esther Pass and Davis Lakes, estimation of total wild
contributions during 1991 through 1993, in which the untagged releases returned, was not
possible. The change in the importance of the wild component to the sockeye salmon fishery can
still be seen, however, in that 98% of the total common property catch in 1989 was of wild origin,
whereas in 1990 and 1994, this percentage fell to 79% and 21%, respectively.

For 1991 through 1993, returns of fish reared in Eshamy Lake to the Eshamy River were
estimable from CWT recoveries and the dominance of the hatchery contributions to the common
property fishery over those made by the Eshamy system is evident from Table 5. As a result of
problems with the enumeration of the outmigration at Coghill River during the tagging process in
1989 and 1991, and the fact that the outmigration was not tagged in 1990, direct estimation of the
returns of wild Coghill fish from tag-recovery data was not possible. This was to be unfortunate,
given the severe shortfalls in the escapement levels at the Coghill weir in 1993 and 1994. The
information would have been useful to fishery managers in determining the impact of the
commercial fisheries in the Eshamy and Esther subdistricts upon the Coghill returns, This is
especially true when considering the common property fishery in the Esther subdistrict in 1993,
when contributions of wild and/or untagged remote releases, were about 25,000 fish. Similarly,
the wild component of the common property fishery in 1994 in the same district was about 9,000
fish. These numbers are of sufficient magnitude that were they to represent wild Coghill fish, the
Coghill escapement goals could have been achieved had the fishery in the Esther subdistrict not
occurred.

Marine survival rates of tagged wild stocks varied widely within a watershed both between and
within years. That fish migrating from the Coghill system did not survive as well as those
migrating from the Eshamy system is evident, however (Table 9). It therefore appears that
Coghill sockeye stock may not only be suffering at the lake-rearing stage, but that they also suffer
reduced marine survival.

One of the original objectives of this study was to compare survival rates of sockeye salmon
native to watersheds that lay in the path of the Exxon Valdez (Eshamy, Jackpot) to that of one
that was distant from the oil trajectory. While the ability to calculate survival rates of fish
migrating out of Jackpot River was lost because the escapement at this site was only scanned for
tags in 1991, the direction of the Eshamy-Coghill survival rate difference is opposite to that
expected under the hypothesis that oiling would reduce marine survival rates. In hindsight, the
comparison is not a good one, because of the potential existence of confounding factors, such as
the possible problem associated with the fertility of the lake.

Chum Salmon

Only in 1994 were all returning hatchery release groups tagged. This was a consequence of the
relatively late start the W. Noerenberg facility experienced in tagging their chum salmon releases
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(first chum salmon releases tagged in 1990) and of a 1988 release from the Solomon Gulch facility
which was not tagged. Consequently, wild contribution estimates derived from differences
between total catches and estimated hatchery contributions were made only for 1994. For some
years data pertaining to the age-class structure of the hatchery brood stock was available and
attempts were made to use this information to estimate the contribution of untagged hatchery
returns. The variability of the resulting contribution estimates were so large, however, that they
were of dubious value, and the practice was terminated. In addition, for unbiased estimation on a
stratum by stratum basis, an inherent assumption is that within a certain stratum, the fish returning
to a given hatchery have the same age composition as those fish in the brood stock. This is
improbable, with the result that such estimates will likely be biased. Another method of
calculating wild contributions would have been to obtain an estimate of the overall marking rate in
the brood stock of the hatchery in question, and use it for all tags recovered for that hatchery in
the given year. This would have allowed estimation of the total wild return for a year in which
tags of at least one release group were present in the return. Unbiased estimation on a stratum by
stratum basis requires, however, that the within-stratum tag composition of fish returning to a
given hatchery is the same as that in the brood stock. This is improbable, and biased estimation
would again be the likely result.

The large production by the W. Noerenberg facility is clearly seen from Table 10. Almost half a
million chum salmon were harvested in the Esther subdistrict common property fishery in 1994.
As noted previously, a significant number of sockeye salmon were caught in this fishery, and it is
possible that they were members of the depressed Coghill return. In an attempt to alleviate this
potential problem, moves are afoot to relocate at least some of the W. Noerenberg chum salmon
return, and hence the chum salmon common property fishery, to Port Chalmers on Montague
Island through a remote release program. It is hoped that this will relieve some of the pressure
from the migratory corridor of the Coghill sockeye stock. The cost-recovery fishery at W.
Noerenberg harvested few wild chum salmon (12%).

The chum salmon return to the Solomon Gulch facility in 1994 was significantly smaller than that
to the W. Noerenberg facility. This difference is mainly a consequence of the much larger releases
at the W. Noerenberg facility. The W. Noerenberg hatchery released 124.2 million fry, while the
Solomon Gulch facility only released 4.8 million fry from the brood years which contributed to the
1994 common property fishery as four and five year-olds. Another less significant factor is the
lower marine survival of chum salmon reared at the Solomon Gulch hatchery (Appendix B). The
reason for the latter is unknown.

An analysis of the relationship between release weight and survival rate of chum salmon released
from the W. Noerenberg hatchery revealed some evidence (p=0.1) that higher survival rates were
correlated with higher release weights although it was weaker than those obtained for the sockeye
releases. The smaller range in the independent variable (release weight) associated with the chum
salmon released from the W. Noerenberg facility in 1990, combined with fewer data points
(Appendix B) contrived to make the statistical test of the slope of the regression less powerful.
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Coho Salmon

The difference in the sheer capacity of the W. Noerenberg facility to produce fish over that of the
Solomon Gulch facility is again reflected by its contribution of coho salmon to the common
property fisheries of 1990 through 1992. Survival rates (Appendix B) were variable both within
facility and year and between facility and year. There were no obvious differences in rates
between facilities, however, and the greater contributions by the W. Noerenberg facility are
believed to originate from the greater number of fish released from the hatchery. Unlike the
situation for sockeye and chum salmon releases, there was no discernible effect of release size on
survival rate (p= 0.23 for Solomon Gulch; p=0.35 for W. Noerenberg). For the analysis of the
data pertaining to the Solomon Gulch facility at least, the lack of ability to detect a relationship
cannot be attributed to a low sample size, or to a small range of the independent variable. No
hypothesis is offered to explain why a relationship between release weight and survival rate
appears to exist for sockeye and chum salmon, but not for coho salmon.

Chinook Salmon

The chinook salmon component of the Prince William Sound salmon fishery is very small, and
catches were made incidentally in the fishery which targeted the large W. Noerenberg hatchery
chum salmon returns. In a manner similar to the returns of chum salmon, the presence of
untagged hatchery chinook salmon compromised the ability of the CWT program to estimate
contributions for certain years. The chinook salmon caught in 1993 and 1994 were found to
consist of significant numbers of wild fish. There is little data at this time for assessment of the
effect of release weight on survival rate,

Adjustment Factors

Estimation of the combined effects of tag loss and differential mortality of tagged fish upon the
marking rates in returning fish is difficult even for pink salmon (Sharr et al, 1995b), which have a
strict two-year life cycle. The main problem with pink salmon appears to be related to the
assumption that the brood stock consists solely of hatchery-reared fish, although only
circumstantial evidence exists to support this contention. Another possible problem is the effect
of the magnetic steel tag upon homing fidelity, leading to an underepresentation of hatchery fish in
the brood stock, and inflated adjustment factors. With multiple age-class species, there is the
added question of whether the influence of tag loss and differential mortality is different for fish of
different marine residencies. Questions relating to the purity of the pink salmon brood stock and
the homing ability of returning tagged pink salmon may be answered with the coincidental
operation of the CWT and otolith-marking programs. In the latter program, all hatchery-reared
fish will have specifically-marked otoliths so that the wild component in the brood stock will be
estimable, and a comparison of the CWT and otolith estimates of hatchery fish in the brood stock
will be possible. An assessment of homing ability of CWT-marked fish could be conducted
through a comparison of the ratio of tagged to untagged hatchery-released fish (determined
through otolith marks) in streams near to the facility in question to that found in the brood stock.
While the relevance of these findings to other species may be questionable, the tendency of pink
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salmon to stray to a greater extent (Horrall, 1981) could be used to establish an argument that the
degree of straying by wild pink salmon into a brood stock is a maximum. Further, since the
potential damage to pink salmon fry by a CWT is probably much greater than to a smolt, any tag-
induced straying could also probably be considered a maximum.

Recommendations for future studies

Some parts of this program could have been performed more effectively had there been more
communication between Divisions within the Department. A major example was the release of
untagged sockeye fry at Pass, Esther Pass and Davis Lakes. These fish returned over a period of
the study when estimation of the total wild component of the catches and escapements was
desirable. In the presence of the untagged hatchery-reared fish, it was impossible to estimate wild
fish from the difference between total catches or escapement, and estimates of hatchery
contributions from retumning tagged hatchery-reared fish. Further, the inability to estimate total
wild contributions prevented an indirect estimation of the return to the Coghill system. In the
event where an estimate of the Eshamy return was available, the Coghill return could have been
estimated as the difference between the total wild return and the estimate of the Eshamy return.

Another factor that contributed to the failure of some experiments was a lack of forward funding,
This is required when studies are anticipated to extend over several years. One example is the
attempt to estimate the survival rates of fish migrating from the Jackpot watershed. Smolt were
tagged at this system in 1990 and 1991, and yet the escapement was only scanned for tags in
1991, thus recovering tags from part of the return associated with the release of 1990, and none
from the release of 1991. Consequently, estimation of survival rates for this system was
impossible. Another example is the discontinuous nature of the tagging program at the Coghill
weir, where the outmigration of 1990 was not tagged. This meant that during those years in which
fish from the tagged years returned, fish from the untagged year were also present. Any
estimation of the total contribution by the Coghill system to any stratum would then have required
use of age-class data. As well as adding variability to the estimate, use of age-class data would
have meant that the estimate would not have been available inseason.

Finally, improved co-ordination between tag application and tag recovery personnel would
alleviate some of the problems stemming from differential tagging rates among releases, such as
that associated with estimation of contributions when untagged release groups of chum and
chinook salmon returned with tagged release groups.
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CONCLUSIONS

As expected, the proportion of fish from wild populations in the commercial catches decreased
with increasing releases of hatchery fish. Postseason analysis of recovered tags from sockeye
salmon reared and released at the Main Bay facility revealed that the percentage of the common
property catch attributable to the facility increased from 1.8% in 1989 to between 39% in 1993
and 91% in 1991, Significant relationships between release size and survival rates were detected
for sockeye salmon. Efforts to enhance natural sockeye salmon populations through remote
releases largely failed. While tagged remote-released sockeye salmon, designed to augment
natural populations, returned to the Eshamy and Coghill Rivers, they were late and in poor
condition. The ability of these fish to spawn effectively is debatable, and the program was not
considered successful. A comparison of adult survival rates for fry stocked at Pass and Esther
Pass Lakes showed the latter to be the more suitable disposal site for excess fry production at the
Main Bay facility. The comparison between survival rates of sockeye salmon from oiled and
unoiled areas was compromised by incomplete scanning of escapements due to lack of funding
and problems with enumeration of the sockeye salmon smolt outmigration at Coghill River. The
ability of the coded wire tag program to estimate the total wild component in the sockeye salmon
returns of 1991 through 1993 was compromised by the presence of untagged hatchery-reared fish
from remote releases at Davis, Esther Pass and Pass Lakes, although specific contributions by the
Eshamy system were estimable in certain years. The marine survival rates of fish from the Coghill
system were substantially lower than those of fish from the Eshamy system. With respect to
chum salmon returns, some evidence was collected to suggest an influence of release size on
survival rates. No such relationship was detected for coho and chinook salmon
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APPENDICES

Appendix A.  Derivation of standard errors of adjustment factor estimates

The adjustment factor for hatchery % for a given species is calculated by (Equation 3, Methods):

Ny
Z SpiM pi

Ap _ _i=]
af h = N, Ty X

2 2

i=1 j=1 P
where
Ny = Number of years for which brood samples were collected from hatchery A,
Ski = Number of fish scanned for tags in the i year in hatchery A,
my = Proportion of brood stock in i year at hatchery & which derives from tagged

release groups,

T = Number of uniquely tagged release groups which may return to hatchery / in year
i
Xuy = Number of tags of /* code found in brood sample of i year at hatchery A, and
D = Tagging rate at release for tag code j (defined as number of tagged fish released

with j* code divided by the total number of fish in the j** release group).

The derivation of an approximate standard error for the adjustment factor estimate for chum
salmon released from the W. Noerenberg facility is described to demonstrate general methods.
Data from the 1993 and 1994 brood stock sampling program at the W. Noerenberg facility were
available to estimate the adjustment factor (Nan=2, spy;=107030, spw.=106383,

b 22 Xy

Z T =22091, Z—I;_ =45814). Chum salmon have been released from the W. Noerenberg
=1 P =t Pj

facility since 1984, but have only been tagged since 1990 (1989 brood year). Since chum salmon
return to the facility as three, four, five and six year-olds, only three and four year-olds in the
1993 brood stock and only three, four and five year-olds in the 1994 brood stock originate from
tagged release groups. Data pertaining to the age-class composition of the brood stock were
therefore required to partition the sampled fish into those arising from the tagged and untagged
release (mpn;=0.165, mpn2=0.92).
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The adjustment factor estimate for chum salmon originating at the W. Noerenberg facility (4,,, )
is then:

’710703001-11;!.1 * 0'165lnm-lld Preportion a,f] + [!06383‘",”“‘ * 092 Estint ated Ptoportion ]
" B3k 4 3 ad 5 yeers 34,

a
- regd Y and 4 yearoldrin 93 in ‘%4 brood .Ha idx 1a »,r
“fr.v =

= 1.7

[22091

Extimated contributian by + 45814 Trtimgied cantribution by
3and 4 year-aldgin 93 e 3 . 4and } year-oldsin ‘94 D

In order to derive an approximate standard error for a}w through simulation, the nature of the

four random components A, B, C and D must be specified. Once this has been done, an
appropriate algorithm can be formulated which will mimic the processes involved in the

generation of af,,,. By examining the variation of many estimates generated by the algorithm, an
approximate standard error can be obtained.

For component A, the estimated proportion of 3 and 4 year-olds in the 1993 W. Noerenberg
brood stock is calculated from a realization of a hypergeometric random process, i.e, the number
of 3 and 4 year-old fish found in an age-class sample taken without replacement from the brood
stock. The sample taken was small compared to the size of the brood stock, and a binomial
approximation to the hypergeometric is considered valid. The random nature of component B is
similar to that of A.

Component C, the estimated contribution of three and four year-olds to the 1993 W, Noerenberg
brood stock, is calculated from a realization of a compound multinomial-hypergeometric random
process. The realization consists of the numbers of tags of different tag codes found in a sample
taken without replacement from the brood stock. There is a hypergeometric quality in that there
is sampling without replacement from the brood stock. The multinomial nature derives from the
fact that the total number of tags of different codes in the brood stock is the result of a
multinomial process, whereby the brood stock is seen as a random sample (taken effectively with
replacement) from all the fish returning to the W. Noerenberg hatchery, with the multinomial
parameters being the proportions of the various codes in the returning fish, Greater than 95% of
the brood stock is routinely scanned for tags, and for the purposes of this simulation, it is assumed
that all of the brood stock is sampled, so removing the hypergeometric sampling component. The
tags in the brood stock are therefore assumed to be generated by a multinomial process. The
origin of the random nature of component D is similar to that of C.

To simulate q?,w, values for the parameters of the above distributions are required. For the
binomial approximations associated with components A and B, the proportions calculated from
the age-class samples are taken as the binomial parameters. For the multinomial distributions
associated with components C and D, the parameters are taken as the proportions of different
tagcodes found in the scanned brood stock. The simulation is described below.

48



For each of 1000 iterations, the following was performed:

1) A simulated compoﬂent-A, A’, was generated according to :

A' = 107030# scanned in '3 * Z4
brood for tags 407hampl¢d in age—class
det er min ation of '93
where
X4 = Simulated number of three and four year-old fish in age-class sample

~Binomial(407,ps,), where p:,~0.165 is the estimated proportion of three and four
year-old fish in the age-class sample from the 1993 brood stock.

2) A simulated component-B, B’, was generated according to:

Xg

B'=106383

. *
¥ scamned in '94 796

brood for tags #sampled in age-class

det or min ation of '94
where

Xz = Simulated number of three and four year-old fish in age-class sample
~Binomial(796,ps4s), where ps45=0.92 is the estimated proportion of three, four
and five year-old fish in the age-class sample from the 1994 brood stock.

3) A simulated component-C, C’, was generated according to:

4
C= Zi=l Xeiler

where

Xo = The * element of the vector x which is generated from a multinomial(107030, p).
The parameter vector p. consists of the proportions of the different tag codes
found in the scanned brood sample codes (four in 1993), concatenated by the
compliment: [0.196x107, 0.224x107, 0.0187x107,0.037x107, 1-(0.475x107)] .

Iei = The i element of the vector £z, which contains the expansion factors
corresponding to the four found tag codes [444, 436,387 385].
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4) A simulated component-D, D’, was generated according to:
' 10
D=3 xpty
where

XDi = The i element of the vector x which is generated from a multinomial(107030, D).
The parameter vector p, consists of the proportions of the different tag codes
found in the scanned brood sample (ten in 1994), concatenated by the compliment:
[0.27x10°, 0.32x10° , 0.094x10° , 0.085x10% , 0.047x10™ , 0.038x1072
0.019x10”, 0.056x107 , 0.038x107 | 0.009x107, 1-(0.976x10%)] .

Ip; = The i” element of the vector ¢, which contains the expansion factors
corresponding to the ten found tag codes: [444, 436, 387, 385, 679, 438, 411,
424, 447, 487].

5) A simulated afc,,w ,af'éw' was calculated:

s, A+B
Y C'+D

6) A simulated standard error, se( a_fw )’ was calculated:

se(a}'w )= {Z:io (a.?w: '_a}w ')2 * ﬁ
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Appendix B.  Tagcode-specific survival rates

Survival rates by tagcode of sockeye salmon reared at the Main bay facility.

Contributor(Stock/Type) Brood  Release  Release Site Tag code Release Survival Standard
Year Year Weight(g) Rate % Error
Main Bay{Coghill/Smolt) 1986 1988 MainBay 311763 NA 29 0.33
Main Bay({Coghill/Smolt) 1986 1988 MainBay 311801 NA 7.5 .42
Main Bay(Ceghill/Smolt) 1986 1988 MainBay 311802 NA 3.0 0.30
Main Bay(Coghill’/Smolt) 1986 1988 MainBay 311803 NA 107 0.66
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1987 1989 MainBay 311812 13.84 16.4 1.34
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1987 1989 MainBay 311813 10.13 168 117
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1987 1989 MainBay 311814 9.80 159 115
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1987 1989 MainBay 311815 7.85 154 113
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1988 1990 MainBay 311841 13.35 144 0.80
Main Bay(Coghill’/Smolt) 1938 1990 MainBay 311842 15.60 i5.9 0.88
Main Bay({Coghill/Smoit) 1988 1990 MainBay 311843 13.50 12.8 0.88
Main Bay(Coghill'Smolt) 1988 1990 MainBay 311844 16.96 123 080
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1988 1990 MainBay 311845 15.05 13.0 0.87
Main Bay(Coghill’Smolt) 1988 1950 MainBay 311846 16.85 16.1 0.93
Main Bay(Coghill/'Smolt) 1988 1990 MainBay 311847 16.50 16.1 0.89
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolf) 1988 1590 MainBay 311848 16.10 16.9 1.01
Main Bay{Coghill/Smotlt} 1989 1991 MainBay 311922 7.80 6.6 0.47
Main Bay{Coghill/Smolt) 1989 1991 MainBay 311923 6.10 6.0 0.43
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1989 1991 MainBay 311924 11.30 13.4 0.73
Main Bay(Coghill/Smolt) 1989 1991 MainBay 311925 14.30 129 0.87
Main Bay(Eshamy/Smolt) 1989 1991 MainBay 311920 7.54 6.8 0.57
Remote Release{Coghill L. /Smolt) 1989 1991 Coghill River 311921 10.30 3.7 0.24
Remote Release(Eshamy L./Smolt) 1989 1991 Eshamy River 311919 7.20 79 0.21
Remote Release(Eshamy L./Fry) 1989 1990 Esther Pass Lake 311927 1.9¢9 34 0.45
Remote Release(Eshamy L./Fry) 1989 1990 Pass Lake 311926 1.99 1.1 0.19
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Appendix B (Continued)

Survival rates by tagcode of chum salmon reared at the Main Bay, Solomon Gulch and W.

Noerenberg facilities.

Contributor Brood Year Release Site Tag code Release Survival Rate Standard Error
Weight %

Main Bay 1986 Main Bay B31503 NA 0.87 0.076

Main Bay 1986 Main Bay B31504 NA 0.21 0.033

Solomon Gulch 1986 Port Valdez B30107*2 1.60 0

Solomon Gulch 1986 Port Valdez B30200 1.60 0.12

Solomon Gulch 1988 Solomon Gulch 1301010401 1.04 1.26 0.111

Solomon Gulch 158% Solomon Gulch 1301010505 2.00 0.14 0.0154

W. Noerenberg 1989 Lake Bay 1301010703 0.77 3.83 0.224

W. Noerenberg 1589 Lake Bay 1301010704 1.23 4.04 0.237

W. Noerenberg 1989 Lake Bay 1301010705 0.56 1.14 0.143

W. Noerenberg 1989 Lake Bay 1301010706 0.62 1.05 0.118

W. Noerenberg 1989 Lake Bay 1301010910 0.64 2.26 0.273
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Appendix B (Continued)

Survival rates by tag code of chinook salmon reared at the W. Noerenberg facility.

