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hatchery coho may be less fit than natural coho owing to potential effects of hatchery
domestication and thus the potential impact from competitive advantage owing to early
emergence may be reduced or nonexistent.

3) Re: pages 45 and 46, under Recommendation QL6d: We recommend you change this
recommendation to read as follows:

“If the risk of straying from Port Gamble Bay net pens exceeds NOAA Fisheries and
HSRG risk guidelines for hatchery fish, composing greater than 5% of the natural
spawners, comanagers should investigate the-development-of further, including the
alternative of developing a new integrated broodstock (e.g., derived from Big Beef
Creek coho) that wewld may reduce the risk associated with straying™. (strikethroughs
indicate deletions and bold font indicates insertions).

We make this recommendation because there are other factors to consider besides
a new integrated broodstock, including whether such straying is having any genetic effect
on the local coho (the 5% guideline is based on concerns about genetic influence). The
timing of the Quilcene stock and its reduced fitness owing to domestication may limit any
genetic influence. (This possibility is suggested by the USFWS 2007 genetic study.)
Reduced fitness may also lower the risk of demographic impacts. Such influences/effects
could be assessed by adult straying studies and continuing genetic studies of parr and/or
smolts in the local streams. This comment would also apply to straying concerns at the
other facilities addressed in the Quilcene watershed section of the report.

4) Re: Page 46 under Recommendation QL9b and perhaps also on page 47 under Release
and Qutmigration: In recommendation QL9b, it is suggested that if harmful algal bloom
species are present at levels threatening fish health in Quilcene Bay, then coho that are
planned for transfer to the Quilcene net pens may have to be released immediately. Note,
however, it is also stated in the immediately preceding recommendation, Q1.9 that the
transfer to the net pens may well need to occur by March 1 to meet water right
requirements while not exceeding hatchery loading limits.

The problem here is that a coho smolt release should not occur before April 15 to
protect against hatchery coho preying upon ESA listed summer chum. The April 15
release constraint is described in the Tribal and State comanagers” Summer Chum
Salmon Conservation Initiative (SCSCI; WDFW and PNPT Tribes, 2000). Specifically,
the SCSCI states that coho smolt releases ... will occur no earlier than April 15 to allow
for the clearance of juvenile wild summer chum from freshwater and Hood Canal
estuarine areas...” (page 200, first provision under predation risk aversion measures).
This provision bears upon planning for coho releases at QNFH, affecting options for
release. See also relevant comment specific to QNFH on page 227 of SCSCL

5) Re: Page 48. under Research, Monitoring and Accountability: Potential issues with
straying of artificially propagated coho and consequent effects on local natural coho have
been raised. A straying study has been suggested in the present document (see
recommendation QI.7a). The USFWS has recently performed a study of Hood Canal
coho genetics (USFWS 2007). Following up on that study, the USFWS had an internal
discussion of Quilcene coho genetics on May 21, 2007, producing a summary of that
discussion in which the recommendation is made to “[c]ontinue tissue collections and
genetics analysis and comparisons of hatchery and wild stocks”.
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Additionally, a study to assess potential demographic effects of Quilcene hatchery
coho on natural coho would be helpful. We recommend that within this Research,
Monitoring and Accountability section, you make recommendations to address these
research and monitoring actions.

6) Re: Page 49 under Issue QL17 and reiterated on page 33, first item under Pros of
Alternative 4: This appears to be an attempt to raise an issue regarding incidental take of
summer chum in the Quilcene Bay terminal fishery. The text notes that the summer
chum exploitation rate is 17% in this fishery, which is higher than the pre-terminal and
Hood Canal mixed terminal fisheries.

This actually is not an issue with regard to protection and recovery of Quilcene
summer chum. The higher exploitation rate (a planned for and expected result of
managing to increase coho fishing opportunity) is accommodated by focusing
management of the terminal fishery on meeting an escapement goal. Accordingly,
management guidelines exist for the fishery and the escapement goal has been met every
year. The issue as you have raised it, based on a description of exploitation rates, does
not exist. The immediately following recommendation Q1.17 suggests that perhaps the
issue you meant to raise is whether or not changing Quilcene hatchery eoho run timing
would be an appropriate strategy to consider.

7) Re: Page 51 under Alternative 1. Cons: We recommend you delete the first bulleted
item that states: “Surplus exceeds current demand for subsistence and ceremonial
purposes.” This statement is not true. The facts are: 1) the Tribes will take all the coho
that are in good condition as are available, 2) the Tribes interest in the coho diminishes as
the coho become dark and deteriorate in condition during the later part of the run, and 3)
the tribal demand for coho in good condition remains strong regardless of the size of the
surplus.

