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E.  Statement of Historic Contexts                                                        

(If more than one historic context is documented, present them in sequential order.) 

 

Introduction 

 

Fisheries have long been a critical resource for the state of Washington, likely since the first human 

communities used and settled in this region of North America. In the modern era the origins of 

Washington’s state-run fish hatcheries began under territorial government when the state’s first State 

Fish Commissioner was appointed in 1890, nine years before Washington achieved statehood. The 

Commissioner was tasked with oversight of the territory’s salmon population protection. In 1899 

Washington was granted statehood, and hatchery development under the Fish Commissioner began in 

earnest with the passing of the Fish Hatcheries Act by the state legislature. The same year, the first 

State Game Warden position was created to oversee game fish, animal, and bird populations. 

 

Eventually, the two positions merged into the Department of Fisheries & Game in 1921 to oversee both 

game and fisheries operations, but each retained their respective management. Then in 1932, Initiative 

62 was passed which separated the Department of Fisheries & Game into the: Department of 

Fisheries, and the Department of Game. Each department pursued development of state-run 

hatcheries, but for different purposes. The Department of Game constructed hatcheries for game-fish, 

such as trout, while the Department of Fisheries dedicated hatcheries for one or more salmon species. 

This difference in fish types led to differences in technologies and the facilities themselves. The two 

agencies remained separate until the mid-1980s when budget deficits resulted in the two departments 

consolidating again as the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife in 1994.  

 

Due to the separations and merges in state agencies who were responsible for construction, operation, 

and maintenance of state-run hatcheries, the MPD often refers to the type of fish propagated, rather 

than the name of the agency, when referring to types of hatcheries. Prior to 1932, the Department of 

Fisheries & Game constructed both salmon and game fish hatcheries. However, from 1932 to 1974, 

game fish hatcheries were developed by the Department of Game, and salmon hatcheries were 

developed solely by the Department of Fisheries.   
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The Multiple Property Documentation (MPD) period of significance spans from 1889 to 1974. These 

years correspond to the year Washington became a state (1889) and the year that Judge George Boldt 

issued an opinion in the case of United States v. Washington, 384 F Supp 312 (1974) which changed 

the fundamental way fish were raised and harvested. The 1974 Boldt Decision recognized the 

nineteenth-century treaty rights of Northwest tribes to harvest half the fish passing through their 

traditional fishing grounds, and to co-manage those resources for the benefit of all. Legal appeals that 

followed slowed the implementation of Judge Boldt’s ruling, but its ultimate effects fundamentally 

altered the development of fisheries resources moving forward, with important and long-lasting impacts 

on hatchery planning and growth. The context of these cooperative programs between the tribes and 

the state to preserve and perpetuate common fisheries will inform future chapters of Washington’s 

hatchery history. 

 

Across the periods of significance, contexts vary to reflect the storylines of each important theme. 

Overall, the historic context periods of significance are as follows. Details on the periods of significance 

are provided in each context statement. 

 

1889 
Development of Regulatory Agencies and Legislation for  

Fisheries Management in Washington 
1974 

1889 Fisheries Hatchery Construction in Washington State 1974 

1903 Game Fish Hatchery Construction in Washington State 1974 

1914 Washington State Mitigation Hatcheries 1961 

1889 
Fisheries Research and Hatchery Management Partnerships and  

Cooperative Ventures in Washington State 
1974 

 

Individual hatcheries are named in all five historic contexts as examples. However, details on the 

chronologies of development and characteristics of all individually-named state-managed hatcheries, 

established initially by two separate agencies, are found in the historic context; fisheries hatchery and 

game fish hatcheries. 

 

While the agency’s mission has changed dramatically over time, the basic philosophy has not. From the 

first days of governmental organization, Washington legislators have expressed a strong concern for 

protection of fish and wildlife as important resources for both economic development and recreation. 

Over the years the state has adopted different laws and changing agency configurations to carry out 

this mission with varying degrees of success. Regardless, since territorial days the agency has 

generally attempted to provide a regulatory framework that balances the needs of citizens with the 

preservation of Washington’s fish and wildlife resources.   

 

As the basis for policy, Washington’s lawmakers initially focused on the new territory’s economic needs. 

The commercial fishing and packing industries also had tremendous influence, generally supporting 

much of the legislation to prevent dwindling fish resources. Legislation provided funding for fish-culture 

programs through licensing and taxation. While the exploitation of game and game fish quickly became 

a concern as the territory’s population grew, these issues often played a secondary role to salmon 

interests, especially in terms of funding and enforcement. Over time, different sportsmen’s groups also 

worked to bolster game policies and frequently advocated separate management of fisheries and game 
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resources to provide more consistent oversight and protection.  

 

Development of Regulatory Agencies and Legislation for Fisheries Management  

in Washington (1889-1974) 

 

Washington Fisheries Legislation Prior to Statehood 

 

Regulatory efforts to protect fisheries actually began soon after Washington became a territory of the 

United States in 1853. Prior to that time, the land north of the Columbia River was part of Oregon 

Territory, but at such a distance from the seat of government that common oversight occurred. During 

their initial session, Washington territorial legislators passed a measure, An Act for the Preservation of 

Clams, Oysters and Other Shellfish, to protect Washington’s shellfish from exploitation by non-residents 

and set some limits on both harvesting seasons and methods (Washington State Legislature 

1854:388).1 The first law to guard Washington’s Columbia River fisheries from use by outsiders was 

approved in 1859, and among other regulations, An Act to Protect Certain Fisheries in Washington put 

in place requirements for proper labeling of Washington’s Chinook salmon2 as well as fines for failure to 

obtain mandated fishing permits (Washington State Legislature 1859:26). 

 

The focus of much of this early legislation was to protect the territory’s small but growing commercial 

fishing and canning industries and to ensure that Washington’s fisheries were managed for the benefit 

of the territory’s citizens. A law that took effect in 1863, An Act to Create and Regulate the Office of 

Inspector of Salmon, gave counties the responsibility to name a fish inspector who would ensure that all 

salmon for export were of merchantable quality and were branded after inspection. Fines were levied 

for anyone shipping salmon without prior inspection (Washington State Legislature 1863:570-571).  

 

Protection of fish in the territory’s freshwater lakes, creeks, and streams also became a matter of 

concern to the legislature during this period. There was a growing realization that without restrictions in 

place, some of the methods used to catch fish, including fish traps and even dynamite, threatened 

native populations. The lack of limits on catch and complete disregard for the reproductive cycles of 

aquatic life were causing rapid declines in fisheries throughout the region as early as the 1860s. An Act 

to Prevent the Destruction of Fish in any Fresh Water Streams, Creeks or Lakes in Washington 

(Washington State Legislature 1871:93-94) was passed in 1871 which forbid the placement of nets, 

seines, weirs, or dams that extended fully across any waterway and prevented fish passage. Other 

legislation established time periods when freshwater fisheries were closed and set fines for individuals 

who violated these restrictions or placed obstructions in specific waterways where salmon were 

spawning (Washington State Legislature 1875, 98-99). 

 

These protections were limited in scope, but represented a growing awareness that by the 1870s, the 

population expansion in the territory, the growth of the canning industry, and pollutants from mills and 

other industrial plants were putting a tremendous pressure on what had seemed to be boundless 

fishery resources only a decade or two before. While the Columbia River was initially the primary focus 

of concern, the legislature also began to address fisheries protection in Puget Sound and in other 

 
1 The Laws of Washington Territory, the Session Laws beginning in 1854, and other legislative enactments cited in this chapter have been 

digitized by the Washington Code Reviser’s Office and are available by the year of each session at 
https://leg.wa.gov/CodeReviser/Pages/session_laws.aspx   
2 Modern fish names used in this document are based on the guidance of the American Fisheries Society. A Guide to AFS Publications Style 

(2016) is available at https://fisheries.org/docs/pub_stylefl.pdf. Historic fish names remain in cited text. 

https://leg.wa.gov/CodeReviser/Pages/session_laws.aspx
https://fisheries.org/docs/pub_stylefl.pdf
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Washington waterways. The virtual extinction of the salmon population on the Atlantic Coast was a 

reminder of the potential problems that loomed if regulations and eventually artificial propagation were 

not pursued (Washington State Legislature 1877:292-293). 

 

The federal government began to prioritize fish conservation with the establishment of the United 

States Fish and Fisheries Commission in February 1871. President Ulysses Grant signed the bill (16 

Stat. 593)3 and appointed Spencer F. Baird, the assistant director of the Smithsonian Institution, as the 

first U.S. Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries. Baird was charged with developing the means to stop 

the rapid decrease of food fish in the nation’s waters, and with pressure from an early industry 

advocacy group, the American Fish Culturists Association, Congress appropriated funds in 1872 for 

hatchery construction. The first experimental hatchery was built on the McCloud River in California with 

the goal of producing salmon eggs that would then be planted on the East Coast. Concerns expressed 

by the Oregon legislature also led to an 1875 U.S. Fish Commission study on declining fish populations 

in the Columbia River which recommended some closed fishing seasons as well as the introduction of 

fish hatcheries (Dodds 1959:126-127; Schley 1971). 