Contributor Brood Year  Tag code Survival Rate %  Standard
.Error

W. Noerenberg 1988 3115905 1.44 0.127

W. Noerenberg 1989 311947 0.04 0.023
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Survival rates by tag code of coho salmon reared at the W. Noerenberg and Solomon Guich

Appendix B (Continued)

facilities.
Contributor Brood Release Release Site Tag code Release Weight Survival Rate Standard
Year Year % Error

Solomon Gulch 1986 1987 Solomen Gulch 311759 5.20 o -
Solomon Gulch 1986 1988 Solomon Gulch 311809 15.40 3.66 0.46
Solomon Gulch 1986 1988 Solomon Gulch 311810 15.40 6.64 0.39
Solomon Gulch 1987 1989 Solomon Gulch 311833 23.18 319 0.16
Solomon Gulich 1987 1989 Solomon Gulch 311835 23.20 2.55 0.36
Solomon Gulch 1988 1990 Solomon Gulch 311908 1837 5.17 0.75
Solomon Gulch 1989 1991 Solomon Gulch 311949 18.76 4.54 1.06
Solomon Gulch 1989 19591 Solomon Gulch 311950 15.51 0.84 0.24
Solomon Gulch 1990 1992 Solomon Gulch 312054 14.50 0.05 0.02
Solomon Gulch 1990 1992 Solomon Gulch 312055 19.30 1.69 1.01
W. Noerenberg 1987 1989 Lake Bay 311839 13.90 4.79 0.23
W. Noerenberg 1988 1990 Lake Bay 311903 7.40 1.28 0.24
W. Noerenberg 1988 1990 Lake Bay 311906 13.00 4.56 0.65
W, Noerenberg 1989 1991 Lake Bay 311961 10.16 0.67 0.08
W. Noerenberg 1989 1991 Lake Bay 311945 11.80 2.09 0.69
W. Noerenberg 1989 1991 Lake Bay 311946 11.80 4.98 0.34
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Appendix C.  Contributions to the sockeye, chum, coho and chinook salmon common property
and cost-recovery harvests of 1989 through 1994
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Appendix C 1.1 Esti d hatchery ibutions (Contrib.) to the sockeye salmon comumon property fishery of 1989 by period and district
District
221 222 2123 224 228 229
Week Contzibutor  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var. Contrib. Var. Total e
18-24 Jun MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 Q 0 [} 0
Wild 32846 ¢ 7212 O 40058 100
Satipled Catch ¢ ] 32846 0 0 0
Total Catch 0 0 32846 0 0 7212 40058
25 Jun-01 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smiclt) o 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 [13 1}
Wild 920 L} 358 0 43873 1] 10785 0 55936 100
Sampled Catch Q 0 43873 0 0 10785
Total Catch 920 358 43873 0 0 10785 55938
02-08 Jul MB Hatohery (Coghill Lake/Smolf) 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0
wild 1013 0 308 0 25637 13 3202 4] 30160 100
Sampled Catch 1013 0 25637 0 0 3202
Total Catch 1013 308 25637 0 0 3202 30160
09-15 Jut MB Hatehery (Coghill Lake/Smolty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Wild 1035 [} 14 0 8 0 1077 100
Sampled Catoh 1055 L] 0 [} 0 0
‘Total Catch 1055 14 2 1] 8 0 1077
16-22 Jul MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0
wild 0
Sampled Catch ] 1] [} g 13 [}
Total Catch ¢ ] ] ] ] [ ]
23-29 Jul MB Hotchety (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 2397 4187 0 0 0 0 0 0 2397 34
Wild 0 0 4167 0 359 ¢ 124 0 4650 66
Sampled Catch 0 2397 0 Q 0 13
Total Catch 0 2397 4167 359 124 Q 7047
30 Jul-05 Aug MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smol() 79 0 79 50
wid 79 0 79 5¢
Sumpled Catch o (1] 1] 0 [+] [H]
Total Catch 0 158 [1] 0 1] o 158

* As % total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 1.1 Estimated hatchery contributions {Contrib.) to the seckeye salmon common property fishery of 1989 by period and distnct

Dastrict
221 222 223 224 2218 229
Week Centrib Contrib. Var,_ Conirib Var. Contnb, Var. _Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var._ Contrib. Var. Total %
06-12 Aug MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolf} 0 1] a 0 0 [} 0 0 [} 0
Wild 83 Q 2 0 14 [ 181 0 492 100
Sampled Catch 85 212 0 0 1] [
Total Catch 85 212 g [ 4 181 492
13-19 Aug MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smol() [} Q L} [ ¢ Q 0 0 ] 0 L] ]
Wild 41 (] 514 1] 666 0 0 32 [ 1254 160
Sampled Catch 41 514 0 0 0 0
“Tota] Catch 4] 514 666 1 0 31 1254
20-26 Aug MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 9 2 1} o 0 L] ] ] 0 0
Wild 21 0 i 9 959 o 46 [ 1199 100
Sampled Catch 1 17 1] 0 ] L}
Total Catch 21 173 95% 45 0 L] 1199
27Aug-07 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt} [+ [ 0 [
wild 8 ] 78 100
Sampled Catch o 1] T8 o 1] ]
Total Catch [} 0 78 0 ) a 78
03-09 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0 0
wild 45 o 45 100
Sampled Catch o [ Q 1] o 0
Total Cutch 0 ] 45 o o 1] 45
10-16 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smoif) 1} 0 0 0
wild 13 0 12 100
Sampled Catch 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Total Catch L o 13 L 3] ] 13
TOTAL HATCHERY 4 2476 L] 4 ] 0 2476 2
TOTAL WILD 3138 1658 108284 406 146 21412 135041 98
TOTAL CATCH 3138 4134 108284 406 146 71412 137517

* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 1.2.1 Bstimates of hatchery contributions {Contrib. Yo the coho salmon commen propaty fishery of 1989 by petiod and district,

District
221 222 223 224 N8 229
Week Contributor _ Contrib. Var.___ Coninb. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conbiib. Var. Contnib. Var.  Conimib, Var.  Tolal % "
18-24 Jun Solomon G. L] o 0 L]
Sampled Catch ] 0 15 ] 1] 1]
Tolal Catch 0 1] 15 0 [} 15
25 Jun-01 Jul Solomon G, 1 0 0 0 0 0 11 54
Sampled Catch 15 0 [} [(] 1] ]
Total Catch 13 2 [ 0 [} 0 n
02-08 Jul Solomon G. 43 106 [ 4 0 0 43 15
Sampled Catch 60 0 183 0 ] 0
Total Cstch 60 3 183 0 0 0 e
09-15 Jul Solomon G. 28 2 28 67
Sampled Catch 41 0 0 [ 9
Total Catch 42 0 ] 0 0 L] 42
16-22 hul Solomon G. ]
Sampled Catch 0 ] L] ] [+ ]
Total Caich 0 [} Q 0 ] [} 0
2329 Jul Sclomon G, 0 0 2475 47961 0 L] 0 0 475 8]
Sampled Catch [} 497 2475 0 0 []
Tolal Catch [] 497 2473 8 15 9 063
30 Jul-05 Aug Solomon G. 0 0 o 0
Sampled Calch 0 0 ] [} 0 [}
Total Catch 0 15 [} 0 0 0 i3
06-12 Aug Solomon G. 1695 97422 ] 1] ] 0 0 169% 3%
Sampled Catch 2576 128 0 0 0 0
Total Caich 2576 128 0 0 307 7 3018

* A3 % of iotal catch over oll districts.
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Appendix C 1.2.1 Estimates of hatchery contributions (Contrib.)to the cobo salmon common property fishery of 1989 by period and district (Continued)

Diskrict
221 a4 23 124 128 119
Week Conlyib Conlrily. Var_ Contiib. Var__ Contrib. Var.  Contnby. Var. Conlnb Var.  Conliib, Var. Totad %'
Appendix C 1.2.1 Conlinued.
District
21 222 223 224 128 19
Week Contributoy  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Vat.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Total %
1319 Aug Salomon G. 439 552854 [} 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 4368 21
Sampled Catch 5768 ] 10495 0 ) 1)
Total Catch 5768 4529 10495 1 [} 0 20836
20-26 Aug Solomon G. T 796487 649 14866 2092 2872007 0 0 193512 8
Sampled Caich 12342 1837 43336 1582 [ [}
Total Catch 12342 1837 43336 1582 [} 0 59097
27Aug-02 Sept Solomon G. 0 0 [ 0 [} 0
Sampled Caich 99 0 26317 0 L] 0
Total Catch 99 9 26317 0 0 0 26418
03-09 Sept Solomon G. [} 2 (1] [
Sampled Catch 0 0 BI [} 0 [
Total Catch '] L] 23178 ] [} 1] 23178
10-16 Sept Solomon G. 0 0 0 [
Sampled Catch 0 0 b ] 0 [}
Total Catch 0 [} 1344 o 0 0 13424
17-13 Sept Solemon G, 0 0 0 [}
Sampled Catch 0 L] 0 ] [ 0
Total Catch. 0 o %1 ] 0 [ 764
24-30 Sept Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 0 0 0 0 9 0
Total Catch 0 0 100 0 0 [ 100
TOTAL SOLOMON G. 13918 649 4367 0 [ 0 19134 i3
TOTAL CATCH 20902 7044 120290 1684 N 27 150269

* As % of total catch over off districts,



AppendixC 1.2.2  Estimates of hatchery contribution (Contrib.) to the coho
salmon cost recovery fishery of 1989 by period and district.

09

District
221
Week Contributor  Contrib. Var. %"

13-19 Aug Solomon G. 187 11488 0
Sampled Catch 265

Total Catch 265 0

20-26 Aug Solomon G. 1595 76578 3
Sampled Catch 1595

Total Catch 1595 3

27Aug-02 Sept Solomon G. 1130 55090 2
Sampled Catch 2322

Total Catch 2322 4

03-09 Sept Solomon G. 2801 173474 5
Sampled Catch 9718

Total Catch 9718 18

10-16 Sept Solomon G. 11694 950547 21
Sampled Catch 16211

Total Catch 16211 29

17-23 Sept Solomon G. 11293 769849 20
Sampled Catch 16520

Total Catch 16520 30

24-30 Sept Solomen G. 4325 264630 8
Sampled Catch 3884

Total Catch 8884 16
TOTAL SOLOMON G. 33025
TOTAL CATCH 55515

* As % of total catch over all districts.



19

Appendix C 2.1.  Estimates of hatchery contributiona (Contrib. %o the sockeye salmon comman property fishery of 1990 by period and district,

District
21 w2 1 24 s 126 1 229
Week Cootributor _ Contrib. Vw. Comrib. Var.  Contrib, Var.  Conlrib, Var.  Conlrib. Var.  Conirib. Var.  Contrib. V. Contrib. Yw.  Toul %
1016 km  MB Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smokt) [ ) ] [ [} 1
wild 312 L] [1]] 0 963 10
Sampled Caich [ [ [} o 651 4 [] (1]
Total Catch ] [} 312 [] 651 0 [] ] 963
17-23 Jun MB Huichery (Coghill Lake/Semolk) L ] 129 850 129 3
wild jLitd [+ 330 550 4148 97
Sumpled Caich 0 L] 1318 ] Use 0 [ []
Total Caich q [} 1512 0 1459 [} ] L] a2mn
24-30 Jun MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smok) L] 0 [ ] 13 T640 469 5015 584 [}
Wild 161 [] 1o L] a4 Te40 998 6025 6586 92
Sampled Cuich 167 e 19 [} 3464 [ [ ®
Total Catsh 167 1o M ] 364 L] 9 L] nn
01-07 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Eake/Smolt) L] L] 0 o 108 46 895 5118 1003 3
Wil 286 L] 55 L] 1201 146 1896 51118 3438 n
Sampled Catch %6 [ 1309 ° 19 [ [} '
Total Cuich 286 55 1309 L] mn L] L] L 444]
3-14 il MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) ¢ 0 0 0 1363 95401 1363 b1
Wild M L] B ] 819 93401 an 76
Sampled Cuch 194 ] [ 0 5102 ] ] .
Total Catch 14 a8 [ L] 5202 L] L] L] 38
1521 hl  ME Hatchery (Coghill Lyke/Smok) [ ¢ w? 3784 “? 7]
wild 100 ] L] T 100 1]
Sampled Caich 100 [] ° L] 447 L] ] ]
Tolal Caich 190 9 [] L] H? L] ] L] 47
12-1% M MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 L] L] o 1060 39564 0 L] ] L] 1060 3%
wild 0 9 2 [} 1010 39564 80 0 4 L] 19% [4]
Sampled Caich 80 531 070 [} '] 280 9 [}
Tolal Cuich &0 532 070 0 L] 180 [] kL] 3036
29 Jl-04 Aug MB Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smolk) q L] L] [ 481 4556 40 ] 1934 [] 385 890 [} L] 4860 36
Wild 119 [} u“l [ 1347 4556 358 [} L] [} 5058 190 M L] 5154 &4
Sumpled Calch 119 Hi 1328 a ] (103 [} 9
Total Caich 119 1 1828 39 3934 6443 0 M 13604

* A3 % ofvotal caich over all districls.
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Appendix C2.1. Estin of hatchery contributions (Contrib. Jto the sockeye salmon common property fishery of 1990 by period and district (Continued)
District
211 212 221 14 Fiil 224 22 229
Week Coniribulor  Conkrib. Var. Contrib, Yw,  Contrib. V. Contrib, V. Conirib. V. Conirib. Var.  Coolsib. Var. Conirib. Yo, __Tolnl %'
05.11 Aug  MB Halthery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) [ ] e 47 m &0 (73] 53 145 408 [] L] ] [ ] [ ] 1568 %
wild 180 [} 1639 1t 107} 61% 466 145 L] [] 4hag 9 b 1 ¢ 7501 kL
Sampled Catch 180 1686 ni 519 0 4043 0 [
Totul Catcdy 180 1486 W 51% 1408 4048 [] 97 10065
1218 Ayg  MB Halthery (Coghill Lake/Smok} ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ ) 0 [} [ [ [} [} ] 0 [ [ [
Wild L1 0 294 1] m L] 112 [] 1235 [] nn o 9 [} 1% o A8 100
Sampled Caich 47 294 L] 12 1235 Fral [} [}
Tota) Catch 41 294 mn 112 1138 170 ] 26 4266
1925 Aug M Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smok) [ 2 [] 0 [} ] 1] 0 [} [] [ ] 4 [] L ] L] L ] [ ]
Wild 172 q 118 L] 81 [} L] 364 L] 2305 [} 16 9 M6} 100
Sampled Catch in L1s [} ] L] 150% [ 9
Tolal Catch 172 s m 4 364 2503 [ 16 ME2
26 Aug-01 Scp MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) L] 0 0 ° [ [ [} ]
Wild 122 2 196 [} i) ) L] 5350 100
Sampled Catch ° 0 [ 0 0 1 ] [
Total Catch L] o 181 1 196 173 L] [] 550
02085cpt  MB Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smok) o a ° 0
Wwid 178 [} 17s 100
Sarmpled Catch o ° ) 0 0 0 ]
Tolal Cuich 0 0 173 [] L] 1] 0 L] 17
0108 Sept  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) ’
Wikl [
Samplcd Catch [} [} [ [] [ 0 ] 0
Total Caich ¢ Q L] [] o L] 0 0 L]
Q315 Sepl  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smokt} [ ) [] L]
wild 12 L] 12 100
Sunpied Catch [ 0 0 [} 0 0 ’ .
Total Caich ] 0 1 0 [] ] [ ] 12
1622 3ept  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smok) [ [ [ ]
Wild Tl L] n 109
Sampled Catch [ o [ [ ] [ . *
Total Cuish [] ¢ k1) L] [} ] L) L] il
TOTALHATCHERY [] AT 1.5 1 5665 ki) ] 1] 12014 kil
TOTAL WILD 145 L) 13021 43 13506 15333 ] 147 46176 k)
TOTAL CATCH 1445 m 12843 1034 23171 15718 9 247 SE190

* As % ol totad ceich over 3l districts.



Appendix C1.2.1 Estimated halchery tontributices (Contrib.) Lo the £oho saicnon conknon property fishery of 1996 by period and district

District

219

129

m

226

125

134

113

2

211

Var.

Contrib. Var,  Conitrib. Var.

Var.

Vi,

Coairib. Var.

Vi

Contrib. V.

Var.

Facility  Contrib.

LRC 4

1

o e oo w

® o 0 a s

o a o oa

Hatchery

10-16 Jun

Sampled Catch

Toksl Cach

oo o0og

o o 0o

e 9 9 00

e o a0

e o oo

o o9 on

Wally N,

Solomon 0.

Haichay

1723 hn

13

F.

£
(£

Sarpled Catch

17

Total Catch

s a oo

100

o o o o

37
37

o a
. o
o o
o o

e o aoco

o 0 o o & o &
o o

oo o oo

ooonm— m”

o 0o o0 6 o

o9 ocom LI

o o a o9

o o 0w -]

Wally N.
Solomot &
Total Cuch

F
Sampled Catch

24-M kin Hatshary
Wild

63

¢ o oog

o o 9 O

33

o o a oo

o oo en

Wally N.
Solomen Q,
F. Richwdeon *

Haichary

0147 Jul

[E]

3

Wild

163
163

13
13

i
A

Saumpled Catch

133

Tolal Caich

* Sport-fish releases st Flaming Spit sd Whittier Harbour

* As% of rotal catch ever Wl districts.
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Appendix C 121 Estimaaded hchry cortributions (Contrb.) to the ¢obe skivon comeman proparty fishery of 1990 by period and district. (Contimscd)

it

Wock Contributor Facility  Contrib. V., Contrib. V. Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conkib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Vor. V. V.  Towl " "
0814 Jul Hatchery Wally Nl L [} ] ] L] [} L L]
Solamon G. " 352 o L] (1] L] [ 1
F. Richardaon * [ 0 L] L[] 0 [} L[] ]
Tolsk ] 332 L] ] [] [] " k1)
Wild o0 552 14 [] 43 9 137 [ H
Samplcd Calch. 148 0 '} 0 63 0
Tolal Catch 148 14 [ 0 63 (] 223
132kl Halchery Wally N, Q [ 0 [ [] L)
Solomon Q. Q L] [ [ [} [}
F. Richardece. * 1] L] ] L] L] L}
Tolal L] L] L] 0 * [ ]
wild 47 [] 13 L] 6 10
Sunpled Catch 47 [} L] 15 [}
Tolal Catch 47 L] ° 15 L] [+
21-28 Jut Hatchery Wally N L] L] [] Q 0 ¢ 4 [] [] [}
$olomnon & w7 10065 [] L) q L] s 196 43 n
F. Richardson * L] L ] L] ¢ ° [] ° 0 °
Total 387 10056 [ L] L] [} p1} 196 “s - ]
Wild 214 10056 109 0 173 [ 21 196 1124 n
Samplcd Calch 1201 109 175 L] [ 2]
“Totsl Catch 1201 109 173 [l [} 123 1569
29 jul-04 Aug Jlatchary Wally M. L] [} 1n 643 136 2483 8 [ L] L] ” 4337 32 [ 3
Solamon G. ] L] 43 1096 149 3756 12 [] o -] 0 [} it ]
F. Richurdson * L] [} 4 7 3 7 ¢ 0 [ [] 0 [} 9 L]
Tota 0 [] 20 1747 290 8148 ] 3 [] 0 3 4537 353 13
Wild nz [] 618 1747 464 8243 108 [} 110 [] 2143 4537 i 2
Sunpled Caich m? 708 54 L] [} 1240
“Folal Caich 37 708 754 198 119 T 4327

* As %% of totel caich aver all districls.
" Spont-fish releases o Fleming 3pit wnd Whittier Habour
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Appaidix C2 1) Estimaied eichay contributions {Conirib.) io the cobo salmon cormmon prepety fishory of 1990 by period and district {Continued)

District
211 121 113 24 pri) 126 218 1%
Wedk Cortributor Putility _ Contrib. Vw,  Contrib. V. Contib Vw. Comrh. Ve  Coiih.  Var.  Conirib, Vo Cotrih Vo  Cortrih. Ve, Contrih. Ve Toid %"
301 Aug Hatchay Wally M. ° ] i 1 1918 43373 FUITYT [ ] 27 (131 1) 10 ° L] o B N
Salomon G. 271 w7 B85 73207 46 12994 B fae3 ¢ ] 63 87177 7 [ 2 ¢ e 17
F. Richardeon * 0 [ 1] 1 47 1] [ ] [ [] [ ° o [] [ ° [+] (]
Total 2l 9107 1123 86933 2811 $8435 1178 0 [] 1591 147463 17 ¢ 27 o 6T W
wild 1555 29107 500 88933 FIdt] 58435 %6 12775 218 [} 3028 147463 3 [ 59 o L 6l
Sunphed Catchi 28 M 4442 726 o 4830 ] 0 0
Toldl Catch 2129 3624 432 76 238 4620 59 ° [ 15015
1218 Aug  Hsichery WaliyN. [] [ 3166 M4 4367 404251 401 226%0 ° [3 B 200056 1 L} 2 o s &
Solomen O, 651 18701¢ ] [ ] ° Q ] o ° 1964 3416 ° ° ° 0 IS M
P, Richardscn * 1 &4 174 194 109 1152 ? 12 ° ] o 181131 ° o 1 o 1000 4
Total 2662 107074 30 MMER 4P76 405403 408 22662 [ [] 4610 436803 1 ° 3 ¢ 161 &
wild 1078 107004 7 Ml 445 405403 60 22662 3% 0 G4 430803 2 ° ° LI N ]
Sampied Caich 3740 3347 UM 468 ] 10658 [ [ °
Total Catch 320 3347 k277 464 114 10658 0 4 n 592
19-23Aug Hawchay WallyN. ] ° 2357 134449 HM60 2110873 217 17860 0 [] 10395 3127651 ] ¢ Ihw W
$oloqon G. 7640 1115858 471 6578 S 44074 203 29889 ] [] 1647 199984 1 [T T T
F. Richardeon * 37 362 0 9 HL 3686 7 169 o [} 757 31918 ° e 1N 1
Towl 1617 1116120 2834 131087 15426 2162918 317 47819 ] ° 13039 3355152 1 o s 87
wiMd 2887 16120 1744 330087 10799 2162935 113 47819 214 [ 14159 3359152 7 0 9902 43
Sampled Cuich 10354 4582 26223 2] [ any ° [ *
Total Caich 0364 4382 26215 640 214 mn 0 [] 1} 69440
26 Aug-01 Squ Hachey WaliyN. 20634 5623433 [T ] e 9195 048 62
Solomon G. 87 53978 [ ° ° ° "7 2
F. Richardson * 1338 10398 0 4 24 k1] 13n 4
Tolak 1M 6689929 [l 370 9469 DT @
wild 10361 6689929 61 439 M 469 10046 32
Samplod Calch ° ° 33390 [] 129 654 ° ) []
Total Cuch [ ] 33359 0 129 94 [] [ [ 34113

“ An% oftotal catch over all districw.
" Sport.fish rlcsscn ol Flaming Spit and Whittier Habour
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Appendix C 131 Entimatod hatchery soniributions (Contrik ) to the cobo salmon ¢ammnon progerty fishery of 1990 by period and distriet (Continued)

District
121 112 pri] 24 3125 116 27 prid 229
Weeck Contributor Fucility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Covtrib. V. Contrib. Var.  Corlrib. Var.  Contrib. V.,  Conirib. V. V. Vo, Towl »'
02-08 Jepn Hatchery Wally N, 10677 134IM $O6TT »
Solocaon O. 14 077 414 1
F. Richardwon, * 1982 24309 12 3
Towal 32973 I35 12973 1]
wild 5134 131MTLS 5134 4
Sunphed Caich ¢ L] I L] L] [ L]
Total Cach L L 8117 0 9 & L o7
09-13 Sept Haichery WallyM. UG 91209 IL1L6 5
Solomon G. 619 T4 6219 3
P. Richardaon * 491 4583 4 1
Total 12236 6933406 116 100
Wil 1 8933596 1 L}
Sampled Cach, o o 231237 ¢ [ L] L]
Total Cuich L] 0 22237 [} 0 [} [] 21237
16-21 3t Hachery WallyN. 3806 233997 3806 i
Zalomon &, 152 PE06 152 1
F. Richardoon * 13 543 13 H
Total 6071 254358 L= O )
wild 1060 264258 060 13
Sampled Caich [ [} T 0 [} [] L ]
‘Totad Cauch L [] i L] 0 ¢ [ nn
1329 Sepl. Hatchery Willy N, 179 o 170 L 1
Solomon G. 4 (] 4 3
F. Richardecus * 3 0 3 1
Tolsl 178 o 17 3
wild 31 o 1 13
Sarmpled Catch (] o L] ] L o L]
Tolal Caich & 0 209 0 0 [ ¢ 209

* As% of votsl eateh ower all districla.
* Sport-fish relcases ot Floming Spil nd Whittier Harboue



L9

Appandix C 2.2.1 Estinated haichery contributions (Contrib.} 16 the cobo sskmon common proparty flshery of 1990 by period wnd district (Continued)

Disrict
m Fre) 214 215 226 P 219
Woek Contributor Fasility  Conteib. Contrib. Vir. _ Conirib. Va.  Comtcb,  Var  Cogiih. V. Contrib Var,  Contr. V. Var.  Comrh.  Var.  Tol  %*
30 $cpi-06.Oct Haichay Wally N 15 ] o om
Solomon 0. 4 ] a 2
F. Richardson, * 3 [] 3 2
Tod 138 [ LTI
wild ' [ 28 15
Sampled Cutch [} o [ [} ] [ [] °
Total Calch [ [ 186 [ s [ [ ° 186
TOTALHATCHERY 11388 401 107648 1335 “ 19764 17 61 M4 &
TOTAL WILD o832 4986 m §77 125 8729 [H] “ 46 B
TOTAL CATCH 18220 12387 140345 2031 1291 45493 50 127 120150

* As%h of total catch over sl disiricle.
* Sport-fish relesses ot Floming Spit mnd Whittier Harbous
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Appendix C 2.2.2 Bstimated hatchery contributions {Contrib.) to the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1990

by period and district.
District
221 223
Week Contributor Facility  Conlrib. Var.  Conlrib, Var.  Tolal %*
05-11 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 19 90 19 100
Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Taotal 19 90 19 100
Wiid 0 90 0 0
Sampled Catch 0 19
Total Catch 0 19 19
12-18 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 8 16 H 7
Solomen G. 0 0 0 0
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Total 8 16 8 ?
wild 107 16 107 93
Sampled Catch 0 115
Total Catch 0 115 115
19-25 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 70 715 70 76
Solomon G. 0 0 0 /]
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Tatal 70 715 70 76
Wild 22 775 22 24
Sampled Catch 0 92
Total Catch 1] 922 92

* As % of total catch over all districts.
¥ Sport-fish rcleascs at Fleming Spit and Whitticr Harbour.
-Continued-
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Appendix C 2.2.2 Bstimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1990
by period and district  (Continued)

District
221 223
Week Contributor Facility  Contnib. Var. . Contrib. Var.  Total % *
26 Aug-0l Sept Hatehery Wally N. [] 1] 1302 110 1202 64
Solomon G. 37 20713 0 0 n 0
P. Richardson * 0 0 [} 0 0 1]
Total an 20715 1202 119 i 2]
wild 35 20715 a 110 35 17
Sampled Catch 686 1202
Total Catch 636 1202 1888
02-08 Sept Halchery Wally N. 104 2620 0 0 104 2
Solomon G. 2380 78162 0 (] 2380 43
F. Richardson * 13 30 [} 0 13 [
Total 2497 80812 o [ 2497 45
Wiid 1633 80812 1385 0 3020 33
Sampled Catch 4in 1385
Total Catch @1 1385 5517
09-15 Sept Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 [ 0
Solomen G. 1308 56559 1508 !
F. Richardson * ] 0 0 ¢
Total 1508 56599 1508 k!
Wild 630 56599 630 2%
Sampled Caich 2138 0
Total Catch 2138 0 2138

" As % of total catch over all districts,

* Sport-fish reloascs at Fleming Spit and Whitticr Harbour.