8) Re: Page 54, Recommended Alternatives: There is an alternative, not included in the
prior listing of alternatives, that we think is laudable and is apparent from the specific
recommendations made in this document regarding coho production; i.c.,
recommendations QL9 though QL10c. Two points in particular were made in these
recommendations: 1) “Reassess the water management practices to determine how many
coho Quilcene NFH can produce without exceeding the Service’s recommended upper
rearing thresholds and Quilcene NFH’s water right restriction” (from recommendation
QL9); and 2) “Work with comanagers to develop the best production and release strategy
from the Quilcene NFH and Quilcene Bay Net Pen” (from recommendation QL.10) Thus
this document appropriately suggests that there is still work to be done to resolve the
question of limits on rearing under the water right and to come to a co-manager
agreement on the best production and release strategy. We accordingly recommend that
the preferred alternative include provision for these tasks to be implemented and
completed in 2009.

9) Re: Appendices. in Table of Contents and Page 259: We deduce that in the interest of
saving space and funding that, as indicated on the appendix page to this draft, you plan to
make the appendices available on a web site. However we strongly believe that the
comanagers’ comments and associated review team responses should be part of the larger
document, whether it is in digital or paper form. This would help ensure that the reader
has equal access to the USFWS review and comanagers” comments. We therefore
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Fish Program - Region 6 - Hood Canal District
283236 Highway 101, Port Townsend, WA 98368
Phone (360) 765-3979 FAX (360) 765-4455  e-mail: johnsthj@dfw.wa.gov

March 24, 2009

Michael Schmidt,

Facilitator, USFWS Hatchery Review Team
Long Live the Kings

1326 5" Ave. Suite 450

Seattle, WA 98101

Michael:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the USFWS Olympic Peninsula
Hatchery Review Team draft report titled Quilcene, Quinault, and Makah National Fish
Hatcheries: Assessments and Recommendations”, dated February 2009. Comments are
provided on the Quilcene National Fish Hatchery chapter of the report. A copy of the draft
report containing suggested edits and comments will also be emailed to you. The major
comments are as follows:

Quilcene National Fish Hatchery
1. We concur with the comments provided by the PNPTC and Port Gamble S’Klallam

Tribe on the previous review draft. Any tribal comments that were not incorporated
into the February 2009 draft should be re-considered.

2. Current Status of Stocks text and tables: The list of stocks should include all summer
chum salmon stocks in Hood Canal since they are all “of concern to the co-managers”.
For example, why are summer chum stocks in Lilliwaup, Hamma Hamma, Union,
Tahuya, and Dewatto missing from the list? These could be included with
Dosewallips and Duckabush summer chum and covered in Table 5 or covered in a
separate table(s) since all except Dewatto have supplementation programs which are
either discontinued (Union) or ongoing.

3. Table 6. Big Beef Creek summer chum: The supplementation program was
terminated in 2005 (BY 2004). The terminated program was integrated.

4. Tables 8, 9, and 10. Winter Steelhead: Biological Significance is rated Medium, but
could be High since DNA analysis (D. Van Doornik 2008) indicates significant
genetic diversity within Hood Canal steelhead, significant differences between
steelhead in each stream (stock) analyzed, and no/little evidence of introgression from
hatchery steelhead stocks used in Hood Canal.
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Table 8: Why is Big Quilcene steelhead rated Low Biological Significance compared
to the other stocks? It’s not really that different. Plus, it could be included together
with the steelhead stocks in Table 10 (HCSH Project Control Streams).

What are the estimated capacities for steelhead adults presented in Table 9 and Table
10 based on? Provide citations.

Table 9: Primary Purpose of the hatchery program is Research and Conservation; e.g.,
the co-managers view the program as research and as an intensive monitoring and
evaluation component of a conservation program. And, the Secondary Purposes
would then be “Application of information to other steelhead conservation/recovery

efforts”; i.e., this information could be applied outside of Hood Canal.

5. Quilcene NFH Coho

a)

b)

d)

Demographic Risks, p. 42: add another sentence to note that “Incidental catch
of summer chum is exacerbated by the early hatchery coho return timing which
was induced by hatchery practices”.

This could be identified as a new Issue and discussed/addressed under
Broodstock Choice and Collection on p. 44. For example, selection of
broodstock for a more normal entry/spawn timing could be considered and
implemented to minimize potential incidental harvest impacts to summer chum
during the fishery for QNFH and QBNP coho.

Issue QL9, p. 46: This is the key issue. Reassessing water management
practices will help better determine feasible alternatives. This assessment
should occur in discussions with USFW Service and the co-managers.

Issue QL-17, p. 49: This has not been an issue in recent years. Since the co-
managers initiated regular in-season discussions, incidental harvest of summer
chum has been limited and generally been meeting management guidelines.
The recommendation is basically not very feasible.