 

On the other side of the Columbia River, the Washington Territorial Assembly took up similar 

recommendations. An Act Regulating Salmon Fisheries on the Columbia River, which was passed in 

early November 1877, fixed boundaries and defined closed seasons for salmon fishing on the Columbia 

River. It also outlawed certain types of fishing equipment, and set penalties for violations of these 

regulations. The stated reason for this legislation was “that the salmon of the Columbia River and 

tributaries are rapidly diminishing in numbers, to the injury of the public, and threatening, if not 

averted, to materially prejudice the interests of trade and commerce….” (Washington State 

Legislature 1877:230). 

 

A subsequent measure, An Act To Encourage the Establishment of Hatching-Houses on the Waters of 

the Columbia River, for the Propagation of Salmon, also established the position of Washington Fish 

Commissioner to supervise the Columbia River fisheries. The Washington commissioner would 

coordinate with the fish commissioner of Oregon, oversee the collection of license fees and fines, and 

report to the Territorial Assembly on the progress of salmon protection and propagation (Washington 

State Legislature 1877:294-295).  In the first mention of artificial propagation in the Washington 

legislative record, another provision of the act specified that the funds raised through enforcement of 

the fishing regulations would be used for the development of “hatching-houses.” Any individuals or 

companies were entitled to a pro rata share of this fund if they could prove they had developed facilities 

to hatch salmon that were used to stock or supply the Columbia River. The fish commissioner was to 

report “the condition, progress, success, (etc.) of the hatching-houses, all hints, suggestions or 

information on the subject of food-fish propagation and such matter as may be valuable in legislation for 

the protection or preservation of food-fishes and the salmon fisheries of the Columbia River” 

(Washington State Legislature 1877:296).  
 

However, the final provision of this act mandated that copies of this legislation would be conveyed 

to the governor of Oregon, and that these laws would not be fully enacted until the Oregon 

Legislature passed similar measures (Washington State Legislature 1877:296). Oregon failed to 

act, however, and, as a result, the Washington Territorial Legislature repealed the measure in 

 
3 Standard citations for Congressional bills and resolutions have been included in the text.  The various laws relating to the development of 

today’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service can be found at https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45265. 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45265
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October of 1881 (Washington State 

Legislature 1881:190-191). While the lack 

of a cooperative effort with Oregon 

undercut Washington’s first attempts to 

establish a functioning fisheries program 

under territorial government, the need for 

oversight and regulation of the 

commercial fisheries industry to protect 

fish resources remained essential.  

Early State Fisheries Legislation Lays the 

Groundwork for Hatchery Construction 

 

On November 11, 1889, President Benjamin 

Harrison signed Proclamation 294 formally 

making Washington the 42nd state in the Union.4 Recently elected legislators were already gathered in 

Olympia to begin the work of governing the new state, which had grown from a population of less than 

3,000 when territorial status was first conferred to more than 250,000 by the time of statehood. In 

addition to basic organizational measures, the legislature also passed numerous laws that reflected 

regulatory concerns and commercial protections that were enacted during the territorial period (Brazier 

2000:41-43).    

  

Fisheries legislation, for example, was one of the early actions taken by the new state legislature during 

its first session, which extended into early 1890. In an Act for the Protection of Fish the Fish 

Commissioner was given the power, if necessary, to select and purchase suitable land, build, and 

operate hatcheries that would supply young fish to replenish runs. Governor Elisha Ferry appointed 

James Crawford of Vancouver as the first fish commissioner (Berg 1971:11).  In his initial annual report, 

Commissioner Crawford described his duties, including the selection of three deputy commissioners, 

each of whom represented one of the main commercial fishing districts of the state: the Columbia River, 

the Shoalwater Bay/Grays Harbor area, and Puget Sound. Crawford decided to locate the Fish 

Commission’s office in Tacoma to be central to all of these regions. Primarily concerned with the 

marketable output of each district, Crawford’s report also detailed the enforcement measures that were 

enacted to protect the state’s waters from industrial pollutants and to stop over-fishing (State Fish 

Commissioner 1890:5-6, 31-33).  

 

During his first year in office, Commissioner Crawford also conducted a survey to seek information on 

the success rates for artificial fish propagation in other states and countries. The positive responses he 

received from his correspondents convinced him that the development of hatcheries was an 

appropriate remedy for declining fish populations. As he wrote in his annual report: “If the food fish are 

not replenished by artificial hatching, then I am afraid with the increase in our population and the 

increased amount of fish taken to meet demand, our fish industry will become, if not exterminated, 

sadly impoverished” (State Fish Commissioner 1890:25). 

 

The acceptance of the value of fish propagation was slow to spread in the United States, in part 

 
4 President Harrison’s proclamation followed the Enabling Act of 1889 (25 Stat. 676, chs 180) of Fen. 22, 1889, that permitted Montana and 

Washington to enter the Union. 

Figure 1. Legislation excerpt on hatching houses.  
(Washington State Legislature 1877:295) 
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because of the lack of university and governmental programs in fisheries management. Simple artificial 

propagation techniques had been used in Asia and Europe for centuries, but the development of 

commercially viable means of supplementing runs was in its infancy worldwide. While some scientific 

research had begun, many of the early advances were based on trial and error experiments in the field. 

Few commercial industry leaders or agency personnel dealing with American fisheries had any real 

scientific training or understanding of the biological basis of fish populations. While Washington 

newspapers occasionally reported on artificial propagation experiments in other areas, local fisheries 

managers primarily relied on a few government reports and their own observations to support their 

decisions (Dodds 1959:125-126; The Columbian 1853:1; Puget Sound Weekly Argus 1877:4). 

 

In Washington State, Fish Commissioner James Crawford tried his own experiments in artificial 

propagation, describing his results in his 1894 annual report. He and his assistant caught some salmon on 

the Chinook River, near the mouth of the Columbia, transported them by float to a tributary creek, and then 

held them until they ripened for spawning. While many of the fish were lost as the result of the collapse of a 

holding dam, the results of the study showed Crawford and other personnel that the eggs gathered could 

be a means to supply the system. The report stated, 

 

 …we were hampered by lack of funds, and entirely in the dark as to how to proceed, having never 

heard of any experiment at all similar, [but] I am fully satisfied with the result, and am confident we 

will have no difficulty in securing and keeping a supply of salmon sufficiently large to enable us to 

hatch from ten to twenty million of young fish annually (State Fish Commissioner 1894:16). 

 

While overly optimistic about these early results, the experiment encouraged Crawford to continue pursuing 

an artificial propagation program and he expanded his efforts to convince legislators of the need for 

hatcheries (Department of Fisheries 1958:98). 

 

Even before Crawford’s own experiments, he had been able to secure an initial appropriation to 

establish a hatchery program. During the 1891 legislative session, lawmakers approved $15,000 for the 

construction of the state’s first hatchery. The act also created an ex officio Fish Commission consisting 

of the governor, the state treasurer, and the fish commissioner to purchase land and oversee the 

construction of a hatchery on either the Okanogan, Methow, or Similkameen Rivers (Washington State 

Legislature 1891:178-179).  

 

At the time the Fish Commissioner, as well as the fishing industry, believed the situation was dire. The 

1891 salmon pack was considerably lower than in previous years and runs continued to decline. The 

U.S. Fish Commission, which by this time had built fish hatcheries in both California and Oregon, 

initially declined to build one in Washington, claiming that state’s fishing regulations and seasonal 

closures were insufficient to ensure an adequate supply of “parent” salmon east of the Cascades and 

thus to justify the expense of a hatchery (State Fish Commissioner 1894:14-15).  

  

The Washington legislature had responded to this situation, but the actual construction of a hatchery 

was delayed by difficulties in land acquisition. As Crawford later noted in his 1892 annual report, the 

commission located an appropriate parcel for a salmon hatchery, but because much of the land in this 

area had not yet been officially surveyed, the state could not move forward until the General Land 

Office set aside the parcel. An act of Congress was needed to expedite the process. A measure to 

authorize the purchase passed the Senate, but a House vote was never taken, forcing another year’s 
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postponement (State Fish Commissioner 1891:266, 1892:17). The parcel chosen was possibly the site 

of the Omak Hatchery, Owhi Lake Hatchery, or Pateros Hatchery in Okanogan County, but the exact 

location could not be identified (Peck 2022:April 8).  

 

First Salmon Hatcheries under 1895 Legislative Appropriations 

 

With a renewed legislative appropriation in 1895 and continuing focus on the Columbia River fisheries, 

the Fish Commission changed direction and selected a site not far from where Crawford’s own 

propagation experiment had taken place the year before. The commission supervised the construction 

of Washington’s first state hatchery on three acres along the Kalama River, with a small accompanying 

“eyeing station” on the Chinook River near Baker Bay. At the station, Chinook salmon eggs were 

collected and kept until they reached the eyeing stage5 of development, when they could be 

transported to the Kalama facility for hatching. The commission built a small residence at the site and 

later added hatching facilities to sustain the overflow when the Kalama Hatchery was at full capacity 

(State Fish Commissioner 1896:15).   