Continued-
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Appendix C 2.2.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1990

by period and district (Continued)}

District
221 223
Week Conlributor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Total %"
16-22 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0 0
Solomen G. 2955 136372 2955 77
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Total 2955 136372 2955 77
Wild §78 136372 878 23
Sampled Catch 3833 0
Total Catch 3833 0 3833
23-29 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0 0
Solomon G. 198 12906 198 85
F. Richardson * [1] 0 0 0
Total 198 12906 198 85
Wild 34 12006 34 15
Sampled Catch 32
Total Catch 232 232
30 Sept-06 Oct  Hatchery Wally N. 5 0 5 3
Solomon G. 104 ] 104 58
F. Richardson * 1 0 1 0
Total 109 0 109 60
Wild n 0 n 40
Sampled Catch 0
Total Catch 180 180
TOTAL HATCHERY 7638 1299 8937 64
TOTAL WILD 3563 1514 5077 36
TOTAL CATCH 11201 2813 14014

* As % of total catch over all districts.
% Sport-fish releases at Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.
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Appondix C 3.1 Estimated haichery contributions (Contrib. )o the sockeye salinion common property fishery of 1991 by period and district.

District
1 pr; 273 228 726 29
Week Contrik {Slock/Type) _ Contrib. Yar  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var,  Contrib. Var.  Contrib, Var. Total %% *
09-15 Jun MB Hatchery (Coghll Lake/Smolt) 0 0 503 0 503 37
Other * 375 0 454 0 B69 63
Samgpled Catch o 0 375 597 0 0
Total Catch o [} 375 997 1} 0 1n
16-22 Jun MB Haichery (Coghil Lake/Smolt) 16219 3408423 1] 0 16219 141
Cther * 960 3408423 666 1626 9
Sampled Catch a [} 17179 g 566
Total Catch ] 0 [1} 17179 1] 656 17845
13-29 hm MiB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 68614 2.615+E7 [ Q 68614 92
Other * 551 2.615+E7 5% [ 6329 B
Samplod Catch 1] ¢ a 74185 ] 753
Total Catch 0 0 74185 0 758 74943
30 Jun-06 jui  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Suolt) 106 1225 #1195 5.101+E7 [+] 0 91301 96
Other * 200 1225 N3 5.1014E7 618 L] Ehxll 4
Sampled Catch 06 ] [H 93908 a
Total Caich 05 o ] 93908 618 $4832
07-13 Jul MB Hatchery {Coghill Lake/Srolt) 1] i 143748 3.081+E8 [} 0 143748 98
Other * 99 o T41 3.081+E8 2309 ] M4 2
Sampled Catch ] ) 144489 a a
Total Catch 99 0 144489 0 2309 146897
14-20 Juk MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 121 2857 57438 3.138+E7 0 0 57559 97
Other * 267 2857 1350 3.1384E7 s L] 1914 3
Sampled Catch 338 0 SBTE8 0 0
Total Catch 338 [ SBI88 L] 357 39533

* A2 % of total catch over all distrticts.

! Other contrib. may contain wild fiah and/or fish from untagged remoto roleases at Pass Lake (1988 reloaso of 594,210 kry; 1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 reloase of 153,031 fry, 1989 reloass of 154,644 &),

and Davis Lako {1988 release of 657,287 fiy).

-Continued-
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AwmcixCllEw&mbdhmhxymﬁbuﬁom(thib,)wﬂwwckcyemmmmmmpmyﬁlmWﬁfmﬂ by period and district  {Continued)

District
221 222 223 215 226 219
Week Contributor (Stock/Type) __ Conlrib. Var.  Coninb. Var.  Contrib, Var. Contrib. Var. _ Contnib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Total % *
21-27 Jut MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 2002 115751 57112 6.9114E7 o 0 59214 12
Cther * 128 0 1063 115751 2627 6.NI1+E? 1 ¢ 3917 &
Sampled Catch 128 o 3067 59839 0 )
Total Caich 128 [ 3047 39839 0 97 63131
28 Jul-03 Aug  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 21690 1.258+E7 ] 0 21690 s
Other * 1176 1.258+E7 21 0 1197 5
Sampled Catch 0 1] 1] 22866 0 ]
Total Catch 0 0 0 22856 [ 21 2887
04-10 Aug MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smoit) 131 784 n 5212 3225 38582 158 s0le o 0 4227 48
Other * 663 T84 399 5212 1842 378582 1097 5019 338 [} 4539 52
Sampled Catch "] 794 712 5067 1655 538
Total Catch 0 4 1 5067 1655 338 8766
11-17 Aug MB Hatchery {Coghill Lake/Smalt) 0 1} 54 73 1] 0 607 36055 1] 0 661 7
Other * 140 555 2713 2506 0 6004 36055 24 0 ane 93
Sampled Catch 0 140 609 2506 6611 0
Total Catch o 140 609 2506 6511 24 9890
18-24 Aug MB Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0 o [ 0 [+] ¢
Other * 43 0 187 0 Hn 4 5200 100
Sampled Catch o 43 187 0 4977 0
Total Catch 0 [ ] 187 0 4977 o 5207
25-31 Aug MB Hatohery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 [} 0 o [} 0 0
Other * 1 192 0 1176 0 1369 100
Sampled Catch [H 0 192 ) 1176 0
Total Catch 0 1 192 0 1176 0 1369
* As % of total catch over all distrticts,

* Other contrib. may contain wild fish and/or fish from witagged remote reloases at Pass Lake (1988 relesse of 594,210 fy; 1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 release of 153,031 firy, 1989 releass of 134,644 fry),

and Duavis Lake (1988 relcase of 657,267 fiy).

~Continued-
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Appondix C 3.1 Estimatod hatchery ibutiotis {Coirtrib. Ko the sockeye salmon common property fishery of 1991 by period and district {Continued)}

District
221 222 223 128 226 229
Week Contribulor (Stock/Type) __ Contrib. Ver, _ Contrib, Var. _ Contrib. Vo Contrib. Ver.__ Contrib Var.__ Contrib. Var__ Total  %*
01-07Scpt. MR Hatthery (Coghili Lake/Smolt) o ) ) 0 o 0
Olher * 284 0 381 0 565 100
Sampled Caich ] 0 84 0 o 0
Total Catch 0 0 284 381 ) 0 665
0814Sept  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0 ) o 0
Other * 20 0 107 0 127 10
Sampled Caich o ¢ 0 ] © o
Total Calch o o 20 w07 0 o 127
15-21Sept  MB Holchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 0 o 0 0 0
Other * 3 o 6 0 & 10
Samplsd Catch 0 o 3 0 0 0
Total Catch 0 o 3 6 o 0 66
22-28Sept.  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Srmolt) ) 0 0 o
Other * 1 ] 1 100
Sampled Catch 0 0 0 0 o 0
Total Catch 0 0 1 0 o 0 1
TOTAL HATCHERY 27 131 2369 459844 1165 0 463736 91
TOTAL OTHER 694 847 3081 2051 13254 5388 43795 )
TOTAL CATCH 921 918 3450 480375 14419 5388 507531

* As a % of total catch over afl districts.

¥ Other contrib. may contain wild fish snd/oc fish from untagged remoto releases at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fiy, 1989 reloase of 603,219 fry), Eather Pass Lake (1988 release of 153,031 fry, 1989 release of 154,644 fry),

and Davia Lake (1988 releaso of 657,287 fiy).
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Appq'ud'ﬂ(ﬂ).llWmmm(w‘)h&nmmmmmnﬂWlhypﬂiodmddisu'im.

District
m 12 223 215 226 229
Wezk Contributor Pacility  Conrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. va,  Contrib. Var.  Conirib. VY,  Total %
09-15 Jun Hatchery Wally N. ] 0 [ 0
Solomon G. [} ] [} [
F. Richardson * ] 0 0 0
Total 0 [ ] 0
wikd 1 0 1 100
Sampled Catch [ 0 0 i ] []
Total Catch [ [] 0 1 0 ] 1
16-22 hun Hatchery Wally N. [] 0 [ [ [ []
Solomon G. 0 0 ['] L] [] Q
F. Richardson * [ ] [] 0 [] []
Totak 0 0 0 [ [ 0
Wild 9 [ 4 0 13 100
Sampled Caich 0 [ [ 9 0 4
Total Catch 0 0 [ ] [ 4 13
2329 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 [ [] 0
Solomon G, [ 1] [} [
F. Richardson * 0 0 ] 0
Total 0 ] [] 0
wild 57 [} 57 100
Sarnpled Catch [ [ 0 57 [ 0
Total Catch 0 0 0 57 0 0 57
30 Jan-06 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 [ [} [ ] [
Solomon G. [] 0 [ 0 [ 0
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Total 0 0 ] [} [ [
wild 7 ¢ 2 0 ] 100
Sampled Catch 57 0 0 2 0 []
Total Catch 57 4 0 [ 9%
* As % of total catch over all districts.

¥ Sport-fish relesses at Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.
-Continued-
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* Spoxt-fish releases at Fleming 5pit and Whittier Harbour.

-Continuzd-

Appendix C 3.2.1 Bsti d haichery ib {Conttib.} to the coho salmon common property fishery of 1991 by period and district (Continued)
District
222 113 123 226 229
Witk Contributor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contnib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contiib. Vu. Contrb. Var.  Conirib. Var,  Total %
07-13 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 ] L] 0 ]
Sclomon G. ] 0 o 0 0 0
F. Richardson * 0 0 4 0 [} 0
Total 0 0 L} '] 0 0
Wild 6 ¢ 137 [} 143 100
Sampled Catch 6 1] ] 137 L[] 0
Total Catch 6 0 1] 137 0 1] 14
14-20 Jul Hatehery Wally N. 0 o ] L] 0 ]
Solomon G. [] 0 0 0 [} 0
F. Richardson * ] 0 0 [} [} []
Total ] L] '] ] 0
Wild 9 0 as3 1] E 1 100
Sampled Catch 39 ] 1] 353 L] ]
Total Caich . o 1] 353 0 0 2
21-271d Hatchery Wally N. 0 ] 0 [ 0 0 [ 0
Solomon G. [ 0 136 8679 0 0 136 M
F. Richardson * | 0 ] [} [} 0 [} 0
Totl 1] L 136 8679 0 0 136 M
Wwild % ] 219 B6T9 i4 0 259 66
Sampled Catch 2% 0 355 14 ¢ 0
Total Catch % ] 355 14 0 ] 395
28 Jul-03 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 a 11 ¢
Solomon G. 0 0 ] 0
F. Richardson * 0 1] 0 [
Total ] 0 0 ]
wild 14 ¢ 14 100
Sampled Catch [} 0 ] 14 0 [}
Total Catch 0 1] 0 14 ] 0 14
* As % of total catch over all disiricls.
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Appendix C 1.2.1 Estimated hatchery it (Conkib } to the cobw salmon comunon property fishery of 1991 by period and district {Continued)
District
221 112 23 173 226 19
Week Contributor Facility  Contnb. Var.  Coninb. Yar.  Contrib. Yar. Coninb. Var.  Contrib. Var, Contrb. V. Total %
04-10 Aug Hatchery Wally N. a 0 0 0 0 L] 0 a 0 a 0 ']
Solomon G. L] 1} 289 816 L] 0 0 1] ¢ 0 289 29
F. Richardson * 0 ? L] 0 ] ] L] [] ] 1] L] 4
Total 0 0 239 826 0 0 0 0 0 L] 289 %
Wild 116 0 K1k B26 14 0 58 [1} 1 [} 03 n
Sampled Caich 0 1ns 604 14 158 [}
Tolal Caich [} 116 604 14 58 2 994
11-17 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 [ )] ] 0 ] o ¢ [1} [} L]
Solomon G. 0 0 1] 0 114 41 m 13745 0 0 46 13
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 1] 1] 0 193 19820 [} 0 195 ]
Toul 0 ] 0 0 1M H70 487 31365 [ 0 661 16
Wild 63 0 572 [ 0 4970 1244 33565 11 0 1831 74
Sainpled Catch 0 63 m 174 17 0
Total Catch 0 63 b1 174 173t 12 2552
18-24 Aug Hatchery Wally N. [} o 536 78458 240 10425 76 14
Solomon G. 1] 0 76 1122 168 3293 244 5
F. Richardson * o ] 24 125 1% 344 160 3
Total 0 L] 636 19105 544 17163 1180 n
Wild 28 0 466 79705 ki 17163 4203 n
Sampled Catch ] 0 1102 a 4253 [}
Tolal Catch 0 3 1102 ] 4253 ¢ 3383
15-31 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 L] 8916 5484507 ™ 101949 9703 ™
Salomon G. 1] 0 ] L} 0 1} [} 0
F. Richardson * 0 0 145 k7] 35 ™7 80 i
Total ] [} 9071 5482180 812 102716 9883 Bl
Wikd 1471 [} 1 5488180 851 102716 parll 19
Satnpled Catch o ] 9072 a 1663 ]
Total Catch 1472 0 W72 0 1663 [ 12207
* As % of total calch over all districts.

* Spont-fish releases at Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 3.2.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the coho salmon common propesty fishery of 1991 by period and district  (Continued)

Distaict
m m m 225 226 29
Week Contribator Facility  Contrib. V.  Contrib. Var.  Conlrib, Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conlrib, Var,  Contrib. Var.  Tots %
01-07 Sept Hatchery Wally N. ) ) 16000 1420558 o 3 16000 »
Salotnon G. 1340 87986 0 o 190 0 1530 B
F. Richardsen * b 1430 646 708 0 ) ™ N
Total 7 89116 16645 1428266 190 ] 18253 %
Wikt 1387 9116 524 1428266 0 0 2111 10
Sampled Catch 3004 0 1m70 ) 0 0
Total Caich 3004 0 17170 190 0 0 20364
08-14 Sept Hatchery WallyN. 15710 LRI ] 0 15710 )
Soloron G. ¢ ] 60 0 o o
F. Richardson, * 262 14263 0 ] 262 1
Total 159712 38326079 60 ) 16032 9
wid 1678 38326079 0 ] 1678 9
Sampled Catch 0 0 17650 0 0 ]
Tolal Catch 0 ) 17650 60 0 0 17710
52§ Sept Hatchery Wally N. 15377 21906334 o (3 15377 97
Solomon G. ) 0 4 ) 4 [
F. Richardson * 463 21906 ¢ 0 45 3
Totat 15842 21928240 4 0 15846 100
Wil 1 21518240 0 0 1 0
Sampled Caich 0 0 15843 0 ¢ 0
Tolal Catch 0 0 15843 4 ) 15847
22:78 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 16173 55265624 16173 100
Solomon G. 0 ) (] ]
F. Richardsen * e 462 & 0
Tolal 16222 55266086 16222 100
Wild 1 35266086 1 ]
Sampled Catch o 0 16223 ] 0 ]
Total Catch [] ] 16223 [} 0 0 16223
* As % of total catch over ol districts,

" Sport-fish releases ot Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.

~Conitnued-
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Appendix C 3.1} Estimated hatchery contributions (Contiib.) to the coho salinon commeon property fishery of 1991 by peniod and district  (Continued)

District
221 122 3 115 126
Week Contributor Facility  Contrib, Var.  Contnib. Var.  Conirib. Var. Contnb. Va.  Coninb. Vu. Contrib. Var. Toltal %
9 Sept-5 Oct Hatchery Wally N. 0 ] '] 1]
Solomon G. ] 0 ] ]
F. Richardson * ] ¢ '] L]
Total [ a ] 0
Wiid 393 0 393 100
Sampled Catch ] 0 ] 0 0
Total Catch 0 0 393 ] L] 0 393
TOTAL HATCHERY 1417 ] 74814 428 1843 ] 8502 B3
TOTAL WILD 3187 207 4170 641 6062 18 L4285 [$]
TOTAL CATCH 4604 207 TE9B4 1069 903 8 92787
* As % of otal catch aver all districts,

* Sport-fish releases at Fleming Spit und Whittier Harbour,



dix C 3.2.2 Esti d hatch

oy

y contributions {Contrib. Xo the coha salmon cost recovery fishery of 1991 by period and district.

6L

District
221 73
Weck Contributor Facility  Contrib. Var. . Contrib. Var. Tolal %
07-13 Jul Hatchery Wally N. (] 0 0 Q
Solomon G. 0 0 0
F. Richardson ° 0 0 0 0
‘Total 0 0 0 0
Wild 3 1] 3 100
Sampled Catch 3
Total Catch 3 ] 3
04-10 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0 0
Solomon G. 115 115 k)
F. Richardson o 0 0 0
Total 115 0 115 3l
Wild 251 0 251 69
Sampled Catch 0
Total Catch 366 0 366
11-17 Aug Hatchery Wally N 0 0 0 0
Solomon G. 8O 514 80 63
F. Richardson ® 0 0 0 [+]
Total 30 514 80 63
wild 47 514 47 37
Sampled Catch 127 0
Total Catch 127 0 127
* As % total catch aver all districts.

* Sport-fish releases at Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour,
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Appendix C 3.2.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib. Jto the coho salmon cost recavery fishery of 1991 by period and district  (Continued)

District
21 23
Weck Contributor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Total %
18-24 Aug Haichery Wally N. 0 0 0 o
Solomon G. 10017 2AHE7 16017 100
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Total 10017 0 10017 100
Wwild 0 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 10017 0
Total Catch 10017 0 10017
25-31 Aug Hatchery Wally N, 0 ¢ 24 0 724 7
Solomon G. 9806 8580685 0 9806 93
F. Richardson * 0 0 17 1} 17 0
Total 9806 8580685 741 0 10547 100
wild 0 8580685 0 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 9806 0
Total Catch 9806 741 10847
01-07 Sept Hatchery Wally N. ¢ 0 6621 4906335 6621 40
Solomon G. 9527 602655 0 9527 57
F. Richardson * ()} 0 153 3969 153 1
Total 9527 602655 6T 4910304 16301 98
Wild 411 602655 1 4910304 412 2
Sampled Catch 9038 6715
Total Catch 9938 6775 16713

* As % total catch over all districts.
* Sport-fish releases st Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.

-Continued-
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Appendix C 3.2.2 Bstimated hatchety contributions (Contrib. }to the coho salimon cost recovery fishery of 1991 by period and district (Continued)

District
221 223
Week Contributor Facility  Consib, Var.  Contib, Var,  Tolal %
08-14 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 5339 1446619 53319 4l
Solomon G. 5882 280717 0 5882 45
F. Richardson ® 0 0 74 347 4 i
Total 5382 280717 5413 1446966 11295 87
Wwild 1746 280717 1 1446966 1747 13
Sampled Catch 7628 5414
Total Catch 7628 5414 13042
15-21 Sepl Hatchety Whally N. 0 0 300 14665 300 19
Solemon G. 993 12294 0 %93 62
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 993 12294 300 14665 1293 81
wild 308 12294 0 14665 308 19
Samnpled Catch 1301 300
Total Catch 1301 300 1601
22-28 Sept Haichery Wally N. ¢ 0 0 0
Solomon G. 21 3085 21 100
F. Richardson * 0 0 0 0
Total 21 3085 211 100
Wild 0 3085 0 0
Sampled Catch 21
Tolal Catch 211 0 21
TOTAL HATCHERY 36631 13228 49859 95
TOTAL WILD 2766 2 2768 5
TOTAL CATCH 39397 13230 52627

* As % of otal catch over all districts.
* Sport-fish releases st Fleming Spit and Whittier Harbour.
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App-ﬁsm.l.lwmmm(w.)mmmmmmmmmwmdmm

District
pel) prr 225
Woeek Contributof (Mock/Typs} Ramols Relssss Sile _ Contrib, Yar.  Conirib Var.  Contb. Vae,  Condfib. Var,  Contrib. Var,  Conlrib. hi. A Total %'
14-20 Jun MEB Hatchory {Coghill Lake/Smolt) 3022 107017 hLirr ] ]
MB Halchery (Exhamy Lako/Smoll) [ 0 [} .
Total Haichery 5022 107017 %02 L]
Remols Releass {Coghill Lake/Sincll) Coghill R. Esuary 0 (] ° °
Remots Rolesse{Eshwny Lake/Smoll} Eahamy R. Estusry 0 L] L] 0
Remote Relowse{Eshacny Lake/Fry) Esther Puss Laka [} [} [} [}
Totsl Remole Reloase [} 0 [ [}
Other * 851 167511
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 4 454 104 2
Sampled Caich [ [ ] 77 [} [
Total Caich [ 0 [] 7 L] [} 5577
21-77 hin MB Halchery {Coghill Lake/Smol) 5459 MM ] [} 5467 3
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) [} ® ‘ N N 0
Total Hutchery 2L 5425231 1 0 s4467 [ ]
Remote Raleass {Coghill Lake/Smol) Coghill R_ Estumy [} L] [} ] L] 1]
Remots Releaso(Eshamy Luke/Smiol) Eshamy R Estuny L] ¢ L] [} ] [
Remols Release(Eshamy LakeF1y) Esther Pass Lake 0 L] ] [ ] L] ]
Tolsl Remote Releass [ 0 [ ] [} [] [}
Other * $71 G2 3» L]
Wit (Eshwny Lake/Smolt} " 91 [] 0 m 1
Sampled Caich [] 9 [] 63707 L] L]
Tolx Ceich [] 0 ] £IMT7 ¢ 47 £3754

* As % of total caich over ol districts.

