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Sea-run Cutthroat Trout Returns
Powerdale Dam, Hood River, OR

______________________________
Decade (yrs)     Mean   (Max)
______________________________
1960s    (8) 68       (177)

1970s    (2) 31         (45)
--z--
1990s    (8) <1          (4)

2000s    (2) 6         (11)
______________________________
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Q: How friendly
has Bonneville Dam been 
to coastal cutthroat trout?

_________________________

Looks to be very unfriendly to 
the sea-run life history, but 

confounded by hatchery 
release pattern.
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Coastal Cutthroat Trout
in Lower Tobe Creek, OR

___________________________________
“Few cutthroat trout were caught in 
Tobe Creek.”

“...their populations seemed to be 
suppressed by anadromous fish 
competition…”

(House and Boehne 1986)
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Cutthroat Trout Populations
_____________________________

1.  When allopatric above barriers, 
found relatively high populations.

2.  When sympatric below barriers, 
found much lower populations, if 
any at all.



Q: If tributaries
did not have barriers,

how healthy would coastal 
cutthroat trout populations be 
in the Columbia River Gorge 

above Bonneville Dam
?

_________________________

My conclusion:  Not very.



Why so limited below barriers?
_________________________

In the absence of sea-run cutthroat 
trout, standing population may be 
highly reliant on those moving 
downstream from above barriers.

Once they get there, appear to have low 
reproductive success and/or low 
survival.  

This needs further testing!



Passive Integrated Transponder tags
“PIT tags”

ISO FDX-B, 12 mm, 134.2 kHz
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Mainstem

Ocean, Estuary, Columbia River 

Tributary

Connectivity 
_________

How do 
coastal 

cutthroat 
trout use the 

system?
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