 

Hatchery Fund and Fish Hatcheries Act of 1899  

 

While a legislative appropriation helped to provide some money for the new Kalama River Hatchery, the 

primary mechanism for future construction of new facilities was the Hatchery Fund, which was instituted 

in 1896. Monetary support was primarily supplied by the commercial fishing industry through licensing 

fees for stationary fishing equipment (including pound nets, set nets, and fish wheels) and through fines 

levied on those who violated fishing regulations (State Fish Commissioner 1896:13). 

 

By 1896, Commissioner Crawford felt a need for the rapid construction of new hatcheries to both 

augment salmon runs and to bolster the state’s nascent economy. While a nationwide financial panic 

that began in 1893 slowed economic development, Crawford argued that the commercial fishing 

industry in Washington had suffered little and would be instrumental in future growth. In his 1896 

annual report, Crawford suggested numerous ways to increase funding capabilities and ensure 

continued fisheries protection. He continued to propose an increase in monetary support for hatcheries 

through more comprehensive laws on fishing equipment licensing, more stringent fines for violations 

during closed seasons, the confiscation and sale of equipment seized for illegal use, and the 

confiscation and sale of fish harvested out of season (State Fish Commissioner 1896:16-19).   

 

In addition to the enactment of some of these measures, the state’s economy was booming due to the 

Klondike Gold Rush. The discovery of gold along the Yukon River in 1897 led to an incredible exodus 

to the north, with Washington towns, particularly around Puget Sound, becoming the primary Gold 

Rush embarkation points and outfitting centers, effectively “mining the miners” (Boswell and 

McConaghy 1996:109-110; Chasen 1981:34). In this environment of economic prosperity, the pace of 

hatchery funding and construction accelerated dramatically over the next few years.  

 

While Commissioner James Crawford had laid the basis for the state’s fishery policy and hatchery 

development, his successors, A.C. Little (1899-1902) and T.R. Kershaw (1902-1905), presided over 

this period of extremely rapid growth. During Commissioner Little’s term alone, 15 new hatcheries were 

constructed (Berg 1971:11). Of those constructed, the Samish, White River (Green River, Soos Creek), 

 
5 The point of gestation where eyes are visible.  
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Dungeness, Nooksack, Willapa, Stillaguamish (Arlington), Little Spokane, and Colville Hatcheries are 

still extant (Peck 2022:April 8). This unprecedented period of hatchery development was initiated by the 

Fish Hatcheries Act, which was passed by the legislature in March of 1899. The measure called for the 

construction of new hatcheries, provided a prioritized list of potential hatchery locations and made 

specific appropriations for both construction and subsequent improvements (Washington State 

Legislature 1899:267-270).   

 

While the Columbia River had been the primary focus of early fisheries protection measures and 

hatchery development, by the turn of the century much of the state’s commercial fishing had shifted to 

Puget Sound. By 1902 the region supplied over 86 percent of the total revenue that the industry 

contributed to the Washington economy as well as a similar percentage of tax revenue (State Fish 

Commissioner 1902:6). As a result, many of the new hatcheries built in 1899 during Commissioner 

Little’s term were located in the greater Puget Sound region. Their contributions to fish runs were 

evident within a few years, prompting his successor, Commissioner Kershaw, to believe that “with the 

system of hatcheries now maintained in the state, not only the present supply of fish can always be 

maintained, but with each succeeding year will come an increase” (State Fish Commissioner 1902:8). 

 

From the commissioner’s perspective, the hatcheries built along the Columbia River by both 

Washington and Oregon assured the permanency of the industry in that district and that “the art of 

artificial propagation” had solved the problem of restocking state waters with fish (State Fish 

Commissioner 1902:7-8). The rising importance of north Puget Sound, and the Fraser River fisheries in 

Canada, prompted Kershaw to move the commission offices to Bellingham in 1902 (State Fish 

Commission 1902:7). 

 

Game Fish Protection and Agency Development 

 

With the rapid development and financial importance of the commercial fish industry, much less 

attention was initially paid to the protection of state’s recreational fish and wildlife populations. During 

the territorial and early statehood periods, some legislation was passed to enact seasonal closures and 

outlaw practices that threatened elk, deer, and game bird and fish populations, but these measures had 

only limited effect. A United States Supreme Court decision in 1896 ruled that the nation’s game 

resources belonged to its citizens, prompting states to enact more stringent game protection 

regulations. Until the Geer v. Connecticut, 161 U.S. 519 (1896) decision, much of the enforcement of 

game laws in Washington had been left to the counties, which could name their own game wardens 

(Washington State Game Department 1953:3; Washington State Legislature 1897:277-278).     

 

On March 13, 1899, an Act for the Protection of Game Animals, Birds and Fish passed, creating the 

first State Game Warden position. It required that the existing fish commissioner would assume that 

position. The Game Warden’s duties included supervision of county wardens as well as the power of 

new appointments, and specified defined seasons for recreational hunting and fishing. It also 

established tougher penalties for exceeding limits, hunting out of season, or selling wild game 

(Washington State Legislature 1899:276-277). 

 

The combination of both fisheries and game protection under one authority became a source of 

contention for those who were particularly concerned with game fish resources. Many of them believed 

that the interests of the salmon commercial fishing industry took precedence, and that the state’s game 
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and game fish populations were reaching record levels of depletion (State Fish Commissioner 

1902:20). When T.R. Kershaw took over the role of fish commissioner in 1902, he tried to dispel these 

concerns, focusing on the potential benefits to the state that more effective game management could 

bring: 

 

Under the supervision of this office is another commerce which may not be properly called an 

industry, but in the future may become a great revenue to the State. I refer to the Game 

Department. While our game laws are in a crude state, and our trout streams fished out and forests 

depleted of their kind, still it is not too late to retrieve all we have lost in this respect. If new laws are 

enacted and properly adhered to, we can yet make Washington one of the greatest sporting 

paradises in the world (Washington State Game Department 1953:3).  

 

From the perspective of sport fishermen, Commissioner’s Kershaw’s initiatives were instrumental in 

new efforts for artificial propagation of game fish. The Lake Chelan Hatchery, constructed at the mouth 

of the Stehekin River in 1903, was the state’s first trout hatchery. It was followed by the Walla Walla 

Hatchery, a privately funded facility in the city of Walla Walla, later taken over by the state, and then the 

Little Spokane Hatchery, which was converted from salmon to trout production in 1905 (Washington 

State Game Department 1953:10).  

 

Early Twentieth-Century Legislative Oversight of Fish and Game Management: An Uneasy 

Partnership 

 

For the next few decades, efforts to separate fish and game management continued but were generally 

met with opposition. Various legislation started to separate the two functions. Among them were the 

following: 

 

1913 Game Code (Washington State Legislature 1913:356-380) 

The 1913 Game Code set up a system of county Game Commissions consisting of three members 

chosen by their respective county commissioners to carry out laws related to game and game fish 

protection. A Chief Game Warden living west of the Cascade Mountains was appointed by the governor 

to oversee the work of the commissions, along with a Deputy Chief Game Warden from east of the 

Cascades. While the intent of the measure was to separate the duties of the game warden from the fish 

commissioner, Governor Ernest Lister circumvented this provision by also appointing L.H. Darwin, the fish 

commissioner at that time, to the Chief Game Warden position. 

 

1915 Fisheries Code (Washington State Legislature 1915:67-108)  

In 1915, the legislature passed an extensive fisheries code that incorporated a wide range of measures 

pertaining exclusively to the protection and preservation of food fish and shellfish.  Unlike the previous 

codes, the measure dealt with salmon but also made important provisions for game fish and shellfish. Any 

previous laws that conflicted with this new set of measures were automatically repealed. Fish 

Commissioner L.H. Darwin called the code: “…by far the best set of laws governing and regulating the 

fisheries of this state that has ever been enacted.” (State Fish Commissioner 1917:7). 

 

Among its provisions, the code established specific locations that were essentially limited to sport fishing 

by hook and line gear requirements and set specific seasons and, for the first time, commercial catch size 

limits. It also prohibited a variety of practices including gaffing, snagging, shooting, and spearing of fish. 

 

The code guaranteed Native Americans the right to fish without a license on streams within five (5) miles 
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of their reservation and in saltwater within one-half mile of the shore, but it also restricted their fishing 

rights through such actions as limiting net sizes (Austin 1972, 3-4). 

 

The operations of the department were to be supported by the commercial fishing industry and not by 

taxpayer funds, which, according to the State Fish Commissioner, would provide much greater revenue 

than in the past (State Fish Commissioner 1917:7, 26). 

 

1921  Department of Fisheries & Game (Administrative Code, Section 107, March 2, 1921, 58-61) 

 Game and Game Fish (Washington State Legislature 1921:120-136) 

Finally, after much negotiation, a new state agency was established. The governor was given the power 

to appoint three members to the Fisheries Board, which governed the new Department of Fisheries & 

Game. The Director of the new department was given general supervisory duties and oversight of both a 

Division of Fisheries and a Division of Game and Game Fish. The position of State Game Warden was 

abolished and supervisors who reported to the director took charge of the fisheries and game and game 

fish divisions. County game commissions appointed their own county wardens and were in charge of 

enforcement of game laws as well as construction and maintenance of hatcheries. The Game and Game 

Fish Division had a five-member advisory commission whose members were elected by a state 

association of county game commissioners and met with the director to discuss policy and apportion 

funds. The division was funded almost entirely from the proceeds of licenses and fines for game law 

violations. 