* Other conksib, way contain wild fish md/os fish from wingged ramote releases o Pazs Lake {1988 rolesss of 534,210 fry.
1989 suleass of 603,219 fry). Esthac Pass Lake (1988 relewss of 153,031 and Eavia Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
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Appendix C 4.1.1

§ Ralchary contributions {Contrib.) 10 (ha socksys salmon common property fishery of 1992 by period and district (Continued)

District
21| 221 226

Week Contribulof {Stock/Type) Remots Raleass Siie  Contrib V. Conusib. V. Contrib. Var.  Conlrib. Var.  Conirb. V.  Conirib. Ver. Toal %
28 Jun-04 Jul MB Haichery {Coghill Lake/Smokt) LE4ABE 3203325 105454 3. 956+ET 1% [] 122134 [ 73
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smokt) 0 [ [ [ . ¢ N Iy

Total Hulchery 16481 5205325 10548 3944E? 1% ° 122131 7]

Ramoly Releaws {Coghill Luka/Smok) Coghill R. Esuary [ 0 [ [} [ ¢ [} [

Remols Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R Estuary L] L} [ [} ] L] [} []

Remots R elcssa(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esthey Pasa Lake [} [3 [ [ [ [} ] [}

Total Remnote Release 0 [} L] ¢ L] L] 9 ]

Onber * 9237 5208325 15301 106619 9% 0
Wild (Ezhamy Luke/Smok) 4 [} (11 106613 L 2 647 9
Sampled Catch L] a 5768 121402 [ ] 1194
Tatal Caich L] o 25764 121402 o 1154 145364

0511 jul MB Hatchery (Coghill 1ake/Smolt) [] 0 13273 O 64206 226HET 77481 £
MB {Haichery (Eshamy Lake/Smok) @ [ ] ] ] 0 [ ] [}

Total Haichary L] L] 13275 296374 §4706 TUHET TH481 “

Remote Releass {Coghill Lake/Simoll) Coghill R. Estuxy [ (] [} 0 [] 0 [ [

Ramola Release(Eshamy Lake/Smol} Eshany R Estuary [ [] 0 [] L] [] L} ]

Remots Reloase(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 L] ° L3 [ ° (] L}

Tolal Remots Releste 0 ] [ L] L] [} [} L]

Other * L 0 0 V63 95682 259128
'Wild {Eshamy Lake/Smolt) [] [] ¢ ] 1597 pilrri] 1557 1
Zampled Caich 9 [} 13175 161485 ) L]
‘Total Caich £ 0 13275 161485 Q ] 17462%

* An % of total catch over ol districts.
* Othar contrib. say coatain wild fish ndioc fish from nnisgged cemots relesses ot Puss Luky (1985 reloase of 594,210 fry;
1583 releten of 603,219 firy), Enthet Pass Laks (1988 relewss of 153,031 and Duvis Lak+ (1958 release of §57,287 fry).

~Continned-
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Appeadix C 4.1.1 Esti d hatchery jbutions (Contrib.) to the sockeys salmon conunon propesty fishery of 1992 by period and disrict (Cortinuad)

District
221 In 23 pri] 226 %
Week Contributor (Slock/Type) Remots Releass Sils  Conlribs. Yar.  Contrib. Var._ Conririb. Var. Conirib. Vwr._ Contrib. Var.  Conirib. Yar. Totst %
12-18 Jul MB Haichery (Coghill Laka/Smoll) ] 0 16735 113370 5310 2.568+E7 # ) 60 6l
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Luke/Smolt) o [] [] 9 o * [ ] [] L} []
Totael Hatchesy [] 0 10738 113370 301 1.5684E7 u 0 §399 61
Remols Releass (Coghill Lake/Smol} Coghill R. Estuary 0 [ [ [ [} [ [ ¢ [ ]
Raxwota Relesss(Eshamy Lake/Smok) Eshmny R Estuary ° ? ° 1 L] L] ° L] ° °
Remols Relesse(Exhamy LakoFry) Esther Paas Lake ] ] ] (] ] [} ] L] ] L]
Total Remots Releass [} [} ] [ L] [] ] L] L] L]
Other * k] (] 339 113570 39351 93514 1 ]

Wild (Ezhwny Lake/Smokt) ] [ [] [ ] T 93514 [] (] ™ 1

Sumpled Caich 313 0 1554 93336 L] H7

Tolal Catch k[ k] 0 11574 93356 L] w7 1059
19-25 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smol) [ ¢ 5244 233646 n [} B8 N
MD Huichery (Eshamy Lake'Smolt) ] ] [} » ] L] L]
Total Hutchery ] 0 5244 233646 k] L] 31 3
Remols Releass (Coghill Lake/Smok) Coghill R Estuary [ [] * [ L L} | (]
Romots Ralesse{Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R.Estusry ] Q [ ] ] L] L] [ ] [ ]
Ramots Reloaso(Exhamy LakeFry) Enther Pasy Laks L] L] L} ] L] (] ’ [}
Tolal Remota Release 0 L] 0 0 [] [] [ ] [
Other * 8 L] 927 136701 B¢ []

‘Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smaok) 0 0 443 23053 [} [} 3 é

Sanpled Caich 130 L] L] €614 q L]

Totsd Caich 180 ] [ &614 0 474 pri]
¢ Ax% of Lotal caich over all disiricis.

* (thar contrib. may conlsin wild fish wd/or fish from untegged rancls relessss al Pass Lake (1988 relowss of 554,210 &y,
1989 releass of §03,219 By), Esther Pusa Lake (1988 relense of 153,031 nod Davis Lako (1988 relossa of 637,287 fiy).
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ppendix C 4.1.1 Esti d haich ibutions (Cotvzib.) (o the sockeys salmon common propesty fshery of 1992 by period and distriet  (Continued)

District
ped 223
Wewk Contribulor {Sock/Typs)  Remols Relonse Site  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conlrib, Yar. Contnib. Vur.  Conlnb. Var, Totel %
26 Jul-0L Aug MB Huchary (Coghill Lake/Smolt) (2] p 1k ] M5 245080 470 398468 L1k BII965 43 L] 13413 3n
MB Haichery (Eshmny Lake/Smolt) 53 1528 ' ® [ [] [ [} [} [ .
Totsl Hulchery 124 4663 335 243080 470 398468 5133 B313965 49 L] 13471 32
Remots Releass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estusry o ¢ [] ] L] [] 1 1908 1] L] n *
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Luke/'Smoll) Eshamy R Estuary [ 0 ° ] [ ¢ ¢ L] L] ¢ L L
Remots Reloase(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Past Lake L 0 4 0 L[] (] (] 0 (] L [] []
Tolal Remote Release 9 0 0 [} [ [ ] 113 1908 ] 1] in 9
Other * 78 4663 125 Iy 20736 414033 T 21M59 my L

Wil (Eshamy Lake/Smok) L] 0 376 142342 14 15565 s 1371586 L} L] 4309 1

Sampled Cach L] 402 435 15640 K76 F-.3

Totel Caich [ 402 4436 25640 11076 o 41850
02-08 Aug MB Halchary (Coghill Lakw/'Smok) 58 1525 142 2% ELTH 439644 1289 €028 b [ LTV H)
MB Hatchwy (Eshamy Lako/'Smoll) L] 0 L] L] 1 2668 o * 1] ? 13 ]
Toial Hatchery 58 1525 142 6 4071 4312 1289 63025 7 L] 5367 19
Remots Retease (Coghill Lake/Smol) Coghill R Eviwry . [ [l 0 0 [ [] . ® . N .
Remots Release(Eshamy Luke/Smolt) Eahatiy R.Estuary ] [} [} [ 0 [} 14 €931 [} L] 14 (]
Remols Ralesso(Exhisny LakaFry) Esther Fasy Lako [} (1] (] [} [ ] (] [] [] (] L [] (]
Total Remols Relesss L] q 0 L] L] 0 14 6931 q L] il4 L]
Other * 824 1523 421 13217 007 01843 5125 1035043 » L]

Wiid (Edhemy Lake/Smak) 1 o nie 11991 2D0B 439333 454 965067 [] L] 2620 30

Sempled Catch L] 81 1581 15086 11022 L)

Total Catch L] 8852 1681 15036 §1022 44 ATLS

* As % of tolal catch over ol distric.
» Othar conlsil. ey contain wild Sah md/or fish from natagged iwimots relsases of Pass Lake (1958 reloase of 534,219 fry;
1939 ralease of 603,219 try), Esther Pasa Lako {1588 rolases of 153,031 and Davis Lake (1984 relenss of 657,787 fry).
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Appendix C 4.1.1 Estimated hatchery contributions {Contrib.) Lo e sockeye salmon common property Fabery of 1952 by period and district (Coatinued)

District
1 222 pri)
Waak Contribulor {Stock/Type} Remots Release Sile  Condrib. V.  Comrib. Var.  Conlrib. Ve,  Coninb. Var.  Contrib. Vur._ Contrib. ki o Total %'
05-13 Aug MB Heichary (Coghill Lake/Smok) [ ] 0 0 975 S16403 e 41225 10 ¢ 199 17
MB Huchery (Eshamy Lako/Smok) [ [} [ [ ] [ ¢ ® [] [ 0 0
Totel Hatchery ] 0 [} ¢ 75 S1EA8) 408 41225 10 L] )] 7
Remols Releass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Edusry (] [] [] 0 [ 0 ] [ [ L] ] L]
Remols Releaso(Eshamny Lake/Sinol) Eshamy R.Estuary 0 ] 0 0 L} 0 ] [} [} [] [} °
Ruemots Relosse(Eahamy Lakw/Fry) Esther Pass Lake ] L ] [ [] [ [ [ L} 0 o L
Total Remote Releass ] L] L] 0 (] [ 0 ] L 0 L] L]
Other * 193 [} 752 1] (3] 25M233 1687 425414 3 L]

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smoll) ° [] 3 [} 9591 2013750 153 384189 [] [ I35 6

Sampled Culch [3 133 52 13268 % [3]

Total Caich L] 193 m 13263 % €3 19902
16-21 Aug MB Reichery (Coghill Lake/Smol} [} [} ® ° ' [ 144 i [ [ [ 1
MB Halchery (Eshamy Luke/Smoll) [} ] ] [ ] [] [] ] ] . ]
Total Hulchey L] L] L] L] 0 0 144 1721 ] [} 14 1
Remots Relswss (Coghill Lake/Smok)  Coghill R. Estusry [ [ [ [ [ ° [ [ [ [ 0 []
Remols Relesse{Eshamy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R Estusry [\ 0 [} ] L] L] ] 0 0 ] L] [}
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Luke/Fry) Esthor Pass Lake [ 0 [} [} ] L] L] 0 [} ] [] 0
Tolal Rexrots Releisa 0 0 0 [ L] [ L] [ L] ] [ ] []
Othar * 0 L] 267 0 050 2581334 1184 2495 1 L]

Wild (Exhamy Lske/Smok) &7 0 [] [ 3 5052 2581334 7% WTH L] L] AT2 L1

Sampled Caich o 57 27 8oz 2001 ]

Total Caich L] 47 267 L1 2081 1 16518

* Az % of Llotal caich over all disiricls.
* Other contrib. may contsin wild fish and/or fish from uniagged remols relcascs st Pasa Lake (1588 reloass of 554,210 fry,
1989 zelonss of 603,219 fry), Esther Past Luke {1938 telesse of (53,031 and Darvia Lako (1988 relesse of 637,247 fry).
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Appendi C 4.1.1 Estimatad hatchery

{Contrib } io the sockeys salmon common propeny fishery of 1992 by period snd district  (Continued)

Dintrict
2 27 pri
Week Coniribulor {Mock/Typs) _ Remols Ralense Sits _ Contrib. V. Contrib. Va.  Conlzib. Var.  Conirib, Vw.  Contnib. ¥u. Comnb. Yar. Towl %!
23-19 Aug MB Huichery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 [ ] 0 [ [ . )
MB Hatchary (Eshamy Lako/Smoll) [} [ [ [ [ [
Total Haichety [] 0 0 L] L] 0 [] []
Remote Relewss {Coghill Lake/Smok)  Coghill R_ Estuary [ [ [ ] 0 [ ¢ 0
Remols Relesso(Eshamy Lako/Smok) Eshamy R Estusry [} L [ ° ] ] L} L}
Remots Relems(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lakeo 0 1 13 %0 [ [ u 1
‘Tolsl Remots Releass 0 [ Jt ] 280 ° o 13 1
Other * 2 L] 1054 156350 251 0
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolk) bt [ 150 1560700 0 [] % 5%
Samplod Catch [ ° 330 2570 [} ]
Total Caich [] [ kx ] 70 251 ] 3231
TOTAL HATCHERY ] 152 44068 295391 o4 7 35098 357.56
TOTAL R. RELEASE ] L] L] bi | 7 L] U M
TOTAL WILD ESHAMY [ &7 m2 24863 1240 L) B4 s462
TOTAL CATCH 562 1544 38083 317304 30059 2268 0581

* As % ol \otal catch aver all districts.

* Other contrib. may comtain wild fudy sd/or fish from untagged remote releases i Puss Luke (1988 release of 394,210 fry; 1989 roleass of £03,21% fry), Esther Pass Lake (1983 relewss of 153.031 fry, 1989 release of 154,644 fry),

and Davia Lake (1982 releasc of 657,287 By).



Appendix C 4.1.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contyib.) to the sockeyc salmon cost recovery fishery of 1992

88

by period and district.
District
225
Week Contributor (Slock Type) Remote Release Site  Contrib. Var. % *
21-27 Jun MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smoit) 8427 1568268 100
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smalt) 0 0 []
Tetal Hatchery 8427 1568268 100
Remote Release (Cophill Lake/Smolt} Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 1] 0 1]
Total Remote Release 1] 0 4]
Other * 0 1568268

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0

Sampled Catch 8427

Total Caich 3427
28 Jun-04 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghil! Lake/Seolt) M8 2.465+E7 100
MB Haichety (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0
Total Hatchery 34728 2.465+E7 100
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R, Estuary 1] 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0
Total Remote Release 0 0 0

Other * 1 4002

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 126 4002 0

Sampled Catch 34855

Total Caich 34855

* As % of total catch over all districta,
* Other contrib, may contain wild fish and/or fish from untagged remote releases at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 firy;
1989 rclease of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 rclcase of 153,031 and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fiy).
-Continucd-
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Appendix C 4.1.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the sockeye salmon cost recovery fishery of 1992
by period and district (Continued)

Diistrict
225
Week Centiibutor (Stock/Type) Remole Release Site  Contrib. Var. % "
05-11 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) . 3042 131947 9
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0
Total Hatchery 3042 131947
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Refease(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R.. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshaniy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0
Total Remote Release 0 0 0
Other * 30464 131947
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smaolt) 0 1] 1]
Sampled Catch 33506
Tetal Catch 33506
12-18 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 21484 6944873 39
MB Hatchery {Eshamy Lake/Smolt) ] 0 Q
Toial Hatchery 21484 6944873 39
Remots Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary 0 ] 1]
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 4]
Total Remote Release 0 0 0
Othes °* 33019 6978632
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 223 33759 0
Sampled Catch 54726
Total Catch 54726
' As % of total catch over all districts.

* Other contrib, may contain wild fish and/or fish from untagged remote relcascs at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry,
1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 release of 153,031 and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
~Continucd-
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Appendix C 4.1.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) te the sockeye salmon cost recavery fishery of 1992

by period and district  (Continued)

District
225
Weck Contributor (Stock/Type) Remote Release Site  Contrib. Var. %'
19-25 Jul MB Hatchery {Coghill Lake/Smolt) 16135 2212178 63
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 4] 1] 0
Total Hatchery 16135 2212178 63
Remote Releasc (Coghilt Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Stnolt) Eshamy R. Estuary 0 1] o
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0
Total Remote Release 0 0 9
Other * 9431 2212178

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0

Sampled Catch 25616

Tolal Catch 25616
26 Jul-01 Aug MB Hatchery {Coghill Lake/Smolt) 1109 2212178 63
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) [1] 0 0
Total Hatchery 1109 2121718 63
Remote Releass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 [ 0
Remote Relcase(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R Estuary 1] 0 0
Remote Releasc(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0
Total Remate Release 0 0 0

Other * 652 7212178

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 0

Sampled Caich 0

Total Caich 1761

TOTAL HATCHERY 84925

TOTAL R. RELEASE 0

TOTAL WILD ESHAMY 345

TOTAL CATCH 1583891

* As % of total catch over all districts.

* Other contrib, may contain wild fish and/or fish from untagged remote relcases at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry;

1989 releass of 603,219 fiy}, Esther Pass Lake (1988 relcase of 153,031 and Davis Lake (1988 refcase of 657,287 fiy).
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Appendix C 4.2.] Estimated hatchery contributi (Contrib.) to the cobo salmon common property fishery of 1992 by pesiod and district
District
221 272 223 75 218 priy
Week Contribulor Facility  Contrib. Var. _ Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var.  Contrib, Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conimb, Var. Total %
14-20 Jun Hatchery Wially N. ] 0 ] 0
Solomon G. L} 0 0
Total Q 0 Q ]
wild 6 L} & 100
Sampied Caich 0 0 0 6 0 ]
Total Catch 0 [} 0 4 0 0 6
2127 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 ] 0
Soloimon G. 12 12 60
Total 12 0 12 60
wid 8 0 8 40
Samipled Catch 0 [} 0 0 0 0
Total Catch ] [ 0 b 0 0 20
28 Jun-04 Jul Hatchery ‘Wally N. 0 [} 21 L} 21 34
Sclomen G. 0 0 o 0
Total Q o 21 0 21 54
Wild 12 L é 0 18 46
Sampled Catch 0 1] 12 1 0 ]
Total Catch [ 0 12 i) 0 0 39
05-61 Jul Hasichery Wally N. 0 13 0 0 0 [ 0 °
Solomen G, [} 0 ] [} 1] [} 0 L}
Total 1] 1] ] 1] 0 0 ] 0
Wild 17 0 13 0 1o 0 145 100
Sampled Catch 17 0 L] 110 ] 0
Tolal Catch 17 ¢ 18 1o 0 [} 145
12-18 Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 0 0 143 930 143 57
Sclomen G. i7 2 0 0 17 7
Total 17 2 [ 0 143 930 166 o4
Wwild 10 2 69 0 12 [al] 91 36
Sampled Catch 27 0 [ 155 ¢ ]
Total Caich 17 69 135 ] ) 2351
* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 4.2.1 Estimsied hatchery ibutions (Contrib.) to the coho salmon common property Gshery of 1992 by period and district (Continued)
District
Week ik Fasility  Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var,  Contnb. Var.__ Contrib. Var. _Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var.  Total %
1925 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 a 1 L] 1] 0 1 1
Solomon G. 0 L} 1} Q 0
Total [} 0 1 [1} ] 0 1 1
Wid ] ] 1] 0 5 T8 9
Sampled Catch 3 0 0 0 [} 0
Total Catch n 0 o 1 L] 3 »
26 Jul-01 Aug Hatchery Wally N. [} ] i1 6 ] '] ] o 177 81
Solcmon G. ] 0 0 ] 1] 0
Total ] 0 177 6 1] ] 0 0 1m 8l
Wwild 9 0 0 6 30 0 2 0 41 19
Sarapled Catch ] 9 17t 30 [ 2
Total Catch ¢ 9 177 L] 0 1 218
02-08 Aug Huakchery ‘Wally N. 0 0 0 ] [ 0 a []
Sclomen G, L] Q 0 L] ']
Tolal 0 1] [ Q ] L] 0 ]
Wild 198 1] 683 ] 147 1] 1028 100
Sampled Catch 0 198 633 147 0 ']
Total Catch 1] 193 683 147 9 a 1028
09-15 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 L] 3435 100866 336 8921 0 '] »n ksl
Solomon G. L] 1325 182294 ] ] 132% 4
Total 0 1] 4760 283160 536 8921 519%
Wild 146 ] 1 183160 0 8921 0 147 3
Sampled Catch 1 146 4761 536 0 0
Total Catch 0 148 4761 536 0 8 5451
16-22 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 1744 22087 12733 1993792 667 9294 15444 9%
Solomon G. o 274 9302 [} 274 2
Total 1744 22087 13007 1003094 657 9294 15418 9%
Wwild 189 22087 182 1003094 0 9294 n 2
Sampled Caich 0 1933 13189 667 0 ]
Total Catch ] 1933 13189 667 0 ] 15789
* As % ol tolal catch over all districts.