New Alternative to consider: Maintain the Quilcene NFH program at 600K
coho, but rear and transfer 200K coho (at 25 fpp in February) to the Port
Gamble Net Pens, 200K to Quilcene Bay Net Pens, and release 200K from
Quilcene NFH. The 200K for PGNP would replace 200K coho currently
transferred to PGNP from George Adams Hatchery. Intent would be to
address and reduce the apparent straying of PGNP coho into northern Hood
Canal streams (i.e., is straying, in part, due to the transfer of eyed eggs from
QNFH to George Adams for rearing (to 25 fpp) and then to PGNP for grow out
and release?). In addition, a reduction in the coho program at George Adams
Hatchery could provide other options to support conservation programs (e.g.,
S.F. Skokomish steelhead) or other production programs.
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6. Quilcene NFH Hood Canal Steelhead: Quilcene should continue to play an important
role in the Hood Canal Steelhead Project. The implementation of the Recommended
Alternatives would further enhance the contribution by Quilcene NFH.

Please let me know if you have questions, comments or need more information.

Sincerely,
Thom H. Johnson

WDFW District Fish Biologist
Hood Canal District
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
48 Devonshire Road = Montesano, Washington 98563-9618 ™ (360) 249-4628 FAX (360) 664-0689

March 18, 2009

Michael Schmidt
Director of Fish Programs
Long Live the Kings

Dear Michael:

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) would like to comment on the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Hatchery Review Team’s recommendations for the Hoh
River Steelhead program at the Quinault National Fish Hatchery at Cook Creek.

The WDFW agrees with recommendations (b) through (e), but not with (a) at this time. We
recommend the continuation of the current direct plant of 50,000 winter steelhead smolts at
Allen’s Bar in the Hoh River. There is an ongoing collaborative genetic study between the
Olympic National Park, Hoh Tribe and the WDFW to determine the impact of hatchery origin
steelhead and salmon on wild fish in the Hoh River. We feel we should wait to receive the
results of this study (due in 2010 or 2011) to determine if changes are needed to the current
program.

We do recognize the disease risk associated with this program and support the direct plant
only if the smolts are determined to be disease free. As an alternative to the direct plant from
Cook Creek, we recommend considering transferring the program and all monies required to
fund rearing and transportation costs associated with the Hoh Steelhead to the WDFW
Bogachiel Hatchery facility. The Bogachiel facility has pathogen free spring water.

Thank you Michael for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Bill Freymond

Region 6 Fish Manager
WDFW
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Comment from Hoh River Trust, Phil Davis, Executive Director

We are pleased to see the work that is going in to understanding the challenges we face to reform
hatchery practices and proposing solutions that are sensitive to the many constituents. We of course
are particularly interested in your analysis and recommendations on the Hoh River where there is
arguably some of the best habitat for healthy steelhead populations in the lower 48. If through reform
of hatchery practices on the Hoh we can ultimately manage the river "under a natural production only
strategy™, as you conclude in your analysis, that would be quite a worthy outcome.
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ABLE GUIDE SERVICE

ROY MORRIS, JR.
231 VISTA DRIVE SEKIU, WA. 98381
360-963-2442
able@olypen.com

Doug DeHart
Re: US Hatchery Programs in Washington

Thank you for a quality program in Port Angeles. You were patient and informative while
welcoming input. That is the best way to have public support. | just concluded the scoping
process with the OCNMS and am working with staff on a new management plan as well. 1
am working on the Lake Ozette Sockeye Recovery Steering Committee. | have worked with
WDFW imprint ponds on the Clallam River (discontinued due to build stock mixing), as well
| was on a team several years back to figure out what to do with 400,000 surplus Chinook
from the Makah Hatchery. We wanted to use Falls Creek (a non producing stream in Sekiu
Bay) but straying to HoKo, Clallam, Pysht, Sekiu was a threat. More needs to be done to help
decide what to do with surplus hatchery stock generations to increase fishers opportunities
while not damaging wild stock recoveries.

My recommendation:
Hoh River Wild Steelhead Only

Let’s see what unmolested wild stocks can do.
Signed/ Roy Morris, Jr.

P.S., I did data collection as a Fisheries Tech Il for the second dam on the Cowlitz in 1965.
I’ve been around awhile.
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To: Doug DeHart

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fishery Resources

911 NE 11th Avenue

Portland, OR, 97232.