 

The Fisheries Board, rather than the legislature, was given the power to establish departmental 

regulations, allowing for a more flexible and speedy process but also adding to the number and 

complexity of fisheries laws. Throughout their tenure, members of the board set aside numerous areas 

that became known as salmon preserves—areas, often at river mouths, where only hook and line catch 

was permitted (Austin 1972:5). 

 

1929  Fisheries Board (Washington State Legislature 1929:209) 

Such power led to the abolishment of the Fisheries Board in 1929 which gave its regulatory powers to the 

Director of Fisheries & Game. Among the director’s orders were new regulations that focused on defining 

areas where commercial fishing could and could not take place, establishing new closure periods, and 

limiting net size and equipment (Austin 1972:7, 16). 

 

The 1932 Separation of Washington’s Fish and Game Management 

 

Confusion over responsibilities, jurisdiction, and purpose led to a citizens’ initiative in 1932 which 

expanded state control over game and game fish management and finalized the movement toward 

complete separation of the fisheries and game programs. Called Initiative 62 it was primarily developed 

and promoted by the Washington State Conservation Association and was strongly supported by 

sportsmen. The goal was to create an entirely separate agency, the Department of Game, and to 

increase efficiency and balance by centralizing oversight and funding for game management 

throughout the state. 

 

1932  Initiative 62  

 An act relating to wild animals, wild birds and game fish and providing for state control and regulation 

thereof; creating a state Department of Game; providing for the appointment of certain officers in 

connection therewith and defining their powers and duties; amending chapter 7, Laws of 1921, and 

chapter 178, Laws Extraordinary Session of 1925, and repealing certain acts and parts of acts (Hinkle 

1932). 
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The county game commissions opposed the move, calling it the “Fishy Initiative” in a newspaper 

advertisement and questioning the constitutionality of the measure as well as the potential politicization 

of the program (Binns 1932a:25; Seattle Daily Times 1932:3). The proponents of the initiative, 

countered with a fundraising and publicity effort, labeling the previous system as “antiquated” and 

arguing that politics would not be an issue, since funding for the agency would be coming from 

licensing fees supported by the state’s recreational community and not the state’s general fund (Binns 

1932a:25, 1932b:14). 

 

While the previous Game Code of 1913 gave individual county game commissions the authority to 

enact and enforce laws related to game management in their jurisdictions, only some were successful 

in building their own programs. Others had more limited game resources and did not receive sufficient 

revenue from licensing to support new initiatives, including hatchery construction. While many counties 

built their own hatcheries, others did not have the resources to develop or maintain a propagation 

program (Washington State Game Commission 1934:3). 

 

The measure passed in the general election, however, because the margin of victory was relatively 

small (less than 40,000 votes), the commission made public education about the new system a top 

priority. While there was some resistance among the former county game commissions, the 

development of an effective statewide agency framework eased the handover of county facilities and 

many of the county commissions quickly complied (Binns1932c:14; Washington State Game 

Commission 1934:3). 

 

As a result of Initiative 62, a new State Game Commission was established, with Governor C.D. Martin 

appointing six members, each representing a different region of Washington. Among their first actions, 

the commissioners canvassed the state, met with sportsmen’s groups, and developed seven different 

game management districts. Since the initiative had given the commission power to pass regulations 

but not the power of enforcement, the commissioners also spent time lobbying for House Bill 118, 

which, when passed, allowed them to impose penalties for game law violations (Washington State 

Game Commission 1934:4). 

 

While much of the focus was on the new Department of Game, the Department of Fisheries also 

underwent significant changes during the 1930s. All regulations for food fish management needed to be 

rewritten as a result of the initiative, although restrictions on fishing seasons, areas, and gear remained 

mostly unchanged (Austin 1972:7). 

 

Effects of the Great Depression on Fish and Game Legislation and Funding 

 

The separation of the Department of Game, and the Department of Fisheries coincided with the Great 

Depression. While the economic downturn had a substantial impact not only on state revenue but on 

the personal income of most citizens, the operations of the new agency did not suffer. Demand for 

fishing, hunting, and other recreational opportunities continued to rise throughout this period. During the 

worst years of the Depression, the department lowered license fees, thus expanding access to outdoor 

resources to a much broader segment of the population. From 1933 to 1939, the number of licenses 

sold rose nearly 69 percent from 130,000 to more than 219,000. Despite the lower income from each 

license, the amount available in the Game Fund was not only maintained, but actually expanded 
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(Washington State Game Commission 1938:7). A measure passed in 1937 established that 50 percent 

of the fines and forfeitures in the fund would be given to the counties where the infractions occurred 

(Washington State Legislature 1937:979; Washington State Game Commission 1940:5, 31). 

 

This revenue would not likely have covered any extensive expansion during the period, but both the 

Department of Game and the Department of Fisheries received substantial funding and manpower from 

national programs. In the early 1930s the Roosevelt administration initiated federal relief and recovery 

efforts, collectively known as the New Deal, to provide jobs and stimulate economic growth through a 

variety of conservation, infrastructure, and rehabilitation projects on the federal, state, and local levels. 

The Civil Works Administration (CWA), the Public Works Administration (PWA), and the Works 

Progress Administration (WPA) were among a number of these government programs to provide 

support and labor needed to carry out many projects on the state’s priority list, many of which included 

fisheries protection and hatchery renovations, construction, and additions (Department of Fisheries 

1935:3, 12). 

 

While many of these new projects were focused on fish protection, other Depression-era initiatives, 

including major dam construction and other public works projects throughout the American West, could 

severely affect fisheries resources from the perspective of the Department of Fisheries (Department of 

Fisheries 1939:1).  New legislation allowed the states to accept federal money for rehabilitation of fish 

habitat during the construction of dams (Washington State Legislature 1939:177-178). Both the 

Department of Game, and the Department of Fisheries also advocated for increased state oversight 

and permitting powers over hydroelectric projects that would affect both stream flow and fish passage 

(Washington State Legislature 1943:79-80).   

 

Legislation during World War II  

 

By 1944, wartime needs led to the end of most federal relief programs, including the CWA and the 

WPA, as many citizens were called to armed service and resources were redirected to support the 

needs of the military and the home front. Responding to fiscal concerns, funds from fines increased for 

violations of fisheries laws. The powers of the Director of the Department of Fisheries were also 

expanded during this time to include stronger control over the Fisheries Fund, which was established 

for the “propagation, protection and preservation” of fisheries resources. (Washington State Legislature 

1943 82-83, 85-87). However, the Fisheries Fund’s days were numbered. The legislature enacted a 

number of emergency measures to provide needed funds and focus production and resource 

management on the war effort, affecting both the Department of Fisheries, and the Department of 

Game. The Fisheries Fund, which had helped to support the Department of Fisheries through taxes 

and licensing fees, was abolished and any funds collected were placed in the state’s General Fund 

(Washington State Legislature 1945:500-501).  

 

At the time, some Washington citizens were even suggesting that all fisheries regulations should be 

suspended to benefit those who were suffering from wartime deprivations. Instead, restrictions were 

placed on the location and amount of catch that was allowed for personal use as part of national 

defense mandates. During the war years there was still an increasing demand for fish resources both 

commercially and among sportsmen, and the situation provided an important argument for continued 

conservation and protection measures by the state (Washington State Game Commission 1944:7).  
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Changes to Fish and Game Codes after World War II 

 

With the end of World War II and its associated national priorities, it provided an opportunity for the 

State of Washington to reevaluate its legislation on the management of salmon and game fish. Several 

new pieces of legislation passed. These included: 

 

1947 Game Code (Washington State Legislature 1947:1196-1252) 

According to a departmental description from the period, the new Game Code represented revisions and 

recodification of decades of game laws and was the result of “two years study by game officials, 

representatives of the Attorney General’s office, and sportsmen. Consultations were held with other 

states to determine features of their game laws that might be favorably adopted for use in this state.” The 

Game Code enhanced the powers of the Director of Game, and the Game Commission gave him control 

of the organization and operation of the department. Revenue to support the program continued to be 

independent from the state budget, coming from licensing, sports equipment sales taxes, and other funds 

(Washington State Archives ca. 1947).  

 

1949 Fisheries Code (Washington State Legislature 1949:253-306)  

The rewriting of the Fisheries Code represented a reappraisal of the operations of the Department of 

Fisheries much like the efforts of the Department of Game. Obsolete laws were removed and a greater 

emphasis on conservation and a balanced approach to the needs of multiple constituents was included in 

new policy (Anderson 1950; Department of Fisheries 1948:8). 

 

Post-War Funding for the Department of Game 

 

In the 1950s and 1960s the Department of Game remained relatively self-sufficient, as its main source 

of revenue came from the sales of licenses as well as other taxes paid by sportsmen rather than from 

the state’s General Fund. The substantial rise in the numbers of Washington’s citizens using wildlife 

resources during this period initially provided sufficient funding for departmental operations, despite the 

expanding land base that the department managed as well as the pressures put on its fish and game 

resources due to the state’s increasing population density and industrial growth. Within a decade or 

two, however, there were increasing signs that this type of funding could not continue to support 

expanding usage and still provide the infrastructure, research, and propagation facilities needed to 

protect fish and wildlife resources (Legislative Interim Committee 1969:20-21).   