-Continued-
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dix C42.1 Esti d hatchery B

A
AP

(Contrib.) to the coho salmon common propety fishery of 1992 by period o distict (Continued)

District
221 12 223 23 228 229
Week Conlrik Facility  Conlrib. Var.  Conlnb, Var,  Conrib. Var.  Contnb, Var.  Contnb. Var.  Contrib. Var. Tolal "'
23-29 Aug Halchery Wally N. 30894 35009816 394 9246 31288 100
Solomon G. 3 0 9 [
Total 30894 35009816 194 9146 31288 100
Wild [ 35009816 0 9146 1] Q
Samplked Catch 0 0 30804 394 0 a
Total Catch 0 0 30894 394 0 L] 31288
30 Aug-05 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 45314 55850004 144 4 45658 106
Solomon G. L] [} ] [} [}
Tolal 0 0 45514 55850004 144 0 45658 100
wild 122 o 0 55850004 0 [} ¥ ¥) 0
Sampled Catch [ 0 45514 [} 0 0
Totsl Catch 122 0 45514 L] 0 0 45780
06-12 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 16900 34624 30 0 16930 10
Solomon G. ] a [ ]
Total 16900 34624 30 [ 16930 100
Wild L] 34624 a 0 ] ]
Sampled Catch [ 0 16900 0 0 0
Total Catch [ 0 16900 » 0 0 16930
1319 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 1687 0 3 0 1690 100
Solomon G. 0 a 9 0
Total 1687 [ 3 [} 1690 100
Wild L] [ ] [] 0 ]
Sampled Catch 0 0 2 0 0 L
Total Catch [ 0 1687 3 0 1 16%0
20-26 Sept Hatchery Wally N. m 0 mn 100
Solomon G. 0 0 0
Total m [} n 100
Wwild 0 [} 0 [}
Sampled Catch 0 0 0 0 [} [}
Total Calch 0 L] m 0 ] ] mn
TOTAL HATCHERY 17 1744 1133 1453 '] 1] 117023 98
TOTAL WILD m 342 %5 855 0 15 2063 2
TOTAL CATCH 1% 2186 114276 2170 0 13 119086

* As % of total carch over all districts.
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Appendix C 4.2.2 Esti d hatchery contributions {Contrib.) to the cobo salmon cost recovery fishery of 1992 by period and district.
District
m 2123
Week Conlzthutor Facility  Clonirb. Var,  Contob. Vo, ‘Tolal ¥
24-27 hin Hatchery Wally N, o [ [ 0
Solomon G, L} 0 [ ] ¢
Total 0 0 0 [}
Wild 18 [ 18 100
Sampled Catch 18 0
Total Catch 18 o 18
28 Jun-04 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 ] [} 0
Seclomon G. [ L} 0 L]
Total ] 0 ] L]
Wild 2 0 1 100
Sampled Catch Q
Total Catch 0 2
0511 Jul Hatchery Wally N. ] [} 1] 0
Solomon G. 0 0 [}
Total 0 L} ']
Wild 4 0 4
Sampled Catch 4 0
Total Catch 4 [ 4
12-18 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0
Solomon G. 0
Total L}
Wild L]
Sampled Catch 0 [}
Total Calch 0 [} 0
19-25 Jul Hatchery Wally N. [}
Solomon G. 1]
Tolal 0
Wild (]
Sampled Catch 0 [
Total Caich 0 ] [}
* As % of total catch over all districts,
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Appendix C 4.2.1 Estimated hatehery contributions (Contrib ) 1o the coha salmon cost recovesy fishery of 1992 by period and district {Continued)

District
221 173
Week Contributor Pacility  Contrib. Var.  Contrb. Var. Tutal Ya *
26 Jul-01 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 67 [ 57 160
Solomon G. Q 0 0 a
Total 67 [} 67 100
Wild 4 L] L1 0
Sampled Catch 0 0
Total Catch ] 67 67
02-08 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 312 3\ES19 3612 100
Solomon G. 0 0 [} [}
Total 612 338519 3612 100
Wild ] 388519 L} 0
Sampled Catch L} 3612
Total Catch L] 3512 3612
09-15 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 5238 279392 5138 100
Selamen G. ] 1] L] 0
Total 5238 179392 518 100
Wild 0 279392 L] 0
Sampled Catch [} 5138
Total Catch 0 5138 518
16-22 Aug Haichery Wally N. v ¢ um S14810 14752 L
Solomon G, 1797 455389 L] 0 1797 13
Total 1797 453389 L1752 3114810 13349 100
Wid b 453389 g 514810 ] @
Sampled Catch 1797 11752
Total Catch 797 11752 13549
13-29 Aug Hatchery Wally N. ¢ ] 15397 4572011 15397 7&
Solomon G. 4278 2760660 0 0 278 22
Total 4927 2760660 15397 4572011 19675 100
Wild 0 2760660 0 4572011 [} ]
Sampled Catch 478 15397
Tolal Catch 4178 15397 19673

* As % of total catch over all districts.
-Continued-
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Appaudix C 4.2.2 Estimaied hatchery ibutions (Contrib.) o the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1992 by period and distict  (Continued)

District
2121 23
Woeek Contribulor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Conlrib. Var. Tolal %%
30 Aug-05 Sept Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 1158 L} 18 10
Solowon G, 10236 L5TT4E? 0 0 101¥ 90
Total 10236 0 1158 0 113%4 1]
wild 0 1} 0 0 0 0
Sammipled Catch 10236 )}
Total Catch 10136 1158 15394
06-12 Sept Hatchery WallyN. 0 0 6106 201760 6106 45
Soloesmon G. 6630 7548621 ] 0 6680 49
Total 6680 7548621 6106 01760 12786 94
Wild 0 7548621 869 201760 869 6
Sampled Catch 5680 6975
Total Catch 6680 5975 13655
1319 Sept Hatchery Wally N. ] ] 2501 1286188 501 32
Solomon G. 2339 1346239 0 0 133 48
Total 2339 1346239 2501 1286188 4840 100
Wwild 0 1346239 0 1186188 ] 0
Sampied Catch 2339 2501
Total Catch 339 2501 4840
20-26 Sept Hatchery Wally N. ] o 0 Q
Solomnon G. 236 12593 236 100
Total 236 12595 236 100
Wild [] 12595 ) 0
Sampled Catch 23 [
Total Catch 236 ] 36
217 Sept-03 Oct Hatchery Wally N. 0
Sclomon G. 0
Total 0
Wild L}
Sampled Cslch [} [}
Total Catch ] ] 0
* As % of total catch over all districts.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 4.2.2 Estimated halchery ibutions (Contrib.} to the coho salmon cost recovery Aishery of 1997 by period and district (Continued)

District
22] 3
Wieck Contributor Faclity  Contrib. Var.  Contrib, Var. Total %
0410 Oct Halchery Wally N. 0
Solomon G. 1]
Tout °
wild 0
Sumpied Catch 0 0
Total Catoh ¢ ) 2
w70t Hutchery Wally N. 0
Salotnon G. /]
Total 0
wild 0 0
Sampled Caich 0 o
Total Catch 0 0 0
18240t Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 0 °
SoomonG.  18M 0 184 10
Towl  I8M ° M 1%
wid ° o 0 °
Sampled Catchs 0 0
Total Catch 1824 4] 1324
TOTALHATCHERY  273%0 4583 $2U 2
TOTAL WILD u 29 90 '
TOTALCATCH __ 274M4 46700 74114

* As % of total caich over all districts.
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1 hatch e

Appendix C 5.1.1 Beti

(Coatrib.) ko the sockeys salmon comnivn propeaty fishety of 1993 by pericd and district.

District
122 223 13 226 119
Waeak Contrib (Stock/Type} Remole Relense Sits  Contrib. Var.  Conlib. Var,  Conirib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Yar.  Total b
04-12 Jon MB Hatehary (Coghill 1 ake/Smalt} Q ] 4] L]
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smalt) 0 ] 1] 0
MB listchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 0 0 [
Total Hatchary 0 0 [ 0
Remots Reloase (Coghill Lake/Smalt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 1] [] ']
Remols Relesse(Eshamy Laka/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary L} [] [} 0
Remots Releaso(Eshuny Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake ] ] [ []
Remots Ralsase(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [ 0 0 0
Total Remola Reloase ] 0 0 ]
Other * 338 k1]

'Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 [} ° °

Sampled Catch 0 [ o 0 0

Total Caich [ 338 L] 0 ] )38
1319 hun MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolty 7 2 u? 607 i o s i
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoit) 0 [ 0 [ [} [ 0 0
MB Hatchery(Byak/Fry) 0 0 o o ] 0 0 0
Total Hatchery n 1m2 147 807 1 Q 19 14
Remots Relsass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary [ [ 0 [ 0 0 0
Rewmots Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt} Eshamy R Edbuary 1] 4] 0 0 ] 0 0 ]
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Laks ] 0 0 L] 0 0 [ L]
Remole Relssso(Eshamy Lake/Fry)} Pass Lake o ] 0 ] L] [ [ [}
Totul Remots Releass 1] [} 1] L] o [} 1] []
Other * 1025 1ma2 b1 607 133 0

Wild (Fshamy Lake/Smalt) [} o 0 0 0 ) o 0

Sampled Catch o 1096 358 [ [

Total Catch 0 1096 358 [+] 136 1810
* As % of total caich over alf districts.

* Other contrib. may contain wild fish and/or fish from untagged rersots reloases st Pase Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry; 1989 releass of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake (1988 release of 153,001 firy, 1989 release of 154,644 fiy),

and Davia Lake (1988 releass of 637,287 fiy).
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Appandix C35.1.1 Estinated hatchery contributions (Coatrib.} to the sckaye simon common property fishery of 1993 by period snd district  (Coatinued)
District
122 3 123 226 229
Weak Contributor {Stock/Type) Remots Reloase Site  Contrib. Var,  Contrb. Var.  Contrib, Var.  Contnib. Yar.  Coninb. Yu.  Total b I
20 -26 Jan MB Hatchery (Coghill Lakw/Smolt) 84 19118 1316 129460 16 0 us £l
MB Hutchary (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 o ] 0 0 (] [ 0
MB Hatchory(Eyuk/Fry) ] 0 o 0 0 1] 1] 0
Total Hatchery a4t 29128 228 129450 156 [T} 1 ] n
Fmote Releass (Coghill Laka/Smoll) Coghill R, Eetusry gl 1676 ] 0 L] L] ol 1
Remots Relesso(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary ] [ '] ] 0 9 ] a
Remots Ralease(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake '] ] Q 1] 0 L] ] ]
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pase Lake [} [} 0 Q 0. 0 [} o
Total Remots Releass sl 1676 [ @ a ] 91 1
Other * 2033 31304 541 129460 415 0

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smoit) 0 0 23 [} [} 1 233 )

Sampled Catch a 2985 3100 ] L]

Total Catch [} 2985 3100 0 475 10260
27 Jon-03 bl MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Sinolt) ™7 196446 18198 088306 14 0 26129 35
MB Hatchary (Evhamy Lake/Smolt) ] L] & 0 ] [ ]
MB Hatchery (Eynk/Fry) 0 Q 0 ° 0 [} [] 0
“Total Hatchery ™17 196446 18198 3088506 14 o 28129 55
Raemots Ralesss (Coghill Laka/Smolt) Coghill R. Estuary 1336 13842 819 118015 [ o 215 5
Remots Releaso{Eshamy Lako/Smolt) Eshamy R_ Estuary 175 171370 463 L0903 [} [} 638 1
Remote Releaso(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Esther Pase Lake 0 '] ] a '] [ ] &
Remots Release(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Pass Lake ] ] 1] ] '] L} 0 o
Total Remole Releass 1511 B2 1282 288920 0 LI Y 5] 4
Othar * 8925 812643 3211 3429938 3795 [

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smol) 9 2985 1k 32552 '] [ 473 1

Sampled Caich ] 18443 23074 L] 0

Total Catch 0 18443 25074 L) 3809 47326
* As % of total catch over all dintricts.

* Other comtrib. muy contain wild fish and/or fish from untagged remots releases at Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry, 1989 relesss of 603,219 fiy), Esther Pass Lake (1985 releass of 151,031 fry, 1989 releass of 154,644 &y),

uod Duvis Lake {1988 relesss of 637,287 By).

~Coatinued-
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* Othes contrib. may contain wild fek snd/or fish from untagged remote relesses at Pass Lake {1988 releass of 594,110 fry, 1989 release of 603,219 fiy), Evther Pass Lake {1938 releass of 153,031 By, 1989 relense of 134,644 Ey),

and Davie Lake (1988 releass of 657,287 £y).

~Continued-

Appendix C 5.1.1 Estimated hatchery ibutions (Contnb.) Lo the sockeys ralmon common property fishery of 1993 by period and district  (Continued)
District
232 113 223 228 9
Wesk Contributor {Stock/Type) Remote Relense Sita  Conlrib. Var,  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Yar.  Conirib. Var.  Conltrib. Var,  Total %"
04-10 2l MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smaolt} 75 356684 13728 475385 " N4 1487 52
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 9 ] 17 8275 a ° Fr i i
MB liatchery (Eysk/Fry) 0 0 ] [} 0 0 [} '}
Total Hatchery ms 356684 15953 3483560 H 14 684 33
Remats Relewss (Coghill Lake/Smoit) Coghill R_Estuary 1363 19187 841 L1415 0 0o 2208 3
Ramots Relesse{Esharmy Lake/Smalt) Eshamy R. Estuary 8 4318 1946 1168997 [} [} 2044 5
Remots Release(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Esther Puss Lake 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 [] ]
Remote Release(Evhamy Lako/Fsy) Pass Lake a 0 [] [} 0 0 [} ]
Total Remote Release 1461 3508 2788 1310412 0 " e 9
Othes * 6300 645492 5975 4903738 1995 134

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Saolt) 137 330 658 109683 [} [} 803 H

Sampled Catch 0 13613 25384 L] 4009

Total Catch 15613 25386 0 4009 43008
U-17 b MB Hatchary (Coghill Lake/Smalt) 434 265737 7626 1300752 ] 0 12160 &0
M8 Hatchezy (Esbamny Lake/Smolt) 0 ] 90 20691 ] L] 290 I
M8 Hakhery (Eyak/Fry) [ ) [} 0 0 0 ° 0
Total Hatchery 4534 263137 M6 1321403 o 0 150 61
Remots Ralsase (Coghill Lake/Smolty Coghill R Estuary 2388 219663 L] a 1] o 188 12
Reomote Release(Eshamy Leke/Smclt) Eshamy R. Estuary 1 337 310 1376 '] [} 611 3
Ramote Reletse(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake [} ] ] ] '] [} ] 1]
Remote Relsssc(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Pasa Lake 0 [ ) 0 [ 0 0 o
Total Remots Ralenss 2489 40000 110 51376 ] 0 199 [
Other * 2406 307956 481 1396078 1456 [}

‘Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) uz 2219 368 11239 ] ] 485 2

Sumpled Catch 0 IHE 9276 ] 1436

Tolal Catch 0 9346 9276 ] 1456 20178
* Az % of wwial catch aver all disticts.
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¥ Othes conteib. may conteit wild fish and/or fsh from untagged remots releases st Puse Lake (1983 release of 594,210 fiy, 1989 release of 603,219 fry), Esther Pase Lake (1958 releass of 153,03] fry, 1989 relesse of 154,644 fy),

a:d Davis Lake {1988 releass of 657,287 fiy).

Continued-

Appeadix C 5.1.1 Estimaisd hatchery ibutions (Contrib.} Lo the sockeys salmon comman propety fahery of 1993 by period and district  {Continued)
District
112 123 223 116 19
Wesk Contibutor {Slock/Type) Reinola Releass Sita  Contrib. Var. Coninb. Vs, Caontrib. Yar.  Coninb. V. Contrib. Var. Total L.
18-24 hl MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smelt) ] [] L] [}
MB Hutshezy (Eshamy Lake/Smolty 0 o 0 0
MB Hatchery (Eysk/Fry) 0 [ 0 1]
‘Total Hutchery 0 0 1] [
Remots Releass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estusry 0 0 ] a
Remots Releass(Eshamy 1ake/Smol) Eshamy R. Estusry 0 [] 0 °
Remots Relesso(Echamy Lako/Fry} Esther Pass Lake o 0 [} [}
Remota Release(Eshamy Lakw/Fry) Pass Lake 0 [+ L] L]
Totsl Remots Release ¢ 0 [} 0
Other * 458 [}

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smoit) o Q ] [

Sampled Catch 0 '] a 458

Total Calch 0 0 ] a 458 458
23-31 Rl MB Hatchety (Coghill Lake/Simolt) 1541 22490 [] [ 5 1 L L]
M8 Hatckery (Eshamy Lake/Smalt) 345 1443 0 [ B Y15 ] n
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) Q ] ] 0 0 0
Total Hatchery 7892 884933 0 a %9 "
Remoty Releass (Coghill Lake/Smoli) Coghill K. Estuary &9 S04 o 0 & ]
Remoly Ralssse(Eshamy Lake/Smalt) Eshamy R Estuary 1204 279094 0 0 1204 11
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Eusther Pasy Lake 3 153 1] L[] n L]
Remots Relsase(Eshasny Lake/Fry) Pusa Lake 11 19 [ [ 12 ]
Tetal Remots Relesrs 1116 280170 ] 0 s 13
Other * 2 1245322 109 ]

Wild (Eshamy LakeSmal) 1200 100219 [ 0 1200 11

Sampled Caich ] 0 104140 L] ]

Total Calch [ 9 1040 0 109 10519
¢ As % oftotal catch over all districts.
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* Othar contrib, may contain wild fish sndfor fish from wntegged remots relesses ot Pase Lake (1988 rlease of 394,210 fy; 1989 release of 603,219 fiy), Eether Past Lake (1988 release of 193,031 fy, 1989 relaase of 154,644 fiy),

und Davis Lake (1988 releass of 637,287 fiy).

<Continued-

Appendix C 35.1.1 Esti d hatchery it (Contrib.) to the sockeys rlnon commen property fshery of 1993 by period end district  (Continued)
District
211 b} Feal 128 1%
Waek Contributor (Stock/Typa) Remots Relewss Sila  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var,  Coatrib. V. Coobrib. Var.  Contnib. Var.  Total %
01-07 Aug MB Hatchery (Coghall Lake/Smolt) 1733 42987 831 288573 16 1 ° ¢ 530 0
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Laka/Smoli)} 1293 89931 5641 2946118 197 8170 a a M 28
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 o 0 v o 0 0 ° 0 0
Total Halchery 1016 131918 L7y r ] 3234693 L 12} 15181 L] 0 1a2 49
Remote Relaase {Coghill Laks/Smoli) Coghill . Estuary m 34819 ' 1246 0 0 0 0 9 4
Remots Relesso(Eshamy Laka/Smelt) Eshamy R. Estumy 2187 284443 3194 §142001 189 £i96 & & 1750 21
Remote Relense{Eshamy Lake'Fry) Esther Pam Lake 19 9 2% 169 ¢ o 0 0 o
Remols Relense(Pshamy Lake/Fry) Pase Lake 40 306 L] ] [] '] a 0 40 []
Total Remota Rejeass 257 319891 in 1244417 169 4196 0 ¢ 6807 3
Other * T40 462885 1734 4610078 1911 33469 338 a

‘Wid (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 300 10077 1848 130948 184 92 L] [ 437 9

Sampled Caich L] 1533 16345 3187 1]

Total Catch 0 7533 16343 a7 38 11403
08-14 Ang MB Hatchery {Coghill Laka/Smolt) 1276 3769 1] L] 547 227768 ° ] 1823 &
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 1801 220659 829 61119 1603 140684 ] ¢ 43 13
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 ['] 4931 2545145 ] 0 [] 0 Ml [
Tatal Hatchery 3077 278351 5160 2607264 2150 163452 L] o 10987 s
Remots Relsase (Coghill Lake/Smal) Coghill R. Estuary 826 e 0 L[] ] [} 0 0 526 3
Remole Releass(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R Ertuasy 4018 913460 2154 633839 2815 170880 L] o 9027 3l
Remots Relessa(Eshany Lako/Fiy) Esther Pass Lake § 1n 0 o 0 0 [ v 78 0
Remots Release(Eshamy Lako/Fey} Pass Lake n 197 a 0 130 2433 [ o 16 1
Total Remote Relsass 4953 $9EL44 2i94 635838 2943 23 ] 0 J00%2 34
Othar * 703 1437553 1124 472427 183 33416 214 Q

‘Wild (Eshamy Laka/Smolt) 1578 167058 2063 219324 1981 108631 0 0 5612 [+

Sampled Catch a 1031t i 7361 o

Total Catch 0 10311 11141 T8l 214 9027
* As % of {ota] eatch over oll districta,
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Appeadix C 5.1.1 Egtimated hatchery ibutions (Contrib.) to the sockeys slmon peoperty Bshery of 1993 by period and district ~ (Continued)
District
212 713 228 226 229
Wasek Contril (Stock/Type) Remola Relenss Site  Contrib. Vaz.  Contnb. Var.  Coatrib. Var. _Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Va.  Toil %+
1521 Avg B Hatchary (Cogh®' Lake/Smoh) [} [} 455 J6403 1ne TA4S 181 11340 1] L] 936 F]
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smalt) [} 0 179 27435 132 6419381 1804 340284 [} 0 95 |
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) [} [ 1] L] o '] 0 ] L] (1] [] 0
Totad Hatchery 0 ] ™ 63860 1371 8427026 7086 62821 [ 0 10191 x
Remola Release (Coghill Laka/Smolt) Coghill R Estuary 0 1] 0 '] 0 L] [] ] 0 0 1] [}
Remots Release(Eshamy Laka/Smolt) Esbamy R Estuary Q '] 1002 91247 14454 5370407 Yo 603224 [} O 18966 i
Remols Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pase Lake 4] 1] [ 0 14 2525 L+ 61l [ 0 is6 [}
Remots Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pase Laks 1] ] ] Q 172 7248 26 47 0 0 198 L]
Total Remats Relesse 0 L} 1002 14T 14780 5380180 3548 606282 ] 0 1933 s
Othar * 120 0 289 168370 6343 13541242 2788 [ ] 46 [}

‘Wil {Eshamy Lake/Smaolt) 0 0 37 13263 7844 2134036 2818 134214 0 o 10999 2

Ssmpled Caich [] 2342 16338 11240 0

Total Catch 120 2342 16338 11240 46 0086
11-28 Avg MB Hatchey (Coghill Lake/Scclf) L] ] 0 [ ] L] 0 ] [] ° [}
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) a 0 [ H] 49238 1307 4420 081 161143 4013 10
MB Hatchery (Eyak/¥ry) 1] a ] ] ¢ ¢ 0 0 ] Q
Total Hatchery 1] [ ] 625 49238 1307 254420 2081 162143 4013 10
Remols Reletss (Coghill Lako/Smolt) Coghill R Estuary Q 1] L] 0 0 ] L] [ o [}
Remote Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Smoit) Eabamy R. Estoary 0 '] 200 14845 12704 50580000 1504 ™l 24408 ]
Remote Relense{Esharmy Lake/Fry) Esthey Pass Lake & 0 9 0 111 1287 0 0 11 ]
Remots Relesse(Eshamy Lakw/Fry) Pase Lake o 0 n 938 332 20738 0 ] 405 1
Total Remots Release L] [} m 15783 13147 50602043 1504 75211 I ]
Other * k1] 0 628 78121 409 53335336 ] 08958

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 o 498 13100 9043 2478873 2066 67604 11807 %

Sampled Catch 0 20 13906 5822 0

Total Catch 34 1024 33906 5822 9 41786
* A % of total catch ovar all districts,

* Othar contrib, thay contain wild fish aud/or fish from untagged remots releases st Pase Lake (1988 release of 594,210 fry; 1989 releass of 603,219 fy), Esther Pase Lake (1988 releass of 153,031 fiy, 1969 ralense of 134,544 fry),

and Duvis Lake (1988 ralease of 637,287 Ly).

~Continped-
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Appendix C 3.1.1 Estiztated hatch ibutions (Coatnd.) to the sockaye ralmon propexty fishery of 1993 by petiod and district  (Continuad)
Diistrict
222 prs) 223 116 1
Wask Coutribulor (Slock/Type) Remols Reloase Site  Contnb. Var. __ Contrib. Var.  Conlrib, Vu.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Yu.  Towl %+
29 Aug-G4 Sep Mi Huschery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) [} [} 0 [ 0 o [} 0
MB Iistibary (Eshamy Laka/Smolt) 1083 292101 iB32 230964 L] [} 07 28
MB Hatchery (Eynki/Fry) 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 9
Total Hatchery 1085 292102 1832 2350964 0 ¢ I is
Remols Releass (Coghill Lake/Smoli) Coghill R. Estuary 0 [ ] o [ 0 [ [}
Ramots Releaso(Esbamy Lake/Smoll) Eshuny R, Estuary is3 19839 34359 1257680 95 582 3917 135
Ratnols Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pas Lake ) 1000 2 286 14 3 91 ]
Remots Ralease(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [} [} 0 o [ [} 0 0
Tetal Remols Releass 197 20839 3508 1267966 309 585 4014 %
Other * 395 327950 8 2094744 1 ki

‘Wild (Eshamy LakeSmolt) 423 15009 3369 393814 172 186 3964 ¥

Sampled Catch 0 2100 N7 452 1]

Tetsl Catch 0 2100 8717 451 0 11299
05-11 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smalt) Q Q ] o ] [}
MB Hutchery (Eshamy Lake/Smalt) 38 49 438 o 324 2
M3 Hatchery (Eyuk/Fry) ] ° 0 Q ] ]
Total Hutchery 86 493 438 o 514 1
Remols Ralysss (Coghill Lake/Smalt) Coghill R. Estuary [] [] 0 ] [] ]
Remote Relesse{Eshamy Lake/Smalt) Eshamy R. Estuary 1] 493 817 '] L1F] k]
Remots Release(Eshamy LakeFry) Esther Pass Lake [} 0 12 0 12 1
Remeote Release(Eshamy LakeFry) Pass Lake 0 L] L] Q 0 ]
Toinl Remote Reloase [ 3] 493 839 @ 27 »
Other * 126 986 2 0

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Simalt) 0 0 306 0 804 34

Sampled Catch L] w7 0 [} &

Total Catch 0 97 2083 ] 0 23182
* As % ol total catch over ol disxicts.