March 19, 2009

From: The Wild Steelhead Coalition

Re: Comments on the Draft USFWS Olympic Peninsula National Fish Hatchery
Assessments and Recommendations Report

The Wild Steelhead Coalition respectfully submits the following comments on the Draft USFWS
Olympic Peninsula National Fish Hatchery Assessments and Recommendations Report. We are very
pleased to see this careful and thorough review, and commend the review committee for their efforts to
evaluate existing hatchery programs and practices in our National Fish Hatcheries in the Columbia
River Basin and on the Olympic Peninsula. In this letter we limit our comments to the review of
hatchery practices in the Hoh River Basin, a watershed that we, along with the review committee and
many others, feel is unique for its potential to support highly productive and ecologically significant
wild steelhead and salmon populations and sustainable and valuable fisheries.

Overall, we support the committee’s preferred alternative #6, managing Hoh River steelhead for
natural production only. We feel that eliminating hatchery releases on the Hoh are warranted due to
the current ecological and genetic risks that are posed by the current program, and the lack of good
alternatives for developing an improved hatchery program. We also feel that the hatchery program
supports a harvest management regime that poses significant ecological risks to the long-term health,
diversity, and productivity for this stock. Specifically, any hatchery operation designed to sustain a
separate run timing between hatchery and wild stocks promotes intense harvest fisheries on the
hatchery population. The resulting high-intensity, lower-river mixed-stock harvest fisheries in turn
promote sustained depletion of any early returning components of the wild population. Thus, we are
concerned that strong links between hatchery and harvest policies on the Hoh River continue to pose
barriers to the recovery of the diversity, productivity, and abundance of the basin’s winter-run wild
steelhead populations. An obvious way out of this undesirable situation is to couple the elimination of
the hatchery program with a new harvest management regime that has substantially lower harvest rates
applied across the entire run-timing of the naturally returning population(s). Because the Hoh River’s
habitat remains largely intact, and because there are ongoing efforts to improve fish habitat where it is
now degraded in this watershed, we are confident that a new management regime focused on
sustaining the diversity and abundance of anadromous fish will also sustain productive and valuable
fisheries for tribal and non-tribal anglers.

In the short term, we also support the committee’s Alternative 1 while the Service works with the
Tribal and State co-managers and the National Park Service to develop a long-term steelhead
management strategy for the Hoh River. However, we also believe that substantial short-term
investments into improving existing hatchery operations should be critically evaluated against the
opportunity costs for investing in habitat improvements that can yield lasting benefits for the
ecosystem that supports the Hoh River Basin’s anadromous and resident fish, as well as its wildlife.
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Again, we thank the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for their efforts to improve the performance of our
National Fish Hatcheries in the Pacific Northwest, and for the opportunity to provide input to this
worthwhile process.

Sincerely,

Nate Mantua

VP of Science

Wild Steelhead Coalition
218 Main St. Box #264
Kirkland, WA 98033
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February 23, 2009

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Pacific Region Fishery Resources
911 NE 11™ Avenue

Portland Oregon, 97232

Attn. Mr. Douglas Dehart

Subject: Quilcene, Quinault, and Makah National Fish Hatcheries Assessment and Recommendations,
Draft Report, February 2009

Reference: Recovery Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales ( SRKW ) Orcinos Orca, Prepared by
NOAA/ National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) , Northwest Regional Office,1/17/2008.

Sir,

A stated action of the Reference SRKW Recovery Plan deals with Prey Availability and states;

“ Support Salmon restoration efforts in the region including habitat, harvest, and hatchery
management considerations and continued use of existing NMFS authorities under the ESA and
Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act to ensure an adequate prey base”

A preferred prey of the listed SRKW is Chinook salmon and any action that increases the number of
Chinook salmon available to the SRKW is desirable and defensible. The Makah National Fish
Hatchery produces fall Chinook salmon juveniles for release which ultimately contribute to the SRKW
prey base off the West coast of Vancouver Island and in US waters.

The following recommendation is specific to the Makah National Fish Hatchery, Neah Bay,
Washington and supplements my verbal comments provided during the public review meeting of the
subject report at Port Angeles, WA On 2/19/2009.

The fall Chinook section of the subject report recommends adoption of Alternative 1 with
recommendations, to obtain a fall Chinook production level of 2.3 million juveniles.

I recommend that Alternative 2 with recommendations, Scenario 1, that would increase fall Chinook
juvenile production to 2.65 million be implemented immediately (2009 brood year) and production be
ramped up as quickly as possible to 3.1 juveniles. Alternative 2, Scenario 2 should be evaluated by
USF&WS and the Co- Managers for future adoption and implementation. The adoption and
implementation of Alternative 2, Scenario 2 would additionally support the goal of increasing the
SRKW prey base as identified in the Recovery Plan.

Thank you for accepting my recommendation and the opportunity to review the excellent plan.

Sincerely,

Walt Blendermann
120 Windsong Lane
Sequim, WA 98382
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