 

Legislative Interim Committees on Game and Game Fish in the 1950s and 1960s 

 

During the decades that followed the post-war period, several legislative interim committees were 

authorized to review game policy and assess the status of the state’s wildlife resources. While 

recognizing that the department could face financial issues in the future, the committee formed during 

the 1955-1957 biennium praised its balanced budgets and made no specific recommendations for 

changing its funding basis. Committee members noted the declining number of new license-holders but 

primarily blamed the growing number of free licenses that were issued by the department. A majority of 

the department’s expenditures were used to support fish and game protection and the upkeep of its 

physical holdings, including 24 hatcheries as well as game farms, game ranges, and public fishing and 

hunting areas. The committee supported the Department of Game’s continuing land acquisitions, its 

ongoing program to improve relations with farmers and other landowners, the development of access 

arrangements for sportsmen, and construction of fencing to prevent game depredation of crops. 

Committee members also addressed the problem that steelhead, which were considered game fish in 
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Washington, were being caught in the state but shipped to Oregon, where they could be sold 

commercially (Washington State Archives, Report of the Interim Committee, typescript).  

 

An interim committee that was authorized nearly a decade later during the 1967-1969 biennium formed 

a very different opinion of the department’s status (House Concurrent Resolution 54, April 1967). By 

that time, the department estimated over 700,000 anglers fished the state’s streams and approximately 

330,000 hunted for its wildlife. These numbers were in addition to the recreationists who enjoyed over 

650,000 acres of public wildlife areas in a “non-consumptive” way (Legislative Interim Committee 

1969:4-5). While the Game Fund remained strong and the department was efficient in its use of funds, 

the committee found that “it is also apparent the funds for game and game fish management are at 

maximum allocation and future financial starvation threatens present public service levels” (Legislative 

Interim Committee 1969:6). While the committee recommended a future reexamination of the licensing 

system as a basis for funding, for the short-term they proposed a small additional permit fee for 

steelhead fishing, which was the most popular and widely recognized of the state’s game fish 

opportunities (Legislative Interim Committee 1969:20-21). 

 

Referendum 18 of 1968: Land Acquisition 

 

In recognition that a sufficient land base was required to protect wildlife populations while maintaining 

recreational opportunities, the legislature in 1967 passed Referendum Bill 18, which was submitted to 

the voters in the November 1968 general election. The act authorized the issuance and sale of $40 

million in state bonds to finance the purchase of land as well as the development of outdoor 

recreational facilities. Half of these funds were allocated to state agencies for land acquisition and 

development, while the other half went to local public entities for similar purchases in their own 

jurisdictions (Washington State Legislature 1967:2975). The measure gained solid support from voters, 

who passed it by more than a 2-to-1 margin (Seattle Daily Times 1968:8). 

 

The Boldt Decision 

 

Years of tension regarding fishing rights for Native Americans on traditional fishing grounds came to a 

head in 1973 during the United States v. State of Washington trial. The complaint was filed on behalf of 

the United States, entrusted by fourteen tribes, against the State of Washington and other state 

agencies, including the Department of Fisheries. Known as the Boldt Decision, 384 F. Supp. 312 

(1974), for Judge George Boldt who presided over the case, it was ruled on February 12, 1974, that the 

tribes had the right to take up to 50 percent of the harvestable fish which passed through recognized 

traditional fishing grounds. In addition, the Boldt Decision ruled that recognized tribes could have rights 

to hatchery-raised fish if they were involved in the propagation process, and granted tribes the ability to 

co-manage hatcheries. The Boldt Decision ended the role of the Department of Fisheries as the sole 

development and management agency of state-run hatcheries (Dougherty 2020; United States District 

Court for the Western District of Washington 1974).  

 

 

Fisheries Hatchery Construction in Washington State (1889-1974) 

 

The legislation that provided the foundation for the effort to establish an artificial fish propagation 

program when Washington became a state was introduced during the first legislative session in 1889-
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1890, and efforts to locate potential hatchery sites began immediately.  

 

Hatcheries were relatively new in the United States at the time of Washington statehood but had earlier 

roots in Europe and the Far East. Some sources indicate that simple artificial propagation methods for 

fisheries may have been practiced in ancient China as well as Greece and Rome. The Germans had 

begun to develop more sophisticated techniques beginning in the 18 th century, and the French soon 

followed. By the mid-19th century, the practice of fish breeding had spread to the United States, where 

research by both private industry and government had quickly propelled the country into a leadership 

role. While early interest was focused on reviving fish stocks on the East Coast, recognition of the need 

for new methods to address declining Pacific salmon runs took on greater urgency by the last few 

decades of the century. The fishing and canning industries, which played a leading role in the young 

Northwest economy, were seeking answers, as they were already seeing significant effects to their 

viability and growth by these declines (Dodds 1959:125-126; Stevenson 1903:594). 

 

The first recognition of the commercial potential of artificial fish-culture in North America had begun with 

the breeding of trout in New York during the Civil War era, but it was soon followed by the 

establishment in 1869 of an Atlantic salmon breeding station on the Miramichi River in New Brunswick, 

Canada, by Livingston Stone, who later became one of America’s leading hatchery experts. The 

Canadian government at first banned export of the salmon eggs to the United States but later agreed to 

sell them—at an exorbitant price. Americans would not submit to this competitive disadvantage for long, 

and commercial fish-culture rapidly gained a footing in the country with the establishment of the U.S. 

Commission of Fish and Fisheries (most often referred to as the U.S. Fish Commission) in 1871 and 

the founding of the American Fish Culturists’ Association in the same year. Both the federal 

government and private industry promoted new research and funded the development of hatcheries, 

but individual states rapidly followed (State Fish Commissioner 1898:27-28).  

 

Early Washington State Salmon Hatcheries (1889 -1913) 

The First Hatcheries 

While territorial legislation proposed the development of hatcheries in Washington as early as 1877, the 

failure of attempts to coordinate with Oregon, which shared a border but also competed with 

Washington for Columbia River fishery resources, impeded theses early efforts. Washington Territory 

evidently did provide some funding support during that period to the Oregon and Washington Fish 

Propagating Company, probably the earliest private hatchery established in the region. This plant, 

located on the Clackamas River, was under the direction of Livingston Stone, who also maintained his 

position as an important advisor to the U.S. Fish Commission. The hatchery had only limited success, 

however, and shut down in 1880, although the facility was later reopened and operated by the Oregon 

Fish Commission (Dodds 1959:127). 

 

With Washington statehood and then the passage of legislation in 1890 to develop a fisheries program, 

efforts to establish hatcheries that would augment the important Columbia River fish runs ramped up 

quickly. James Crawford, the first fish commissioner, who had surveyed experts in other countries and 

even conducted his own trial egg-gathering experiment, became a strong advocate for artificial 

propagation as an essential step towards the preservation of fish runs. In 1891, the legislature provided 

an initial appropriation of $15,000 to build the state’s first hatchery, but troubles with obtaining the 

desired land for the facility and other issues delayed construction until 1895, when a new and slightly 
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larger appropriation was passed. While a fund created a base of support, initial legislation did not 

provide for hatchery staff salaries, maintenance, nor a means to initiate the licensing and enforcement 

systems (Department of Fisheries 1958:98; State Fish Commissioner 1890:22-25, 1891:266, 1896:13-

19; Washington State Legislature 1891:178-179). 

 

The construction of the early hatcheries was directly tied to the importance of the commercial salmon 

fishing and canning industry to the state economy. During the first decade of statehood, the fishing 

industry often led the three other major industries—coal, lumber, and agriculture—in its contributions to 

Washington’s commerce and the value of its products. A substantial portion of the job of the fish 

commissioner was to document the health of the salmon fishing industry by recording the income, 

catch, and number of people working in the industry, in addition to the size of runs and other fisheries 

data. While in most respects, the practices of some of the commercial fishing and canning companies 

were causing the decline, members of the industry were willing to pay licensing fees and support 

regulatory efforts in order to ensure a long-term supply of fish. Interestingly, it was the fish 

commissioner who also defended the 

industries when they were attacked for not 

paying an even larger share of the costs of 

restoring the state’s fish runs (State Fish 

Commissioner 1901:6-7, 1902:18-19). 

 

At the time the Columbia River was the 

focus of the salmon fishing industry, so it 

was also the focus of the state’s initial 

salmon propagation efforts. The fish 

commissioners scouted a number of sites 

along tributaries of the river to find a 

suitable location and finally chose one on 

the Kalama River about four miles north of 

the town of Kalama (State Fish 

Commissioner 1896:14): 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Kalama Hatchery Kalama River, Cowlitz County 1894 – 1895  

The Kalama Hatchery was built between 1894 and 1895 and is considered the state’s first hatchery. In 

his annual report, the State Fish Commissioner James Crawford described the facility built at the site: 

“A two-story building, 40 x 100 feet, was erected and equipped with every modern appliance necessary 

for the successful operation of a salmon hatchery (Figure 2). The water for the hatching house is carried 

from a small stream for a distance of about a fourth of a mile. The upper story of the building is 

partitioned off into a sitting room, sleeping rooms and store rooms. The capacity of the hatchery was 

four million last season, and this year I have had enough more hatching troughs constructed to increase 

the capacity to six millions” (State Fish Commissioner 1896:15).  