* Other contrib, may contain wild fish and/or fsh from untagged remots relsases ui Pass Lake (1958 releass of 594,210 fry, 1989 rolease of 603,219 fry), Esther Pase Lake (1988 relesss of 151,031 fry, 1989 releass of 134,644 fiy),

snd Davis Lake (1988 relese of 637,257 fiy).

~Continged-
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Appendix C 5.1.1 Evtimated hatchery it (Cunkdl)hlhmhy.nhmmnmpnpﬂlyﬁlhnyon”lbypﬂidmddimiﬂ {Continued}
216 129
Waesk Conlribuloy (Stock/Type) Ramots Relesss Site _ Contsib, Ve Contrib. Vor._ Contrib. Vae.  Contrib. Vu. _ Contnb. Ve Total "'
1218 Sept MB Hatehery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 o [ [ ° [
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Laka/Smolt) 45 L} 0 [} 115 24
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) [ 0 0 [ 0
“Yotal Hatchery 45 0 10 0 113 b1
Ramols Releass (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R Estunry 0 0 [} [ 0 L]
Remote Relense{Esharmy Lake/Smol) Eshaszy R. Estuary 4“ [} 132 0 176 36
Ramols Releasc({Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Puse Lake [] 0 2 0 2 0
Ramote Rslease{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 1] 0 L] ['] ] []
“Total Remots Release LL] 0 34 [ 178 b4
Other * 62 0 ] 0
Wild (Eshasny Lake/Smoll) 3 L] 129 L] 132 27
Sampled Catck 0 154 Q [} ]
Total Catok 9 154 kXX Q 0 487
19-25 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt} 0
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) o
MB Haichery (Eysk/Fry) 0
Total Hatchery [}
Remots Ralease (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R Estuary ]
Ramots Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Smoli) Eshamy R. Eswuary L]
Ramots Relewse{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pasa Lake ]
Ruwnote Relesse{Eshamy LakwFry) Pusa Lake []
Total Remete Relcise ']
Other *
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) []
Sempled Calch 0 0 0 0
Tota] Catch o 9 ] 0 '] [
TOTAL HATCHERY ] 19756 78684 740 43 115625 3
TOTAL K. RELEASE 0 15373 3769 3573 0 T 6
TOTAL WILD ESHAMY ] 3683 17934 nu L] 33858 13
TOTAL CATCH 154 72782 152469 28091 14770 298267

* As % of wial catch over all districts.

% Other contrib. may conlain wild fsh and/or Bsh from wntagged remote relouses at Pasy Lake (1988 relosss of 394,210 (A

and Davis Lake (1988 releass of 657,287 fry).

1989 releaso of 603,219 fry), Erther Pass Lake (1958 releass of 153,031 fry, 1989 rolaass of 154,644 fry).
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Appendix C 5.1.2 Estimsied hatchery contrbutions (Contrib.) to the sockeys salmon cost recovery fishery of 1953 by

by period and district.
District
pri]
Week Contribulor (Stock/Type) Remote Release Site  Contrib. Var. W

27 Jun493 Jul MB Hatohary (Coghill Lake/Smol() 430 0 »
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Emolt) 0 [} 0
MB Hulchery(Eyak/Fry) [ [ 0
Total Halchery 4230 ] »
Remole Release (Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary Q 0 o
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R Estusry 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake [ ] /] ]
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 0
Total Ranole Release 0 0 [

Other * 3
Wild (Eshany Lake/Smolt) 0 [} 0

Sampled Caich 0

Total Calch 4363
04-10 Jul M8 Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) nn? 1330077 9
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoll) 0 [ 0
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) ] a L]
Total Hatchery 12737 1330077 99
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smoil) Coghill R. Estuary 0 [} [}
Remots Release(Eshamy Lake/Smol) Eshamy R. Estuary 1] 0 1]
Remole Relcase(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake '] 0 ]
Remote Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [ 0 ]
Total Remote Release Q [} 0

Other * 87 1330077

Wild (Eshumy Lake/Smolt) 0 8 [}

Sampled Catch 12824

‘Total Catch 12824

= As % of total calch over all districts.
* Othes conlributions may contain wild fish andfor fish fom untagged remote releases al Pass Lake (1933 release of 594,210 Gy;198%
selease of 601,219 £y), Esther Pass Lake{1988 release of 153,031 y; 1989 release 0l 154,644 fry)) and Davis Lake (1988 rebease of 657,287 iy).
~Continued-
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Appendix C 5.1.2 Estimated hatchery contibutions (Cantrib.} to the sockeye salmon cost recovery fishery of 1993 by
by pevitd and district (Continued)

District
115
Week Contributor (Stock/Type) Remote Releass Sitke  Contrib. Var, %
1-17 hi MB Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smally 598 264265 100
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolty 0 0 [}
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) [ g [
‘Total Hatehery 9398 6426 10
Remots Relesse (Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary 0 [}
Remote Release{Eshamy Lake/Smoit) Eshamy R. Estuscy ] [ ]
Remats Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 ]
Total Remots Release 0 0 ]
Other * 0 164163
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) [ 0 L]
Sampled Colch 9893
Total Caich 9898
18-24 Jul MB Hatchesy (Coghill Lake/Smalt) 22632 6086455 100
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Luke/Smolt) 0 [} [
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) ] 0
Total Hatchery 22632 G0BG4SS 100
R Releasa (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill B Estuary a 1] [}
Remote Releaso(Eshamy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R. Estuary [ 0 0
Reancte Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 1} 0 L]
Remole Release{Eshumy LakaFry) Pass Lake 1 0 0
Tolat Renote Releass ] [} )
Other * ] 6086453
Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) | 0 0
Sampled Csich 22632
Total Catch 22632

* As % of total catch over ol districts.
* Osher coniributions may contin wild fish and/or Bsh fowm untagged remote releases at Pass Lake (1984 relesse of 594,210 &y, 1983
release of 603,219 Ey), Esther Pass Lake() 988 release of §53,03] fiy, 1989 release of 154,644 Ey)) and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).
«Continued-
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Appaldixc5.!.2Esmhdhuh=vcunkihuﬁonl(mib.)munaockcyeuknoncoslmwuyﬁsh«yol‘l”lhy
by period and district (Continued)

District
215
Week Contributor {Stock/Type) Remole Release Site  Contrib. Var. %"
2531 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smalt) 18554 144149 )
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoll) 3414 19698} 15
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 1] [}
Total Hatchery 22408 441130 9
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary ] a Q
Remote Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Stnolt) Eshamy R. Estuary [} 0 L]
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Laks ] [ 0
Remole Relesse(Eshamy Lake/Fey) Pass Lake ) [} 0
Tolal Remole Release 0 ] [
Other * 2 44534
‘Wild (Eshamy Lake/SmoR) 406 4104 2
Samipled Cach 12816
Tolal Caich 1818
01-07 Aug MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 14063 6644871 68
MB Haichery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt} 6100 5153287 9
MB Huichay (Eyak/Fry) 0 0 0
Total Hatchery 20163 12398158 7
Remote Release (Coghill Leke/Smalt) Coghill R. Estuary 0 ° 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolty Estumy k. Estusy 0 '] L]
Remole Releasc(Eshary Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 [
Remots Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [} 9 [1]
Tota] Remote Release 0 L] 0
Other * 1 12424622
'Wild (Eshazity Lake/Smolf) 583 26464 3
Sampled Catch 20750
Total Caich 20750

« As % ol total catch over all districts.
* Oﬂuwﬁibuﬁommymhhwﬂdﬁshuﬂaﬁshﬁmmmdmwuhnhks(lm:ehgofju,zm iy, 1989
releass of 603,219 fry), Esther Pass Lake(1988 release of 153.0M £y, 1989 releass of 154,644 fiy)) and Davis Lake (1988 relcase of 657,287 fry).
-Continued-
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Appendix C 5.1.2 Estimated haichery contributions (Conirib.) to the sockeye salmon cost recovery fishery of 1993 by
by period and district {Continved)

District
n3
Week Contributor (Stock/Tyype) Remols Relesse Site  Contrib, Var. %
08-14 Aug M@ Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Saolt) 1832 252026 n
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 816 1219677 36
MB Halchery (Eysk/Fry) [} 0 0
Total Halchery 5648 1411703 [t
Remols Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghdl R Estuary 63 993 1
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smalt) Eshamy K. Eshuary 38l 36374 6
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake [} [} L]
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [} 0 1]
Total Remote Release 44 N7 7
Other * 241 1547431

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smoli) 49 38362 7

Sumpled Calch 64829

Total Caich 6829
1M Ag MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 5T 2 13
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 3276 566007 BS
MB Hutchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 0 0
Tola) Hatchery 854 371298 100
Remole Releare (Coghill Lake/Smol) Coghill R_ Estuary 0 o [
Remiote Redesso(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R Estuary 0 0 0
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake ] 0 1]
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pras Lake [ [} [
Total Remote Releass [ I ]

Other * 1 571298

Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) [} L] ']

Sampled Catch 3853

Total Catch 3855

* As % of toixl calch over all districts.
¢ Other contributions may contsin wild fish andfor fish From mtagged remots releases st Pass Lake (1988 release of 594,210 by, 1989
release of 603,219 fry), Esther Puss Lake(1988 releass of 153,031 By, 1989 release of 154,644 fiy)) and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fiy).
-Continued-



01T

AmmdixcJ.I.ZEMWMM(MW.)hmmmmWfuhclyotl”lby
by period and district (Continued)

District
215
Week Contributor (Stock/Type} __Remote Release Site _ Contriby, Ve, %
23-3% Aug MB Hakchery (Coghill Lake/Solty 15 332 3
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 913 880657 kz}
MB Hatchery (Byak/Fry) L} 1 1]
Tolat Hatehery 3028 883949 %
Remole Relexss (Coghill Lake/Smol) Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary [ L] 0
Bemote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake ] /] /]
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake Q [1] 0
Total Remote Relesse [ ] g
Cthe * 841 8819

'Wild (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 125 3950 3

Sampled Calch 3994

Total Catch 94
29 Aug-04 Sept MB Halchery {Coghili Lake/Smaolt) 205 o518 M
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoit) [31] 33041 76
MB Haichery (Eysk/Fry) Q [ )
Total Hatchery 855 63559 100
Remote Releasa (Coghill Lake/Samoli) Coghill R. Bstusry 0 Q [
Remoto Relense(Eshamy Lake/Smaolt) Eshamy R Estuary 0 [} 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Loke/Fry) Esther Pass Lake [} 0 0
Remote Releasc(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 ]
Total Remote Release 9 0 [}

Other * 1 63559

Wil (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 0 0 [

Sampled Catch 856

Toial Catch 856

TOTAL HATCHERY 103555

TOTAL R RELEASE 4dd

TOTAL WILD ESHAMY 1610

TOTAL CATCH 108817

* As % of tolal catch over all districts,
. Owhumuibuﬁuumyminwild&huwu&hﬁmumnedmoumlﬂmalrmhh(lmmﬁwuwﬁmlm
release of 603,219 firy), Esther Pass Lake(1988 release of 153,031 fry; 1989 release of 154,644 fry)) and Davis Lake (1988 release of 657,287 fry).



Appendix C 5.2.1 Esti d hatchery fhutions (Cantrib. }o the coho subhon common propaty fshery of 1993 by period and diatrict.

ITT

District
212 n 223 226 229
Waek Contributor Facility  Contrib. Conlrib, Contrib. Tota}
06-12 bun Hatchery Soloenon Guich 0
Sampled Caich [} 0
Total Catch 0 0 [}
13-19 Jun Halchery Salomon Gulch 1] [}
Sampled Cutch 15 o
Tota) Catch 15 [} 13
20 -26 Jun Hatchery Solomon Gulch 1] L]
Sampled Catch 2 0
Tota] Catch k7] 0 3
27 Jun-03 Jul Haichery Solomon Guich 0 0 [}
Sampled Caich 139 o8
Total Catch 159 98 57
04-10 Jul Hatchery Solomaa Gulch [ 0 Q
Sampled Catch k) ¥ 287
Tolal Caich i 287 559
11-17 Jul Hutchery Solomon Gulch ] 1] 0
Sampled Catch 7N 12
Total Catch | 12 103
18-24 Il Hatchery Solomon Gulch o
Sampled Catch 0 0
Total Catch [ 0 4
2531 il Hatchery Solomon Gulch 0 0
Sampled Cuteh 0 10
Total Catch 0 10 10
* Az % of whtal caich over all diswricts.
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Appendix C 5.2.1 Estimaled halchery contributions (Contrib, }o the coho salmon comunon property fishery of 1993 by period and district  (Continued)

District
N 22 223 223 126 229
Week Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Conrib. Var. Coninb. Var.  Coptrib. Var,  Tolal %
01-07 Aug Halchary Solomon Guich 160 5265 H M 1] 0 111 w
Sampled Catch [ 604 35 318 1]
Tolal Catch 0 604 34 328 1] 1168
08-14 Aug Hatchery Solomon Gulch 0 0 0 o o 0 .0 0
Sampled Catch [} 1194 134 1339 L]
Total Calch o 1194 134 1359 [H 2687
15-11 Aug Hatchery Solemon Gulch 0 0 0 0 [ 0 [} 0 0 [
Samgled Caich 1 an 17 1208 o
Total Catch 17 41 117 1205 0 1180
22-18 Aug Hatchery Solomon Guich o 0 1} 0 1] [} [} 0 0 1]
Sampled Caich 1 2605 634 F1E) [}
Total Catch 1 2603 634 515 0 3733
9 Aug-04 Scp Hatchery Solomon Gulch 3 4139 (! 0 0 0 @ 1
Sampled Catch 0 8399 100 0 o
Tolat Catch 0 8399 300 52 0 8751
03-11 Sept Hatchery Solosnon Gulch o [ 0 ] 0
Sanpied Caich 0 10536 1] ] 0
Tolal Catch 0 10536 147 1] o 10683
12-1B Sept Hatchery Solomon Gukch ] 1] Q L] /] [}
Sampled Caich 0 0 ] 0 ]
Total Catch o $319 20 0 0 9339
19-25 Sept Hisichary Salamon Gulch 0 4] 1] [}
Sampled Catch 0 0 0 o 0
Total Caich 1] 5876 a [ 0 5876
* As % of total catch over all districts.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 5.2.1 Estimated hatchery {butions (Contrib. %o the coho salmon commen property fishery of 1993 by peried and district  (Continucd)

District
22 prxl 223 226 229
Week Contributor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrb. Var.  Conirib. Var,  Contrb. Var. Totd
26 Sept-02 Oct Halchery Salomon Gulch 0 0 [
Sampled Catch 0 0 ] ) ]

Total Catch o 484 [ ] , L] 484

TOTAL SOLOMON G. ¢ 169 n o 0 180

TOTAL CATCH 18 40067 1795 3659 4 43543

* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 5.2.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib,) to the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1993

by period and district.
District
221 223
Week Contributor Facility  Contrib, Var.  Contrib. Var. Total %*
2228 Aug Hatchery Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 4] 193
Total Catch /] 193 193
29 Aug-04 Scpt Hatchery Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 1] 0
Total Caich 0 1339 1339
05-11 Sept Hatchery Solomen G. 0
Sampled Catch 0
Total Catch 0 [ 0
12-1% Sept Hatchery Solomon G. 1614 58056 1614 g1
Sampled Caich 1935
Total Catch 1985 0 1985
19-25 Sept Hachery Solomon G. 132 4273 132 66
Sampled Catch 201
Total Catch 201 [1} 201
TOTAL SOLOMON G. 1746 1] 1746 47
TOTAL CATCH 2186 1532 3718

* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 5.3.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Coatrib.) to the chinook salmon common property fishery of 1993 by period and district.

District
223 225 226 229
Week Conlributor Facility  Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var, Contnb. Var.  Contrib. Var. Toal %
06-12 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 156 2017 156 &0
Soloman G- 0 0 ] a
Total 156 2017 156 60
wild 106 07 106 40
Sampled Catch 262 0 ] 0 .
Total Catch 262 0 1 o 262
1319 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 80 ] 15 [ 95 &5
Sclomon Q. [ 0 0 ] o 0
Total 80 +] 15 [] 95 63
wild 51 0 0 [ 51 35
Sampled Catch 131 15 ] [}
Total Catch 131 15 0 0 146
20 -26 Jun Hatchery Wally N, 46 154 9 34 '] 0 55 62
Solosmon O [ 0 0 [+] 0 [} 9
Total 46 154 9 34 0 ] 55 &2
wild 5 154 ] 34 1 '] ¥ »n
Sampled Catch n 17 0 0
Tolal Catch " 1? ] 1 89
27 Jun-03 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 34 368 7 0 0 a 41 53
Soloman G. 0 ] 0 0 ¢ 0 [
Total 34 368 1 ] 4] 0 41 53
Wwild 28 368 [ ] 2 0 36 47
Sampled Caich 62 13 0 0
Totsl Calch 62 13 0 2 T

* As % of otal catch over all districts.
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Appendix C $.3.1 Eatimated hatchery contributions {Contrib.) to the chinook salmon common property fishery of 1993 by period and district  (Continued)

Dristrict
223 225 226 29
Week Contributor Facility  Contrib. Var,  Conlrib, Var,  Contrib. Var.  Contab. Var. Totsl %°
04-10 Il Hauchery Wally M. 17 50 4] 0 0 13 17 53
Solomon Q. 0 0 0 0 0 0 [+]
Total 17 50 0 0 a ] 17 5%
Wild 3 50 8 0 3 0 14 45
Sampled Caich 20 g o
Total Catch 20 B 1) 31
11-17 hul Hatchery Wally N. 16 45 0 [} 0 0 15 10
Salomon Q. 0 0 [} [} 0 [} 0
Total is 45 a & o 0 16 70
Wild 2 45 3 0 2 0 7 30
Sampled Catch 18 3 0 2
Total Catch 18 3 0 2 23
18-24 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 '] 0
Salomon Q. 1} [+] 0
Total 4] ] 4]
Wild ] 0 5 too
Samopled Caich 0 0 [ 6
Total Cuich (] 1} 0 6 []
25-31 hil Hatchery Wally N, [ [+ L]
Solomon Q. 0 4} 0
Total ] 0 /]
Wikd 1 [4] 1 100
Sampled Catch 0 1 /] [}
Total Catch O 1 ] 0 1

* Az % of total catch over all districts.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 5.3.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the chinook ssimon common property fishery of 1993 by period and district  (Continued)

District
223 225 226 229
Week Contributor Facility  Conlrib, Var.  Conlrib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contnb. Var.  Tolal %"
01-07 Avg Hatchery Wally N. o ¢ 0 0 0
Solomon G. 0 g
Total ] o 0 0 0
Wild 30 0 2 0 32 10
Sampled Catch 30 4] 2 0
Total Catch 30 ] 2 1] 32
08-14 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 o o o o 0 0
Solomon . 1} [+ ]
Total ] 0 0 Q 0 Q o
wild 120 0 1 0 6 0 1271 100
Sampled Cutch 120 1
‘Total Catch 120 1 6 0 127
15-20 Aug Hetchary Wally N, 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Solamon Q. 0 0 0 0 1] Q o
Total 0 ¢ 0 [} 0 Q +]
wild 3 0 3 0 2 0 & 100
Sampled Catch 3 3 2 0
Total Catch 3 3 2 /] 8
22-28 Aug Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 0 0 4] ) 0 4]
Solemon G. 0 0 o a [+] [
Total 0 0 0 o 0 4] [} [*]
Wild 5 0 1 0 1 0 7 100
Sampled Catch 5 i o
Total Catch 5 1 1 [1] ?

* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C5.3.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Coatrib.) to the chineck salmon common property fishery of 1993 by period and district (Continued)

District
223 223 226 229
Week Contributor Fucility Contrib. Var. Conurib. Var.  Conltrib. Var.  Conlrib. Var, Toal %°*
29 Aug-04 Sep Halchery Wally N 1] 0 0 [+] 0
Solomon Q. Q9 Q Q 0 [}
Total ] [+ 0 ']
Wild 3 0 5 Q £ 100
Sampled Catch 3 Q [+] [
Total Catch 3 5 [} 1] 8
05-11 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 o 0
Solemon Q. 0 0 0
Total ] 0 1]
Wild 2 1] 2 100
Sampled Catch 2 Q [4] "}
Total Catch 2 0 ] 0 2
12-18 Sept Hatchery Wally N. L]
Solomon G. 0
Tolal 1]
Wild 0
Sampled Catch [} 0 o o
Total Catch Q 0 1] 0 ]
TOTAL HATCHERY 349 31 [+] o 380 46
TOTAL WILD 378 36 11 i4 439 54
TOTAL CATCH 727 67 11 14 819

* As % of tota! catch over all districts.



Appendix C 5.2 Esti

d haichery

mbutions (Contrib.) to the chinook
salthion cost recavery Sshery of 1993 by period and distnct

District
273
Week Contributor Facility Contrib, Var, %"
23-29 May Halchery Wally N. [} 0 k4
wid 2% [} 70
Sampled Catch Q
Total Catch 34
30 May-05 Jun  Hatchery Wally N. 2 1504 30
wid 183 1504 70
Sampled Catch 61
Total Catch 161
06-12 Jun Hatchery Wally N, i3 13063 100
Wid 0 13063
Sampled Catch 35
Total Catsh 353
13-19 Jun Hatchery Wally N, 2356 13 64
wid 148 23 8
Sampled Catech 401
Total Catch Mt
20-26 jun Ruatchery Wally N. 286 703 ™
Wild 75 703 n
Sampled Catch 31
Total Catch 61
" As % of total catch over all districts.
~Continued-
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A dix C 5.3.2 Esti d hatch ibutions (Contrib.) 10 the chinook

WP 4

salmon cost recovery fishery of 1993 by period and district (Continued)

District
223
Week Confributor Facility Contib. Var, "
27hm03Jul  Hatchery Wally N. [ [}
Wild 8 0 100
Sampled Catch 8
Tota] Catch g
04-10 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 3 I 50
wid 3 1 30
Sampled Catch 5
Total Catch é
1117 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 20 5 100
Wid Q 5
Sampled Catch 20
Total Catch 20
1824 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 0
Wid ¥ g 175
Sampled Catch 1
Total Catch 1
2531 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 4 17 o5
Wid 3 17 0
Sampled Catch 7
Total Catch T
TOTAL HATCHERY 1011
TOTAL WILD 449
TOTAL CATCH 1460
* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix € £.1.1

d hatchery bl (Cmt.lhmmdmmmnomﬂmofimwmmw

WEEK Contribuiof {Mock/Typs) Ramols Relsass Site

12-18 Jun MB Hatchary (Coghill Lake'Smoll)
MB Halchery (Eahmmy Lake/Smoll)

MB Halchery (Main Bay/Smol)

MB Hatchery (Eysk/Fry}

Tolal Hatchery

Remola Reicass (Coghill Lake/Smol)
Ramots Releme(Eshamy Lake/Smolt}
Remols Release (Eshuny Lake/Fry)
Remots Releste(Esharmy LakaFry)
Remols Relesse(Eshamy LakeFry)
Total Resote Releass

Total Wikd

Sampled Caick
Total Catch

1925 Jun ME Halchery (Coghill Lake/Smok)
MB Haichery (Eshamy Lakw/Smolt)

MB Haichary (Msin Bsy/Smok)

MB Haichery (Eysk/Fry)

Tolat Hatchery

Remots Releass (Coghill Lake/Smok)
Ramots Ralesse(Eshacny Lake/Smolt)
Remols Raloass (Eshamy Lake/Fry}
Ramols Relsase(Eshamy Lako/Fry)
Ramols Releme(Eahamy Lake/Fry)
Tolal Remaote Releass

Totsl Wild

Sampied Cetch
“Total Cutch

Coghili R. Exuary
Eshany R, Estuary
Eshamy Lake
Esther Pasa Lake
Paas Lake

Coghill R. Ewosy
Ezhamy R. Eguwy
Eahsuy Lake
Esthar Pass Lake
Paas Lake

wm

Fri

Conurib.

Conltrib,

Contritr.

Conirib.

Var,

Contrib,

V.

Yol

oo e oo s e o o o e © O Bl eeo

47

47
47

o o o o & O

e

oo e o o

o oo 000

BBeoose

47

47

o 0 0 & ®

* Al % of towal cach owet all districta.
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Appeudix C €.£.1 Estimatad hatchary ibutions (Canirib.) Lo the sockeys salmon propexty fishary of 1994 by period mnd district  {Condinued)
District
m
WEEK Comributor {Siock/Type) Retiols Ruleass Sis  Condiib. Var,__Conlrib. Var.  Conrib, Vai. Coninib. Vu.  Contrib, Vur,  Towl k.Y
24 fun-82 Jul MB laichery {Coghill Lake/Smokt) 4 (] 43 a7 o 3
MB Hutchery (Eshamy Lake/Smok) L] 0 ] ] [ ] L]
MB latchery (Main Bay/Smel) [] L ] L4 + ]
MB Huchary (Eysk/Fry) 0 L ] ¢ ] L]
Total Hochery 4 [ 45 427 4 [
Remols Relases {Coghill Lake/Smakt) Coghill R. Estaary o 0 » JEITE] b -4
Remots Ralesse(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Ezhamy R. Estuscy L] [] 1] -] 1] ]
Ramots Relaass (Eshamy Lako/Fiy) Eahargy Laks L] L] ] [} ] L}
Remotz Relasso(Eshamy LakaTry) Esther Paag Laks L] o L 0 L] (]
Remots Releass(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Luaks ] [} [ L] [} ]
Total Remots Relosss o 0 303 nue b ) F-4
Tolal Wild e [ 67 13546 (1] [
Sampled Catch [] L] °
Total Cach k3] j17.] [ 1053
0309 Jul MB Haichary {Coghill Lake/Smok) s ] 633 960 bogsd 190008 Mt o
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smol) 0 0 [} 0 [} 4 ] []
MB Hachery (Main Bay/Smol) 0 ] 1 [ [ " ] .
MB Haichery (EyaliFry) 0 [ ] [} [ » [ s
Tolad Hetchery 33 o 633 M0 prr:] 390009 M4l 2]
Remota Releass (Coghill Laxe/Smok) Coghill R. Estuary ] 0 " 746 ] [] 7 ]
Ramols Redesss(Eshamy Lako/Smoll) Eshamy R. Estusry ] [] 1] L] ] [] » L]
Ramois Release (Eshamy LakeFry} Eshmny Lake L) L] (] & L] [ ] 1] L
Remole Ralesse(Eshamy Lake/Fzy) Embir Pass Lake 1 L] [ ] ] 0 ] L ] [}
Rimola Release(Eshamy Laka/Fey) Pusa Lake ] L] [ ¢ [ | ] [ ] ]
Tolal Remols Relsase L3 0 497 kL 700 ° L ] a H
Tolal Wild -2 0 1] TIT06 it 390009 1403 26
Sempled Caich ] w008 4
Tots Cafch 28 2009 3004 331

* Az % of 1otal catch over all districta.
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Appendix € 6.1.1 Esti d haitchery i (cm'b.)h&n-ukq-ﬂmmmmmmdlmhypﬂbdndﬁm (Continued)

i
WEEX Contsibuto {Stock/Type) Ramote Releass Sits  Coninb. ¥, Contrib. Var.  Conlrib. V. Coniib. Vur.  Cowtnib, Var.  Total %
16-16 Jul MD Huchery (Coghill Lake/Smok) 1 [ 147 76263 3573 PITME o %
MB Hachery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) ¢ L] 1} 6021 M 443 135 2
MB Hachery (Main Bay'Smolt) (] 0 ¢ (] ] [] L ]
MB Hatchary (Eysk/Fry) [ ] L] [ (] [] L] (]
Telal Huichay 13 ] 1358 s 547 y12783 o 7
Remols Releass (Coghill Lak«/'Small} Coghill R, Fstuary [ ] L] 93 43440 ] ] ” 7
Remols Releass(Eshanry Lake/Smok) Eshamy R Estoary L] ¢ 131 16901 573 134430 06 L]
Remots Relasss (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake L] 0 [ L] L L] ] [}
Runots Relasso(Eshamy Lake/Fry} Esthar Pass Lake 0 [] [] (] [] [] ] []
Rimote Relesse{Eshamy LakeFry) Paxs Lake L] [} 0 [ [] [ ] L} L]
Total Remote Relesss 0 o 1024 3341 513 138434 1599 3
Tolal Wild 19 [] 47625 2543 1061213 3619 »
Sampled Calch L] ] DM 1N
Tolal Calch 167 0 04 nun 7 1]
17-8Ju MB Haichery (Coghill Luke/Smoll) 58 o [ L] 119 1907 12280 JRII 2L 13458 %
MB Hatchery (Eshumy Laka/Smok) ] ] [ [ [ ° 2962 501513 2948 2
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smokt) [} [ [ ° [ [] m 40071 m 1
MB Halchery (Eyak/Fry) [ ¢ 4 L] ] [ [} [} L] [ ]
Total Haichery 39 ] [ L] 119 113987 16325 1960073 w3 ]
Ramots Releass (Coghill Lake/Sanok) Coghill R. Estuscy ] o 0 [} 183 1631 ™ ml 411 2
Remots Relsase(Eshamy Lakeo/Smoli) Eshamy R. Estuary ] ] 0 ° ] ] 1y 188441 s $
Ramols Releses (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eahamy Luke L] L] [ L] L] L] 133 D 13 i
Ramols Ralesse(Echamy Leko/Fry) Esthac Pass Leke 4 0 L] L] 17 wn L] L] 17 L]
Remots Releast{Eshamy Lako¥1y) Paas Lake [} 0 [ ° b 1971 ¢ 1] M .
Total Ramols Reloase 0 ¢ L] ¢ 6 17715 1521 105 1757 1
Total Wild 439 [} 53 0 1556 131702 UL it 51l ] 5452 Fi]
Sampled Caich [ 3} 1951 21364
Total Caich 548 53 1951 21360 1912

* As% of lotal caick sver sl districts.
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Appedix C §.1.1 Estisitabed Batchary contributi

(Conirib.} Lo Lhe sockeys mbnon common peoperty fishery of 1994 by period and distrid  (Continued)

Dristric}
22 226
WEEK Contritralor (Siock/Type) Remots Relesss Sia  Contrib Ve Conirib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Coninb. Yar.  Coninb. Vot Tolal Li
24-30 Jul MB Hutehery (Coghill Laka/Smolt) 60 [ 263 "y 41 nyn7 2004 nnst 2053 67601 470 U
MB Huchery (Eshsiny Lake/Smok) ] [ L H $17/] o [ LT 2429 1™ el 6169 30
MB Haichery (Muin Bay/Smoli) [ ¢ ] $ [ [ [} [ 0 ’ ] »
ME Huchery [EyslFry) 0 [ [ 0 [ . [ [ [ 0 ] [
Tolal Hatchery 1] ] TS 4363 411 nn? 3919 [E318 23 WA ITéle 10933 b2
Remata Releats (Coghill Lake/Semoll) Coghill R. Esusry [ [ 287 1186 257 14590 1] 121 ° [ 7> 3
Remols Rulesso(Exharsy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R Estumry 0 L] 9 0 “ s [Tk 215864 M 512388 4987 W
Remols Relosss (Eshamy LakoFry) Eshamy Lake [] 13 (] 0 (] [} 171 1280% L] L] mnm ]
Remols Releaso{Eshany Laka'Fry) Ester Pasa Laks L L] 0 [ (] L L L] [ ] L] [} L}
Remols Relespe(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Paas Lake 0 L [] [ [] L} L] L} ¢ L} ] ]
Tolsl Remots Releass ¢ L] 7 1136 k113 1533 7y 40934 M 5i1588 5™ -
Total Wild 500 ] 1 1549 2% 3542 2119 1092140 e 155 M 17
Sunplad Caich 560 Wi T4t §757 45
Total Caich 50 1033 e 9757 R4S 204)
31 Tul96 Aug MB Hatchary (Coghill Lake/Smoit) 57 0 ny M3 3961 “nis 1400 WINE % W
MB Hachary (Eshamy Lake/Smok) [} & Mm nm uTR 12057613 6633 143388 2UM 4
MB Haichery (Main Bay/Smok) [] [ 0 [ [ [ 203 [ITY] 203 [}
Mh Hachery (Eyal/Fry) L] (] [} L] ¢ L} [] [] (] []
Tolal Hechery 57 0 668 4129 1Nz 12346079 3 BN TN 5t
Bomots Releass (Coghill Lake/Smak) Coghill R, Estusry L] [] ° ] 0 L} 24 15424 4 1
Remole Relesmss(Eshamy Lake/Smoli} Eshamy R. Estusry [] [] 467 §183 359% 1420663 257 007 1ah 1
Remots Relesss (Eshuny LakoFry) Eshamy Laka 0 L] L) [] ” 1302 189 481 266 [ ]
Remola Release(Eshaniy LakwFry) Eshor Pacs Lake [ [ [ [ ] ] . [} . .
Remols Rebease(Exhamy Lake/Fry) Pans Lake L] [} L] ° ¢ [ 53 Itie n [}
Total Remols Relesss 0 [] 46T L{L5] 7% 1422105 33 s 1B 0D
Total Wild 478 L 419 10312 7 139681 1331 M2 26 M
Sumpled Catich ] 143 [} 22438 w2
Tod Catch 535 1345 [] 1415 M M7

* Az % of total caich over ull districts.

~Conitoued-
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dix C ¢.1.1 Emi

PP

4 haichary contrib

{Conirib.) to the socksys salmon common propety fishery of 1934 by pariod md distrit  (Continued)

221
WEEK. Contributor (Stock/Typs} Retnols Relewse Sie _ Contrib. Var.  Conirib, Var.  Conirib, Yar.  Contrib, Vur.  Conlrib, Vo Toul W'
o)} Aug MB Hatchery (Coghull Lake/Smok) 083 374 360 11585 a 23904 17H 4
MB Huwchery (Eshamy Lake/Smok) e 1189683 (53 117992 19548 S8M4ME HIS n
ME Huchery (Main Bay/Smolt) L [] o [ o ° L} (]
ME Haicher (Eyak/Fry) ? [ ° L o ] L} [
Total Huchery 4342 1180057 1198 12957 19 390832 25059 4l
Remols Relesas {Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary 0 L] 413 4 [} 0 415 i
Remois Releaso(Eahamy Lake/Smok} Exhany R Estuscy 1579 3093) 1603 THM 07 2601082 1116l 24
Remote Releass (Echamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Laks [ [ 135 954 w7 20023 n 1
Remiots Relssss(Exhamy Lako/Fry) Esther Pasa Lake 0 [ 1% us? (] ] 17 L]
Raznola Relese(Eshamy LakeFry) Pasa Lake L] L) L L] (] ] ] L
Total Remate Releass 1579 31 41 I (3] 22108 1214 ]
Tots] Wild 366 1310988 1433 et 133 519647 4152 1]
Sampled Cuich 8787 H1t ] Wi4e
Tolal Caich n7 nn 146 4128
20 Axg MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 U m un 72 1151 1043 3
ME Haichery {Eshamy Laka/Smok) 2081 751068 2547 ¥1o02 1203 7255553 16639 41
MB Halchery (Main Bay/Smok) L [ o L} L} ] L} ]
MB Hatcher (Eyak/Fry) ] ° [ L ] o L} []
Tolal Hachery N 78M7 a0 40112 12157 TATII 17108 50
‘ Ramols Releass {Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estusry [ 3 94 1937 [} L] o 2
Remcts Relenso(Enhuny Lake/Small) Eshamy R. Estumy 03 M6 U 42153 THST 4603003 (B b b 1]
Remols Relesss (Eahuruy LakoFry) Eahany Laks 121 1406 [} [ ° ° m .
Remols Relesse(Eshamy LakwFry) Esther PPass Lake L] 0 57 3 ] L] 37 [ ]
Remots Release(Ethamy Lake/Fry) Puas Laks »n k] 109 435 [] L) 12 []
Tolal Remots Relessa Hé Wosl M 3046 TIsST 4603085 12045 M
Total Wild 4145 TR 3k, ] 2ice 411 12080336 5758 13
Sampled Caich nn 7356 20925
Total Cuich 7122 T35 10928 35503

* Aa % oftotal catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 6.1.1 d haichery iY (Coatrib.} 4 the socksys salnon common propesty Sahery of 1994 by period nd district  (Continued)
Digtrict
221 rel]
WEEK Contribulor {Stock/Typs) Remols Relenss Sits _ Contrity. Var.  Coninb. V.  Coninb. V.  Comtrib, Var.  Conlpib, Vor.  Told %
21-77 Ang MB Heichery (Coghill LekwSmoll) [} 0 [ [ 9 [+11 ’ [}
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoll) 79 M6 328 116903 16613 19119934 w128 [ 1]
MB Huichary (Main Bay/Smok) [ [} [ [ ' 1 ' [
MB Haicher (EnkFry) [ ] [] L} [] 1] [ ] ]
Total Haichery Iy 3484 3214 156902 1704 19128182 223y £3
Remote Relesa (Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R Extusry ° ] ns M L3 [] s 2
Remote Releme(Eshamy Lako/Smokt) Eshamy R Estusy ] ki 1209 82654 ] 4768 1299 4
Remots Release (Eshany Lake/Fry) Eahamy Lake ] [] 0 [ ] 37 1315 i ]
Ramote Relesse(Eshamy Lako/Fry) Eather Pass Laka [} L] 1] ] [} [] [] []
Remots Ralease(Exhmny Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [ ] 0 [} ] [ ] [} [ ] *
Tolal Remole Releass 0 m 1914 91448 37 L 041 7
Totd Wild 1341 758 1674 208351 HK 19104248 »ly »
Smnpled Cach nie 5824 ns L
Tolal Calch nis 28U Q43 [ ann
28 Ang-03 Sepl MB Malchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 8 ] ' . .
MD Hatchary (Eshamy Lake/Simol) sz 1443527 13068 (TR 1658 15
MB Hatchary (Main Bay/Smok) [} . [ 0 . .
MB Hatcher (Eyak/Fry) [ [ [ ° . .
Tolal Huchery szt 4557 13060 M7 30 ”
Retnots Release (Coghill .ake/Smok) Coghill R. Estuary L] 9 [ ] L] L] "
Remols Relusse(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary 4 106836 1726 . M 12
Hemots Roleasa (Eshamy LakaFry) Eahamy Lak¢ 1% sl . 271408 1% 1
Ramots Relesss(Eshamy Lak#Fry) Easthar Pasa Lake [] [] ] Q L} L]
Remots Relemel{Eshamy Laka¥ry) Pur Lake ] L] [} [ ] L ] L]
“Toinl Remols Releass 2] 157 1726 pralt 3] 1590 13
Totel Wild 3 1560874 1 1762883 446 1
Sampled Caich [ 48 14787 [
Tolal Celch [1] 4830 L4787 L] 19617
* A% of lolal catch over all districls.
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Appendix € 6.1.1 Esimated haichery ibuliona (Conirib.) ta the sockeys ralmon common property fishery of 1994 by period wd district (Continued}
Districl
21 m
WEEK Contribwlor { ock/Typa) Remots Relenss Site  Cornurib. Ve,  Conrib, VYw. Contrib. VYwr.  Contrib. V.  Contrib. Ve, Total %
©4-10 Sept MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smoit)* * [} ] ) * °
MB Haichery (Eshamy Lako/Smok) [37 s 1™ 429959 N 4
MB Haichery (Main Bay/Smol) ° (] [] [] ] ]
MB Hutchet (EyakiFry) ] [] ] [] ] ]
Total Hechery 2 5199 1™ 429953 1N L1
Remole Relesss (Coghill Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary ] [] [] * (] []
Ramois Relesse(Eshamy Lako/Smok) Eshamy R. Estuxry 107 o] ] ] wr 2
Remols Reloass (Eahamy Lako/Fry) Exhamy Lake [] ° ° L] [ ] L
Remoie Relesse(Eahamy LakaFry} Esther Pacs Lake ] L} L] L] L L
Remota Releaso(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pazs Lake (] ] L 1] [] (]
Total Remots Relests 107 B ] ] 107 2
Tolal Wild 43 0303 3 41995Y 1 57
Sampled Caich [ 0 ™ 5044 N
Total Caich [] [ ™ 014 (] 198
11-17 Sept MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smol} L} [ ] [] (] ] 4
MB Huichery (Eshamy Lake/Smokt) 1] ] % ’ 4“7 45
MB Haichery (Main Bay/Smolt) L} [] [] ] L] L}
MB Hutcher (Eyak/Fry)} L [] (] [ ] 4
Tosl Halchery 191 0 7% . “wr o4
Retola Releans (Coghill Lakeo/Smolt) Coghill R Estuary [ ] [ ¢ » »
Ramoly Relsase(Eshamy Laka/Smoll) Eshamy K. Estuary n [] [] [} n ]
Remote Release (Exhamy Lako/Fry) Eshany Lake L q ] L] L} L]
Remols Rejesse(Eshany LakoFry) Esther Pass Laks ] L] L o . ]
Remots Release(Eshamy LakeFry) Pasa Laks 0 ] ] [ ] L] L}
Total Rernots Releasa LH (] [] [} 1n 1
Tolal Wild 15 [] n [ 53 n
Sampled Coich [] L] L] ° ]
Total Caich ] ] = | n L 135
TOTAL HATCHERY o] 1] #6s 46 Hin 41 133950 ki 12062 M M9} b
TOTAL R. RELEASE [ [} k23] 1] 10876 1 35205 16 12156 31 NN F- ]
TOTAL WiLD 1938 » [~3 1] % m7 % 20088 13 14149 EY I v3111 n
TOTAL CATCH nn 16830 33986 15954 w7 piy.J(}

* As % oftal cetch ovar all districts.
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Appendix C 6.1.2 Estimated hatchery ibutions (Contrib.} to the sockeye salmon cost tecovery Gishery of 1994 by period and district.
District
213

Week Conlibutog (Slock/Type) Reimote Release Sits  Contrib. Var. Tolal %

19-25 Jun MB fatchery {Coghill Lake/Smolt) 0 L] [ ]
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Siolt) 2 0 [} L]
MB Bulchery (Main Bay/Smolt} [ [ 0 [}
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 Q 220 &
Total Hatchery 220 0 220 66
Remole Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Cogiull R_ Estuary o ] [] ]
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R. Estuary 0 0 [} 0
Remole Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshary Lake [} [} [ [
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 [} 0
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake ¢ ¢ [ e
“Tolal Remote Release [} [} 0 [}
Total Wild 115 ] 115 3
Sampled Catch 338
‘Fotal Calch 335 335

26 Jun-02 Jul  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 2535 135434 1535 ™
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) ¢ 0 L] 0
M8 Hatchery (Main Bay/Smolt) 131 17108 131 4
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Ery) » 817 2 1
Total Hatchery 2693 253356 2695 B4
Remote Releass (Coghill Lake/Small) Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 (] [
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R Estuary 9 9 [} 0
Remole Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Eake ] L] 0 L]
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 [} 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake [} 0 [} 0
Total Remots Release [} 0 1} 0
Total Wild 499 25235 499 16
Ssmpled Catch 3194
Total Catch 3194 3194

* A3 % of total eatch over all districts.
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Appendix C 6.1.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the sockeye salmon cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period and district (Continued)

District
25

Week Contnt (Stock/Type) Retnole Release Sita  Contrib. Var. Tolal "

03-09 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 309 1181671 5309 T8
MB Halchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 783 153240 783 12
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smolt) 671 112677 671 10
MB Hatchery (Eysk/Fry) [} 0 [} 0
Total Hatchery " 6763 2447588 6763 100
Remole Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill K. Eshusry 0 0 0 [
Remoie Release(Eshamy Lake/Smoli) Eshamy R. Estuary [} ] ] a
Remote Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 0 Q [}
Remots Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esthes Pass Lake 0 Q L] 1]
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 [} [} 0
Tolal Remote Releass [} 0 0 0
Total Wikd 1 2447588 1 0
Sampled Catch 6764
Total Catch 6764 4764

10-16 Jul MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 2720 1397535 210 2
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolf) 0 [} 0 0
MB Hakchery (Main Bay/Smolt) 0 [} (] 0
MB Halchery (Eyal/Fry) [} 0 o [}
Tota} Halchery peyiil 1397535 Mo 3
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R_ Estuary 0 0 ] [
Remote Release{Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary '] [] 0 ]
Remole Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake [} ] 0 ]
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esthes Pass Lake 0 0 0 0
Remote Rebease(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 0 ]
Total Remole Release : 1] '] ']
Total Wild 8942 1397535 8942 ™
Sampled Catch 11662
Tolaj Calch 11662 11662

* As % of total catch over all districts,
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Appendin C 6.1.2 Estimated hatchery ibutions {Contsib.) to the sockeye salmon cost recovery Bshery of 1994 by period and district (Continued)
District
225

Week Contiibutot {Stock/Type) Rentola Relense Sila  Conlsibs, Var. Tolal i

24.30 Jul MB Halchery {Coghill Lake/Smol) 10169 1560376 L0159 49
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 50 190728 5201 25
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smolt) 1038 133307 1038 3
MB Hatchery (EyakiFry) o 0 e [
Total Hatchery 16408 1884911 16408 80
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R, Estuary L] ) ] [}
Remote Relexso(Esherny Lake/Smoll) Eshamy R Estuary 1] [] 0 [
Remote Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake L] '} 0 0
Remol2 Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 1] L] 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 0 Q
Total Ranots Retenss ] o 0 ]
Tolal WiId 4115 1884914 £215 0
Sampled Catch 10623
Total Calch 06 20623

31 Jul-06 Aug  ME Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt} 4179 746 an b
M3 Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smokt) 8121 1381985 8121 4
MB Haichery (Main Bay/Solt) 196 17403 19 1
MB Hatchery(Eyak/Fry) 0 0 [ [
Total Hatchery 12596 1836834 11596 "
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill K. Estuagy 0 0 [ [
Ranote Releass(Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary [} @ ¢
Remote Releass (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 L} 0 [}
Remolz Release{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake Q 0 [} [}
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 13 0 [ []
Totsl Remote Release ] L} L] ]
Total Wild 24 1836834 2479 13
Sampled Catch 13073
‘Total Catch 15075 15075