 

Figure 2. A photo of the original hatchery building at 

Kalama Hatchery. (Cumbow 1977:17) 
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The hatchery’s location allowed staff to take spawning salmon nearby, but eggs were also collected 

near the mouth of the river and held at what was called an eyeing station. The eggs were kept at this 

small facility until they had completed the eyeing stage of development, usually about three weeks, 

when they were then transported to a hatchery. Eyeing stations generally consisted of some troughs 

either under a rough canopy or in a small building and a cabin for staff.  Funds for improvements 

appropriated in 1899 included the addition of another eyeing station about two and a half miles 

downriver from the Kalama Hatchery site. 

 

Meanwhile, the state worked on developing hatcheries elsewhere in Washington. These included: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Chinook Hatchery Chinook Creek, Pacific County 1894 – 1897  

This facility was located on Chinook Creek, approximately one mile from the village of Chinook. It 

operated for two seasons solely as an egg station, where eggs and milt were collected from 

returning adult salmon, combined to fertilize the eggs, and held until they reached the eyed stage, 

at which point they were then shipped to the Kalama Hatchery. While some historians consider this 

hatchery to be the first operated in the state, it was not until the 1897 season that fertilized eggs 

were held until they hatched. The station included a 30’ by 80’ hatchery building with the capacity of 

4 million fertilized eggs and an 18’ by 24’, one and one-half story residence for the superintendent 

and employees, built in 1898. The water supply was limited, and a pipeline installed in 1898 also 

proved to be of faulty construction. Much of the stock at the hatchery was caught and donated by 

pound-net fishermen or taken directly from traps in Baker Bay and then transported to the hatchery 

(State Fish Commissioner 1898:48-49, 1901:103, 1902:29; State Supervisor of Fisheries 1925:19). 

Baker Hatchery Baker Lake, Whatcom County 1896  

Located on the southern side of Baker Lake, the hatchery was approximately 35 miles northeast of 

Hamilton and accessed by a rather long and torturous trail. The lake was drained by the Baker 

River which had two major inlets, the Sutter River and Noisy Creek, and several other smaller 

streams that fed it. The location was chosen because the area included the only known spawning 

beds of the Sockeye salmon in the Puget Sound basin, but the drainage was also home to large 

runs of Coho salmon and steelhead as well as some Chinook salmon. The buildings included a 40’ 

by 100’ hatchery, a 24’ by 40’ residence of one and one-half stories in height, a storage building, a 

woodshed of 18’ by 24’, and several smaller outbuildings. A 300-foot-long flume brought water to 

the site from a nearby stream (State Fish Commissioner 1898:49).  

Chehalis Hatchery Chehalis River, Grays Harbor County 1897 – 1898  

The hatchery was located on the Chehalis River about four miles above the town of Montesano. 

Bad weather slowed initial construction and high water hampered the success of the hatchery 

during its first years of operation. The difficulties of securing fish also had an impact, and about 

300,000 fry per year were brought from the Kalama Hatchery to the Chehalis site (State Fish 

Commissioner 1898:50). 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Samish Hatchery 

(Former) 
Lake Samish, Whatcom County 1897  

The last hatchery constructed during this period was a few miles from Fairhaven at Lake Samish. 

This private hatchery was built with funds raised by subscription from local residents, although the 

fish commissioner consulted on its layout and staffing. While slightly smaller in scale than the state 

hatcheries, this facility was equipped to raise about 200,000 Chinook salmon brought from the 

Kalama Hatchery in addition to Coho salmon taken from local creeks (State Fish Commissioner 

1898:50-51). This hatchery is not to be confused with the state-run facility of the same name that 

would develop within a few years as described below. 

 

During this period, the fish commissioner also proposed the development of an experimental station 

that would provide the hatcheries with expert advice as well as the means to conduct research on 

issues related to artificial propagation. At the time fisheries science was still relatively new, and the 

commissioner argued: 

 

“While we believe that we are succeeding as well as any other state in the work we have 

undertaken, there is no question but that we can do [a] great deal better in the future than we 

have done in the past. The knowledge acquired and the experience had in connection with our 

hatcheries certainly will prove very valuable in the future, but we are still without a great deal of 

necessary information to manage these plants in such a way as to give the best results.”  

(State Fish Commissioner 1901:23) 

 

Systematic Hatchery Development 

Legislative appropriations for the work of the fish commissioners were reduced in 1897 despite the 

increase in hatchery development. The program was further hurt by the lack of a sufficient budget for 

license fee collection and law enforcement personnel, thus reducing the amount available in the 

Hatchery Fund. However, as runs continued to decrease, support for the importance of artificial 

propagation increased. This led to a considerable increase in the state’s commitment to artificial 

propagation during the next legislative session (State Fish Commissioner 1898:5, 53-55, 1901:104). 

 

Legislators initially introduced a bill that provided $44,000 for the construction of as many as 14 new 

fish hatcheries in the state. The bill identified locations and provided a prioritized list of the hatchery 

projects it intended to support, appropriating amounts ranging from $1,500 to $5,000 per hatchery for 

initial construction and improvements in 1899 and 1900. These amounts were predicated on having 

sufficient balances in the fish hatchery fund to cover at least six months of operating expenses when 

the hatcheries opened as well as an additional balance equal to or greater than construction costs 

(State Fish Commissioner 1898:6; Washington State Legislature 1899:267-270).  

 

While the initial focus of hatchery growth was along the Columbia River and its tributaries, many of 

these new hatcheries were planned to augment salmon runs in the Puget Sound region, which had 

grown in importance in terms of its contributions to the fishing and canning industry. According to the 

commissioner’s annual report, the amount of salmon sold by weight from Puget Sound was nearly three 

times the amount sold from the Columbia River (     Table 1). The value of Puget Sound’s canned 
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salmon was also triple the value of the pack from the Washington side of the Columbia River (State 

Fish Commissioner 1898:91). 

 

     Table 1. Salmon Fishing Output in 1897 

 Number of 

Canneries 

Number of 

Workers 

Pounds of 

Salmon Sold 

Total Cases 

Salmon 

Pack 

Total Value of 

Salmon Pack 

Puget Sound 18 3,516 12,094,000 400,200 $1,600,800.00 

Columbia River 9 1,775 3,999,000 111,525 $473,981.25 

Gray’s Harbor 2 212 1,898,000   12,100 $43,560.00 

Willapa Bay 2 550 550,000   21,420 $77,112.00 

     (State Fish Commissioner 1898:12-19) 

 

Each commissioner and his advisors developed their own criteria for locating hatcheries, and over time 

as new commissioners took over the duties, they were sometimes critical of the decisions of their 

predecessors. Commissioner Little, for example, believed that the appropriate conditions for a hatchery 

location to be successful included: a number of fish sufficient to obtain gametes, or reproductive cells, a 

supply of pure water, and a site as near as possible to natural spawning grounds. He also placed an 

emphasis on the best locations to raise what were then considered the “important” fish: Chinook 

salmon, Coho salmon, and steelhead (State Fish Commissioner 1898:37-38, 46). 

 

Commissioner Little claimed to have traveled over 3,000 miles to look for hatchery sites in the upper 

Puget Sound region and along Columbia River tributaries. In 1898, he and his deputies confirmed 

several potential locations for the new hatcheries. In the Columbia River District the Wenatchee, 

Methow, Little Spokane, and Wind Rivers were identified as the most promising watersheds.  In Little’s 

estimation, these hatcheries along with those erected by the state of Oregon could help to bring back 

salmon runs, which he believed were about 40 percent below the size of a decade before. He also 

urged the formation of a joint committee between the Washington and Oregon legislatures to reach 

more standardization of fisheries laws and enforcement provisions (State Fish Commissioner 1898:7-8, 

35). 

 

The Fish Commission used the 1899 legislative appropriation to build six hatcheries in 1899 and 

completed an additional eight by the end of 1900. In addition to the broad criteria Commissioner Little 

applied to his evaluations of potential hatchery sites, there were a number of more specific factors that 

also dictated the size and location of these new hatcheries. Water supply, the amount of acreage 

available, and accessibility were among the most important. And while the appropriation as a whole 

was substantial, the amount budgeted for each hatchery allowed for only the most basic buildings and 

structures (State Fish Commissioner 1901:24-25). 