* As % of folal catch over all districts.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 6.1.2 Estimaled hatchery contributions (Contrib.) 1o the sockeyz salmon cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period wnd district (Coatinued)

District
225
Week Coatributor {Stoc Remote Release Site  Conlnb. Var. Total %
07-13Aug  MB Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 988 0 988 n
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 1875 0 1875 54
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smolt) 45 L] 45 1
MB Hatchery (EyakiFry) 0 0 0 °
Total Hatchery 2908 [} 2508 B4
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smolty Coghill R. Estuary 0 0 L] L]
Remote Release{Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estuary 0 ] 0 L}
Remote Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 0 0 0
Remole Release{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake o ] 0 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 0 f 0
Total Remole Releass 0 L] 0 L}
Tota] Wild 574 ] 5714 1]
Sampled Calch 0
Total Caich M8 345
14-20 Aug ME Hatchery (Coghill Lake/Smokt) 1197 0 197 %
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smolt) 27 0 nn 54
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smaolf) 53 0 35 i
MB Hetchery (Eyak/Fry) 0 0 13 L]
Total Haichery 3523 L] 3525 Bd
Remate Release {Coghill Lake/Smolt) Coghill R. Estusry 0 ] 0 [}
Remole Release(Esharny Lake/Smol)) Eshamy R_ Estuary 0 0 0 [
Remote Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake o 0 Q 0
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 0 L] 9
Remote Release{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake 0 L] 2 0
Tolal Remote Release 0 [} 0
Total Wild 6931 0 93 16
Sampled Catch 0
Tolal Catch 4718 428
* As % of lotal catch over al} districts,

-Continued.
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Appendix C 6.1.2 Estimaled hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the sockeye salmon cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period and district {Continue)

District
115

Week Contritnttor {Stock/Type) Remote Release Site  Contrib, Var. Tolsl Yot

2127 Aug MB Hutchery (Coghill Lake/Smolt) 3194 [ k1171 21
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smoll) 6069 L} 6069 54
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smiolt) 7 0 147 1
MB kHatchery (Eyak/Fry) '] L] 0 0
Total Hatchery 9410 0 9410 84
Remote Release (Coghill Lake/Smokt) Coghill R. Estuary 3 0 0 0
Renote Release{Eshamy Lake/Smol) Eshamy R. Estoary [} 0 ] 0
Remole Releass (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake 0 ] [} 0
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake 0 a 0 [
Remote Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake a9 L] 0 0
Tolal Remaots Release ° 0 L] L]
Total Wild 1847 [ 1847 16
Sampled Calch ]
Toul Catch 11257 11257

28 Aug-03 Scpt MB Haichery (Coghill Lake/Smolty ns ] 13 8
MB Hatchery (Eshamy Lake/Smalf) 1359 0 139 7]
MB Hatchery (Main Bay/Smalt) 13 0 3 1
MB Hatchery (Eyak/Fry) a ] 0 0
Total Halchery 2107 ] 2107 84
Remole Release (Coghll Lake/Smoll) Coghill R. Estuary 0 [ 0 [}
Remote Release{Eshamy Lake/Smolt) Eshamy R. Estunry 0 0 L] 0
Remole Release (Eshamy Lake/Fry) Eshamy Lake [ [} [} e
Remole Release{Eshamy Lake/Fry) Esther Pass Lake [ 0 0 0
Remole Release(Eshamy Lake/Fry) Pass Lake a [} L] ]
Total Remole Release 0 0 Q 0
Total Wild 414 414 16
Sampled Calch ¢
Total Catch 1521 252
TOTAL HATCHERY 59352 I 39352 5
TOTAL R RELEASE 0 '] ] 0
TOTAL WILD 19779 15 197719 15
TOTAL CATCH 9131 79131

* As % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 6.2.1 Estimate hatchery contributions (Cantrib.) to the chum salmon conunon propesty fishery of 1994 by period end district

District
221 20 223 225
Week nigbutor Fatilily  Conwrib. Var.  Conuib. Var.  Contnib. Vur. _ Conlrib. Var, Conlnib. Tolsl % *
12-18 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 114210 1.405+E8 114210 74
Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
Total 114210 [} 114210 74
Wwild 40547 0 40547 26
Sampled Catch L] 0 154757 0 1]
Total Caich 0 0 154757 0 0 154751
19-25 Jun Hatchery WallyN. 25943 2.304E7 5943 79
Soloman G. 0 0 1]
Total 25943 0 25943 79
wild 6901 0 6901 21
Sempled Catch 0 0 32844 0 0
Total Caich [ 0 32344 i+ 0 32844
26 Jun-0% Ful Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 95570 1.405+E8 95570 74
Solomon G. 0 Q 0 0 ]
Tolal 0 0 95570 0 95570 74
Wwild 2033 0 I RLE 0 33227 26
Sumpled Catch 2033 0 126754 1] 0
Total Calch 2033 0 126764 0 0 128797
03-09 hul Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 120766 1.66 HES 1815 719952 122581 92
Solomon G, (] 4] 0 0 0 0 L]
Total 0 0 120766 [} 1815 719952 122581 92
Wild 4729 [ 5859 0 0 Nne9s2 10588 8
Sumpled Catch 4729 1] 126625 1315 Q
Total Catch 4729 ) 126625 1815 0 133169
10-15 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 730 35742 54493 T.RT+E? 819 670021 56042 72
Solomon G. 165 2647 0 0 0 1] 16§ 0
Total 895 38389 54493 i) 819 670521 56207 72
wild 2734 38389 13440 1] 5355 670021 21529 28
Sampled Catch 3629 1] 67933 6174 0
Total Catch 3629 1] 67933 5174 0 717136 —
* As % of tolal catch over oll districts.

-Continued-
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Appendix C 6.2.] Estimate hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the chum salmon common property fishery of 1994 by period and district  (Continued)

District
221 222 223 225 226
Week ntributor Facility Contrib. Var, Contrib. Var. _ Contnib. Var. Contrid. Var. Contnb. Var. Tolal % *
17-23 Jul Hatchery Wally N, 2740 1116491 0 1] 17892 24144E7 5358 2671405 25990 35
Solomon G. 704 §2958 (] ] 335 109774 79 106799 1835 2
Total 3444 1199449 0 0 18227 105714 6154 2778204 27825 a8
Wild 15118 1199449 15231 0 15386 109774 1 2718204 46236 62
Sampled Calch 18562 15231 34113 6155 1]
Total Catch 18562 15231 3413 6155 [ 74061
24-30 Jul Hatchery Wally N, 0 ] 0 /] 13 LI0G+E? 0 0 1293 2550 8424 30
Solomon G, 3615 745544 0 a 1] 0 0 0 854 325361 4469 16
Total 3615 745544 0 0 7131 0 ] 1] 2147 2Kl 18 a5
Wild 6546 T45544 M 0 3622 0 647 1] 2381 N 15474 55
Sampled Caich 10161 pryl; 10753 647 4528
Totat Catch 10151 278 10753 647 4528 23367
31 Jul-06 Aug  Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 0 0 ] 0 kltz) 1560 307 2
Solomon 3. 503 105333 0 0 0 0 0 0 503 4
Total 503 105333 0 0 0 0 307 1560 £10 7
Wild 2005 105333 4072 ] 883 0 4540 1560 11500 93
Sampled Caich 2508 4072 0 833 4847
Total Catch 2508 4072 ] 35 4847 12310
07-13 Aug Hatchery Waliy N. o 0 [} 0 [ 0 0
Solomon G, 0 )] 0 [} ] [H] 0
Total 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Wild 3133 [} 1764 [} 447 (] 5344 100
Sampled Catch 0 3133 1764 447 ¢
Total Catch ] 313 1764 447 0 5344
14-20 Aug Hatchery WallyN. 609 37636 4] 0 0 0 609 19
Solomon G, 0 0 0 0 4] 1] 0 1]
Total 609 37636 ] 0 0 [i] 509 19
Wild B53 37636 1527 0 156 0 2536 at
Sampled Catch 1} 1462 1527 156 0
Total Catch /] 1462 1527 156 0 3145 _
* As % of total catch over ol districts.

-Continued-
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Appendix C 6.2.1 Estimate hatchery contributions (Contrid.) to the chum salmon common property fishery of 1994 by period and district  (Coatinued)

Dislrict
221 p7h] 223 225 726
Week ntnibutor Facility  Conurib. Var.  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var. _ Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var, Tolal % *
21-27 Avg Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Solomon G. ] 0 0 0 0 0 Q
Total ] ] 0 [} 0 0 1]
Wild 467 '] 444 0 1] 0 994 100
Sampled Catch [4] 457 444 13 0
Total Catch 4] 467 444 X ] 0 994
28 Aug-03 Sept  Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 [} 0 0
Solomon G. ¢ 0 0 0 0
Total [} g 0 0 1
wild 232 0 43 0 275 100
Sampled Catch Q 0 232 43 1]
Total Catch (4] 4] 232 43 /] 215
04-10 Sept Halchery Wally N, 1} L] a ] ) [4] 0
Solomon Q. 3 0 0 0 0 o 3 [}
Total 3 0 0 ] 0 0 3 6
Wild 1 0 30 0 4 0 43 84
Sampled Catch ] 0 30 4 0
Total Catch 14 0 30 4 ] 43
11-17 Sept Hatchery Wally N. [
Solamon Q. 0
Total 0
Wild 0
Sempled Catch ] 0 0 0 0
Total Catch 0 '] 0 Q Q 0
TOTAL HATCHERY 8460 609 436340 B788 2454 4566351 70
TOTAL WILD 33176 26034 121446 7519 6921 195196 ki
TOTAL CATCH 41636 26643 557786 16407 9175 65)847 _

* Ax % of total catch over all districts.
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ted hatchery contrit

Appendix C 6.2.2 Esti

(Contrib.) 1o the chum salnicn cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period and district

District
n1 23 225
Waeek Contribulor Facility  Conlrib. Var.  Conlnb Var. Contrib, Var. Toial Y%
03-11 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 24048 6.74E+07 24048 66
Solomon . o D 0 0
Total 24048 G6.74E+07 24048 66
Wwild 12513 6.74E+07 0 12513 34
Sampled Catch 0 36361 o
Total Catch ¢ 36561 0 36561
12-13 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 10754 2.09E+06 10754 100
Solomon G, 0 a Q 4]
Total 10734 2.09E+06 10754 100
Wwild 0 2 09E+06 [} 0
Catch 0 10754 0
Tolal Catch Q 10754 L] 10754
19-25 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 o 346 5.54E+07 L] 0 31346 ”
Solomon G. ] 0 1] ] '] o 0 0
Total 0 ] 31346 5.54E+07 0 0 346 T
Wwild 1177 1} 1957 5.54E+07 297 0 9431 23
Sampled Catich 1177 39303 297
Total Catch 1177 39303 297 40177
26 Jun-02 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 o 89602 9.65E+07 k]t 4 25281 89920 )]
Solomon G. o 0 0 0 ] 154056 0 1]
Total o Q 85602 9.65E+07 318 179337 89920 81
Wild 1216 0 19475 9.65E+07 502 179337 21253 19
Sampled Catch 1276 109077 §20
Toisl Catch 1276 109077 820 1M
03-09 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 L] 38164 8.18E+07 T83 154056 58549 9
Solomon G. Q L] 1] 0 o0 0 0 o
Total 9 ] 38164 8.18E+07 785 154056 33949 b4
Wild n 1] 0 B8.48E+07 0 154056 in 1
Sampled Catch 372 5B164 185
Total Catch 72 58164 185 59321
* A3 % of total catch over all districls.
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Appendix C 6.2.2 Eat

d hatchery contrib

{Contrib.) to the chum sabmon cost recovery fishery of 1994 by petiod and district  (Continued)

District
Fr1 273 225
Week Contribuler Facility _Contiib. Var. _Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var. Total % *
10-16 Jul Hatchery Wally M, 0 0 68868 2.04E+08 0 6 6886R 97
Solomon G. 0 0 0 [+} 0 0 9 0
Total o [ 63868 204E+08 3 0 68868 9
Wwild 43 0 1m 204E+08 241 0 1995 3
Sampled Catch £ 70579 241
Total Catch 43 70579 4 70863
1723 Jul Hatchery Waily N. 0 ] 25186 2.62E+07 25185 100
Solomon G. ] 0 0 0 [} 0
Total [ 1] 15186 262E+07 25186 100
Wild 13 0 0 2.626+07 13 )]
Sampled Catch 1 25186 0
Total Caich 13 25186 o 25199
24-30 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 9415 361E+06 [ 0 9415 73
Solomon G, 0 o 1] 1} 0 0
Tolal 9415 AGIE06 o o 5415 73
Wild 2818 361E+06 687 o 3305 27
Sampled Caich 0 12233 627
Total Catch ¢ 12233 687 12920
31 Jub-06 Aug Hatchery Wally N, 11948 9.00E+06 [} ¢ 11948 98
Solomon G. 1] 0 0 0 1] 0
Total 11948 9.00E+06 0 0 11948 98
Wild a SO0DE+06 248 0 248 2
Sampled Catch 0 11948 248
Total Calch [ 11948 248 12196
0713 Aug Hatchery Wally N. ] 0 ] [ 0 0
Solomon G. 0 0 0 i) 0 0
Total [} 4] 4] 1} 0 o
Wild 570 [} 17 a 587 [0
Sampled Catch 1 570 17
Total Catch 0 570 117 587
TOTAL HATCHERY 0 329331 1103 330434 87
TOTAL WILD 283} 45044 1992 997 13
TOTAL CATCH 2881 374375 3095 380331

* Ax % of total catch over all districts.



Appendix C 6.3.1 Esti A hatchery cantributi (Cmuib.)bthecohoulmoncomanpmputyﬁshﬂyonwlhypuiodmddimict

8ET

Dhstrict
il 711 123 125 126 119
WEEK Cantnbulor Facility Contnb, Var. Contiib. Var. Contnib. Var. Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var. Contrib. Var, Total
12-18 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 o
Sampled Catch 0 [} 30 0 0 0
Tolal Catch 1] 0 30 0 [} 0 ]
1923 Jun Batchery Wally N, 0 4 0
Sampled Catch [ [} 18 0 0 0 .
Totat Catch 0 0 18 Q ] 0 13
16 Jun-02 Ful Hatchery Wally N. 0 [} 0 [} 0
Sampled Catch 3 0 91 0 0 0
Total Catch 3 0 91 L] 0 [} 94
03-09 Jul Hatchery Wally N. 0 [} 0 0 0 1} 0
Sampled Calch 38 0 [ 1 [ 0
Total Ceich 38 [ 9 1 0 L} 43
10-16 Jul Halchery Wally N. [] 0 0 0 [} 0 [}
Sampled Catch n 0 » 113 L} 0
Total Catch n a bid 16 [} 0 118
17-23 Jul Hatchery Wally N. /] 0 1] ] a L] 0 0 1]
Sampled Catch 136 3 8 1% [} [}
Total Catch 286 3 83 19 0 [} 411
24-30 hl Hatchery Wally N. 0 [ Q [} [} [} 0 0 0 [ 0
Sampled Catch 98 135 86 114 1M8 0
Total Catch s 135 85 114 1348 9 3611
31 Jul-06 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 ¢ [} 0 [} 400 139839 400
Sampled Catch 555 19 [} 82 2753 [}
Tolal Catch 335 219 0 B2 2753 9 3609

* As % of total calch over all disticts.
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Appendix C 63.1 Esti d hatchery contrbutions (Contrib.) 9 the cobo salmon coMmMon property fishery of 1994 by period and district (Continued)
District
211 n 123 225 116 19
WEEK Contrit Facility Conlrib. Var. Contnb. Var. Contrib. Var, Contrib. Var. Contaib. Var. Contrb. Vo, Toldl %*
0713 Aug Haichary Wiy N, 130 16 s [ ] [] ] ]
Buuipled Coich [] [:13 i} 121 ] .
Total Caich [ [T} ™m T 0 [] 1ns
14-26 Avg Hatchery Wally N. 197 242 1963 16763 » [] " " UM @
Sampled Caich [] E1 umn 18 [ [
Total Cuich [] 1 uH 128 . “ nyr
217 Ay ‘Hatchary Wally N. [ ] 4653 203453 1] 1992 n » ans W
Smopled Caich [ 50 261 400 ° .
Towl Cakch [ 50 9”61 0 ) 5 1emy
18 Ang-07 Sept Haichery Wally N, 11 L] m M T TT I
Sempled Cutch ° 0 w7 w . .
Totul Caich ] a7 m [ » 150
84-18 Jept Hadehay WallyN. ] [ 0364 [ . [] w4 N
Seapled Cuick [} [] 28408 uL ] .
Total Catch 4137 ° wios 14l ° . 18906
NE-17 St Heichary Wally N, [] [] YT [] [ [] M au
Sampled Caich ° [ ] . [] []
Total Calch ur [] st 3 . [] 11440
[TRTY B Matchory WallyN, 020 ° [T T
Suapled Cuich [] ] ] ¢ . .
Toul Catch . ] T ° . [ amn
TOTAL WALLY N. ] u7 s3US 170 400 B [T ET ]
TOTAL CATCH Mz 1T BE441 128) 410} 101 »in

S Az % of doial caich wver all diswica
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Appendix C 6.3.2 Mmmﬂmm(%ﬂ.)toﬂwmuhmnmﬂmvuyﬁﬂmofWN by period and district,

District
221 223
Week Conlributor Facility  Cotitrib. Var. Contnb. Vel Total % *
26 Jun-02 Jul Hatchery Wally N. o o o o
Sampled Catch '] ]
Total Catch 2 4 2
£3-09 Ful Hatchery Wally N. [ o 0 0
Sampled Cutch 15 ]
Total Catch 15 0 15
10-16 Tul Hatchery ‘Wally N. 1] o 0 ']
Sarnpled Catch 2 0
Total Catch 2 0 2
17-23 Iul Hatchery Wally N, 0
Sampled Catch 0 [
Tolal Catch G '] [
24-30 Jul Hatchery Wally N, o 1] 0 Q
Sampled Catch [} 2
Total Catch o 2 2
31 Tul-06 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 1+ 0 0
Sampled Catch 1]
Total Catch [ 2 2

* As % ol total caich over all districts.
~Continued-
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Appendix C 6.3.2 Estimated hatchery contributions {Contrib.) to the coho salmon cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period and district  (Conlinued)

District
221 223
Week Contribmtor Facility  Contrib. Var,  Conlsib. WVar. Tola] % °*
07-13 Aug Hatchery Wally N, 0 [ 0 0
Sampled Calch 0 10
Total Catch 0 10 10
14-20 Aug Halchery Wally N, 0 0 []
Sampled Catch 0 0
‘Total Catch 0 0 0
21-27 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0
Sampled Catch 4 4182
Total Catch 0 4182 4182
28 Aug-03 Sept Hatchery Wally N. ] [}
Sampled Catch 0 0
Total Catch 0 0 0
04-10 Sept Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 4] 0 0
Sampled Catch 13019 0
Total Catch 13019 874 13853
11-17 Sept Hatchery Wally K. 0 0 4] 0
Sampled Catch 0 0
Total Catch 4] 4374 4314
TOTAL WALLYN. 0 0 ] [ 4] 0
TOTAL CATCH 13038 9444 22482

* Az % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix C 6.4.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Conlrib.) 1o the chinook salmon comemon property fishery of 1994

by period and district.
Disirict
221 223
Week Conlributor Facility  Contrib. Var.  Contrib. Var. Total %*
12-18 Jun Haichery Wally N, 3t 1243 38 18
Solomon G. 0 0 0 0
Total 3 1243 38 18
Wild 175 1243 175 82
Sampled Catch 0 213
Total Catch Q 213 213
1925 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 ¢ 0 0
Solomon G. 1} 0 ] 1]
Total 0 1] 0 0
Wild 26 0 26 100
Sampled Catch ) 2%
Total Catch 0 25 26
26 Jun-02 Jul Halchery Wally N. 0 4] 0 0 0 []
Solomon G. 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Total Q 0 0 0 [+ 0
Wild 15 0 26 0 41 100
Sampled Catch 15 26
Total Catch 15 26 41
03.09 Tul Hatchery Wally N, 0 0 70 M3 0 2
Solomon G. 0 0 0 [ [+] 0
Total [} 0 0 343 ol 82
Wild 15 Q 0 kLX) 15 18
Sempled Catch 15 0
Total Catch 15 70 85

s As s % of total catch over all districts.
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Appendix € 6.4.1 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the chinook salmon common property fishery of 1994
by period and district (Continucd)

Districl
221 223
Week Contributor Facility  Conlrib, Var, _Cantrib. Var._ Total %
16-16 Jul Halchery Wally N. 0 0 13 42 13 20
Selomon Q. 0 0 0 (| 1] 0
Total 0 0 13 42 13 20
wild 10 0 41 42 51 30
Sampled Catch 10 54
Tolal Catch 10 54 64
17-23 il Hatchery Wally N. o 0 15 56 15 38
Solomon G. 0 ¢ Q 0 0 0
Total 0 0 15 56 15 a3
Wild 16 0 9 56 B 6
Sumpled Catch 16 24
Total Catch 16 24 40
24-30 Jul Hatchery Wally N. [+] 0 0 0 1] 0
Solomen G. L] o 1] 0 0 0
Total 0 [+ 0 ] 1} a
wild 26 0 [ 0 32 100
Sampled Catch 26 6
Tolal Catch 26 6 R
31 jul-06 Aug  Hatchery Wally N. 4] 0 0 0
Solomon G. o 1] [] []
Total 0 [] (1] 0
Wild 3 o 3 10
Sampled Catch 3 0
Total Catch 3 0

* Az g % of Lotal caich over all districts.

~Continued-
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Appendix C 6.4.1 Estimated hatchery oonkihﬂiuu(Cwﬂdb.)loﬂuchhmksﬂmonmmpropmyﬁshﬂyoﬂm
by period and district (Continued)

District
221 223
Week Contributor Facility Contrib. Var.  Conlib. Var. Tolal  %*
07-13 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0 0
Solomon 0. 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 4] 3}
Wwild 17 0 17 100
Sampled Catch 0 17
Total Caich 4] 17 17
14-20 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 (4 0 1]
Solomon Q. 0 [’} 1} 0
Total 0 ] 0 0
Wild i5 0 35 100
Sempled Caich 0 35
Tatal Catch 1] 35 35
21-27 Aug Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 4] 0
Solomon G. 0 0 0 [}
Total 0 0 0 0
Wild 7 0 7 100
Sampled Catch 0 7
Total Catch 1] 7 7
TOTAL HATCHERY 0 136 136 4
TOTAL WILD 85 342 427 76
TOTAL CATCH 85 478 563

*+ As a % of total caich over all districts.
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Appendix C 6.4.2 Estimated hatchery contributions (Contrib.) to the chinook salmon
cost recovery fishery of 1994 by period and district,

District
223
Week Contributor Facility Conirib. Var. Total %*
05-11 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 149 7364 149 25
Solomon G. 1] 0 0
Total 149 7364 149 25
Wild 453 7364 453 75
Sampled Catch 602
Total Catch 602 602
12-18 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 0 0 0
Solomon G. 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0
Wild 222 0 222 100
Sampled Catch 222
Total Catch 222 222
19-25 Jun Hatchery Wally N. 3 0 3 25
Selomon G. 0 0 0
Total 3 0 3 25
Wild 8 4] g8 75
Sampled Catch
Total Catch 11 11
TOTAL HATCHERY 152 152 18
TOTAL WILD 683 683 82
TOTAIL CATCH 835 835

* As a % of total catch over all districts.
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