 

The larger hatchery buildings were normally 40’ by 80’ in size and could hold 110 troughs, which 

provided the capacity to raise at least 10 million fry. The smaller hatcheries ranged from 30’ by 52’ to 

32’ by 56’, which provided enough space for between 3 million and 5 million fry in approximately 64 

troughs. Roughly built of lumber, these buildings almost always had a nearby structure for firewood and 

storage. Since each hatchery normally was run by a superintendent who lived on the property, most of 

these new facilities had at least one residence. The larger hatcheries often included an additional 

residence or boarding house, but several also were built that provided living quarters for staff on the 
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second floor of the hatchery, the superintendent’s home, or even the storage building. (Figures 6 and 7)  

 

The other essential component of these new hatcheries was an adequate water system. Since most 

were located on waterways, pumps or waterwheels were the cheapest, although not always the most 

reliable means of obtaining water for hatchery operations. In-stream dams or flumes often helped to 

provide sufficient supply, although these could easily be damaged by flooding or debris. Gravity feed 

systems were more reliable, and a few of the new hatcheries had to be moved or new land purchased 

to develop an adequate water supply. Known information about facilities at these newly constructed 

hatcheries is provided as follows: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Wenatchee Hatchery Wenatchee River, Chelan County 1899  

This hatchery was constructed on the Wenatchee River, approximately 1 ½ miles from Chiwaukum 

(Figure 3). It featured a 40’ by 100’ hatchery building, a seven-room residence, and a wood 

house/store room (State Fish Commissioner 1901:104-105). 

Nooksack Hatchery Kendall Creek, Whatcom County 1899  

Nooksack Hatchery was built on Kendall Creek, a tributary of the Nooksack River. Its hatchery building 

was 40’ by 100’. The facility had two residences and a wood shed/store room (Bureau of Fisheries 

1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 105-106, 1902:34). 

Skokomish Hatchery Skokomish River, Mason County 1899  

Built four miles from the mouth of the Skokomish River, this hatchery also had a 40’ by 100’ hatchery 

building. The residence used was already on site at the time the hatchery building was constructed. An 

additional wood house/store room with a second story providing sleeping rooms for staff was 

contemporary with the hatchery building (Figure 4). In 1901, a new dam was built, followed by a new 

trap in 1902 (Bureau of Fisheries 1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 106-107, 1902:33). 

Willapa Hatchery Trap Creek, Pacific County 1899  

This hatchery was built on a tributary of Willapa River and featured a smaller hatchery building than 

some of its contemporaries (32’ by 66’). A residence and wood house/store room were also built by the 

agency. The original pump and boiler were replaced by gravity feed in 1901 (Bureau of Fisheries 

1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 107, 1902:32). 

Wind River Hatchery Wind River, Skamania County 1899  

Wind River Hatchery was built on the south branch of the river with a 40’ by 60’ hatchery building, a 

two-story residence, and a six-room boarding house (State Fish Commissioner 1901:102-103, 

1902:31). 

Samish Hatchery Friday Creek, Skagit County 1899  

Not to be confused with the earlier hatchery of the same name built on Lake Samish, this hatchery was 

constructed on a tributary of Samish River. In addition to the hatchery building, which measured 32’ by 

56’, it had a residence wood house/store room, and a six-room boarding house. The dam was 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

replaced in 1901 (Bureau of Fisheries 1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 108). 

Little Spokane Hatchery Little Spokane River, Spokane County 1899 – 1900  

Located 10 miles upriver from the mouth of the Little Spokane River, this facility had the same size 

hatchery building as at Samish Hatchery (32’ by 56’). Other original features included a residence with 

a boarding house and a wood house/store room (State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 110, 

1902:34). 

Snohomish Hatchery Skykomish River, Snohomish County 1899 – 1900  

This hatchery was built on the west bank of the Skykomish River with a hatchery building of the larger 

size constructed during this time period (40’ by 100’). The only other building constructed at the outset 

was a residence with an attached storage room. A flume and trap were added in 1902 (Bureau of 

Fisheries 1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:108-109). 

White River (Green River, 

Soos Creek) Hatchery 
Soos Creek, King County 1900  

Built 2 ½ miles from the junction of White and Green Rivers, this hatchery was the smallest of all 

hatchery buildings constructed at this time (30’ by 52’). The building included a mess hall and a wood 

house/storeroom (State Fish Commissioner 1901:110). Originally named the White River Hatchery, 

the name changed to the Green River Hatchery in 1948, and changed to the Soos Creek Hatchery in 

the mid-1990s (Peck 2022:April 8). 

Nesqually (Nisqually) 

Hatchery 
Muck Creek, Pierce County 1900  

Nesqually Hatchery was built ½ mile from the Nisqually River. As with White River Hatchery, this 

facility’s infrastructure was integrated into a single hatchery building (30’ by 56’). This included a mess 

hall and wood house (Bureau of Fisheries 1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 110-111). 

Methow Hatchery Methow River, Okanogan County 1900  

This hatchery was built at the confluence of the Methow and Twisp Rivers. As at Nesqually Hatchery, 

the 30’ by 56’ hatchery building also contained the other facilities, including a wood house and rooms 

for the crew (State Fish Commissioner 1901:111). 

Colville Hatchery Colville River, Stevens County 1900  

Colville Hatchery was constructed 1 mile from Kettle Falls on the north bank of the Colville River. The 

hatchery building measured 30’ by 56’ and had a separate wood house. Changes in the course of the 

river and damage to spawning beds led to a shut-down in 1902 (State Fish Commissioner 1901:111-

112, 1902:36). 

Klickitat Hatchery Klickitat River, Klickitat County 1900-1901  

Built on the east bank of the Klickitat River, this hatchery was located 6 miles from the mouth of the 

river. Its hatchery building was the same size as at White River Hatchery (30’ by 52’) (State Fish 

Commissioner 1901:111, 1902:36). 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Stillaguamish (Arlington) 

Hatchery 
Stillaguamish River, Snohomish County 1901  

Originally built on the Stillaguamish River, the system was damaged by high water early on and was 

soon moved to Jim Creek (Bureau of Fisheries 1911:168; State Fish Commissioner 1901:91, 93, 111, 

1902:33). 

Dungeness Hatchery Dungeness River, Clallam County 1901  

This hatchery was built 7 miles from the town of Dungeness and originally included a hatchery building 

and separate residence (State Fish Commissioner 1902:33). 

 

 

   

 

Strained budgets ultimately led the fish commissioner to delay or only partially complete the 

construction of the final three hatcheries that were included in the legislation: the Stillaguamish 

(Arlington), Dungeness, and Skagit Hatcheries. Maintenance needs for those facilities that were already 

built were higher than anticipated, as were the costs of locating appropriate sites, so funding for these 

hatcheries was appropriated in subsequent years. A few of the hatcheries never performed as 

expected, including the Colville Hatchery, which was shut down in 1902, and the Little Spokane 

Hatchery, whose prospects were not bright for the future according to the fish commissioner (State Fish 

Commissioner 1901:108-109, 1902:36). High operating costs caused by the remote location of the 

Baker Lake Hatchery contributed to the decision to sell the hatchery to the U.S. Fish Commission, and 

the transfer to federal control took place in July of 1899 (State Fish Commissioner 1901:24-25). 

 

One other expenditure authorized by the 1899 legislature was a fishway constructed over the falls of 

the north fork of the Skokomish River. A right-of-way was secured, and construction began in 1899. 

The fish commissioner also obtained a small plot of adjacent land for an eyeing station to serve the 

Skokomish Hatchery (State Fish Commissioner 1901:113). 

Figure 3. Sketch of Wenatchee Salmon 

Hatchery fish racks, also known as weirs. 

(Thirteenth Annual Report of the State Fish 

Commissioner 1902) 

 

Figure 4. Skokomish Hatchery boarding 

house for employees. (Thirteenth Annual 

Report of the State Fish Commissioner 1902) 
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Regional Divisions 

 

Oversight of all the new hatcheries was broken down into four regions, corresponding to the primary 
fishing locales in the state ( 
Table 2). Deputy commissioners were generally chosen to represent each division because of their 

familiarity with the fisheries of these areas: 

 

Table 2. Regional Hatchery Divisions in 1901  

Columbia River District Puget Sound District 
Grays Harbor 

District 
Willapa District 

Kalama River Hatchery 

Chinook Hatchery 

Wenatchee River 

Hatchery  

Wind River Hatchery 

Little Spokane River 

Hatchery 

Methow River Hatchery 

Nooksack River Hatchery 

Skokomish River Hatchery 

Samish River Hatchery 

Snohomish River Hatchery 

White River Hatchery 

Nesqually (Nisqually) River 

Hatchery 

Chehalis River 

Hatchery 

Willapa River 

Hatchery 

(State Fish Commissioner 1901:96) 

 

Improvements in Artificial Propagation 

 

Once the Fish Commission built these hatcheries, new budgetary appropriations were recommended 

for improvements. The state’s original philosophy of fish rearing was that the fry should be released as 

soon as possible, primarily to avoid the cost of feeding. With experience during these early years of 

operation, hatchery management recognized that returns could be improved by holding the fish for a 

longer time at the hatchery, as the cost of feeding was insignificant compared to the benefits gained by 

longer retention. The construction of new rearing ponds were the first improvements made at most of 

the hatcheries during this period, and early experimentation suggested keeping salmon in the new 

rearing ponds for up to two years before release (State Fish Commissioner 1901:98-99). 

 

However, a lack of understanding of the spawning patterns of fish on specific rivers or streams often 

affected the success of hatchery operations, as did the significant changes in those patterns caused by 

flooding and other natural forces combined with man-made impediments resulting from logging, dam 

building, and agricultural development. Very quickly, the Fish Commission turned to the construction of 

smaller and less expensive eyeing stations that were often located much closer to spawning grounds or 

to areas where fishermen could provide extra catch. The eggs were removed from the spawning 

salmon at these stations and then held there until they reached the eyed stage, when they were then 

transported to one of the larger hatcheries. In addition to the initial eyeing station on the Chinook River, 

others were built between 1899 and 1902 on the Wenatchee River, the south fork of the Nooksack 

River, and the north fork of the Skokomish River to serve as supplements to nearby hatcheries (State 

Fish Commissioner 1901:105-107).  
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Research and the Scientific Experiment Station 

 

Despite the huge strides made by the State of Washington in hatchery construction during the early 

statehood period, an understanding of the habits and development of salmon was still limited. A trial-

and-error approach remained the primary means to determine effective methods for improving hatchery 

operations, handling fish, and increasing yields. John R. Crawford, who was the superintendent of 

hatcheries under Fish Commissioner T.R. Kershaw, made a trip to the Fraser River in 1902 to study the 

salmon migration patterns and hatchery systems in place there with the goal of potentially building a 

hatchery in conjunction with Canada. Commissioner Kershaw also made suggestions for new 

experiments, but still many of the initial changes on hatchery practices were based on the individual 

initiative of hatchery staff (State Fish Commissioner 1902:9-15, 42-49). 

 

Research stations were 

another means of 

developing more data on 

the life cycle of salmon. 

The perceived need to 

apply a more scientific 

approach to these 

studies led to the 

operation of a state 

research station 

beginning in 1899. The 

first station was located 

at Keyport Landing on 

the eastern portion of 

Port Orchard Bay 

(Figure 5). Originally 

intended for oyster 

research, within a couple 

of years its focus was 

expanded to include all 

fisheries, particularly 

salmon. The section of the research building that had been used as a living room was renovated as a 

small hatchery and water was brought by flume from a small creek about 1,500 feet above the site. A 

five-room cottage was built as a residence for the station’s supervisor (State Fish Commissioner 

1902:39-40).  

Conflicting Fisheries Values 

 

In the build-up to the World War I era, much of the focus of hatchery management was to preserve and 

potentially increase the size of the salmon runs that supported the fishing and canning industries of 

Washington. While the Columbia River Chinook salmon continued to be highly prized, Sockeye salmon 

from the Puget Sound region was at that time considered the most valuable species of salmon for both 

food and commercial purposes. The fish commissioner was the primary compiler of fishing and canning 

industry data, and many of his hatchery management concerns were based on the continued economic 

viability of these industries. On the other hand, there was also a strong realization that many fishing 

Figure 3. Keyport Research Station interior view. (Thirteenth Annual 

Report of the State Fish Commissioner 1902) 
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industry practices as well as new challenges presented by other industrial and agricultural impacts had 

to be monitored and regulated where necessary. Funding for the Fish Commission needed to be 

commensurate with that challenge (State Fish Commissioner 1913:37). 

 

Fish Commissioner John L. Riseland, whose term lasted from 1906 to 1913, focused many of his 

efforts on encouraging the legislature to codify and increase protections for salmon and other fish in 

Washington waters.  At his urging, Republican Governor Marion Hay appointed a Senate committee in 

1911 to study the fisheries department and the industry and to develop a Fish Code that would provide 

guidance for the Fish Commission’s work. Riseland advised the committee and was assisted by John 

R. Crawford, who continued to serve as the state’s superintendent of hatcheries. After months of work, 

the committee delivered a majority and a minority report with some differing findings and 

recommendation. While both reports recognized the importance of artificial propagation and the role 

that hatcheries would continue to play in fisheries development, they differed on funding responsibilities 

and the extent of restrictions on the industry (State Fish Commissioner 1913:6, 18, 21-24). 

 

The report concluded that the need for more hatcheries was of paramount concern: 

 

“We find that increase of population and the activities of civilization have a marked effect on the 

natural propagation of fish, and that at present not more than 9 percent of the fish eggs 

deposited in hatcheries become fish, thus conclusively establishing the necessity of having 

more fish hatcheries. We further find that young fish are hatched in rivers tributary to irrigation 

ditches on their journey to the sea are sidetracked into these irrigation districts and thus 

destroyed. It is therefore essential that artificial propagation be encouraged on these rivers and, 

in fact, as rapidly as possible on all streams frequented by salmon, and that eyeing stations and 

hatcheries be there established.” (State Fish Commissioner 1913:22). 

 

Other recommendations included better enforcement of existing laws and catch restrictions, the 

redesign of allowable fish traps, size limits on catching “salmon trout,” more negotiation with Canada 

over Fraser River fisheries, and revised guidelines for the hatchery fund that would reserve all fines and 

other moneys collected for use in hatchery maintenance and new construction (State Fish 

Commissioner 1913:23-24).  

 

The minority report was more focused on the needs of the fishing industry. Its authors essentially 

disagreed that the salmon runs were diminishing, suggesting that “the salmon industry is in a flourishing 

and prosperous condition.” As a result, these committee members wanted fewer new restrictions on the 

industry and found the current fish trap design to be suitable. While they agreed that artificial 

propagation was essential, they recommended that the state be divided into three districts—Puget 

Sound, Columbia River District, and Willapa/Grays Harbor—and that the money collected in the 

hatchery fund should be used in the district where the money was raised (State Fish Commissioner 

1913:34, 41). 

 

State Salmon Hatcheries during and following World War I (1914 -1927) 

Prior to the start of World War I in Europe (1914-1918), a change in leadership took place at the 

Department of Fisheries. Governor Ernest Lister appointed Fish Commissioner L.H. Darwin in 1913. 

Darwin was optimistic about the future of fisheries based on what he saw as significant achievements in 

restoring salmon runs on the Columbia River and the possibility of duplicating those efforts in the other 
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areas around the state. In particular, the Puget Sound District in 1915 and 1916 had experienced the 

smallest Sockeye runs ever recorded, and his hope was that with increased hatchery production as well 

as stricter regulatory measures, the production of the Puget Sound fisheries could be preserved, if not 

increased (State Fish Commissioner 1917:9). 

 

While a much more politically conservative legislature served in Olympia in 1915, the Fish Code was 

finally enacted in that year and proved very effective in boosting the health of fish runs through 

increased hatchery construction and production. Commissioner Darwin called it “by far the best set of 

laws governing and regulating the fisheries of this state that has ever been enacted” (State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:7). Among the important stipulations in the new code was a provision mandating 

that dam construction would require the installation of fishways to ensure that spawning fish could 

travel beyond the structure. In situations where a dam was too high or other issues caused fishways to 

be impractical, builders were required to construct hatcheries to address fish loss (State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:7). 

 

Research and New Trends 

 

Commercial fishing and the activities of the logging industry had seriously reduced numbers of 

spawning fish, and yet the rivers where hatcheries were located had substantially increased their 

supply of breeding fish. Research by the U.S. Fisheries Commission as well as Washington’s own 

hatchery personnel found that rearing ponds were the best means to increase the supply of salmon. 

Proposals were made to install rearing ponds at all hatcheries or to set up a central rearing station on 

the Columbia River system (State Fish Commissioner 1913:86-88).  

 

Salmon propagators at 

this time believed that 

trout were the major 

natural enemy of salmon 

and that their 

depredations had been 

protected for too long by 

game-fish laws. An 

alternative was to raise 

young salmon in rearing 

ponds to three or four 

inches in length, which 

would give them more 

strength to evade their 

natural predators, like the 

trout, and reach the 

ocean. While some felt 

the cost of feed did not 

necessarily warrant 

keeping the fish for such 

a long period before release, the Fish Commission had developed an inexpensive food source. Adult 

fish harvested during spawning season were salted, pickled, and then right before feeding, the salt was 

Figure 4. Employees preparing parent salmon as food for young 

hatchery salmon. (Twenty-second and Twenty-third Annual Reports of 

the State Fish Commissioner and Ex Officio Game Warden 1911-1912) 
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Figure 5. Photograph showing the original Samish Hatchery 

building. Note the presence of enough land on site for 

construction of a concrete rearing pond. (Twenty-second and 

Twenty-third Annual Reports of the State Fish Commissioner and 

Ex Officio Game Warden 1911-1912) 

 

extracted, and the flesh was cooked and pulverized for feed (Figure 6). Smelt were also similarly 

prepared and finely ground liver was commonly added into the food on a weekly basis. Donations of 

canned salmon from nearby canneries were also used as feed. (State Fish Commissioner 1913:86-88).  
 

Rearing ponds continued to be 

added to hatcheries when funds 

and manpower were available 

throughout the World War I era. 

Often construction of new 

rearing ponds was constricted 

by the amount of available land 

the department had for its 

hatcheries, so additional leases 

or purchases were often needed 

before new ponds could be 

added (Figure 7) (State Fish 

Commissioner 1920:20). 

Experimentation, based on 

experience in Alaska, also 

encouraged the fisheries 

department to test a saltwater 

rearing pond for Pink salmon on 

Hood Canal. A bay of 

approximately eight acres below 

Quilcene at Whitney Point was 

enclosed and almost 2 1/2 million Pink salmon fry were put in the pond and reared to a length of 3 ½ 

inches in about four months. More permanent improvements at the site were planned for the future 

(State Supervisor of Fisheries 1925:32). 

 

Racks, also known by hatchery staff as “weirs”, were designed and constructed to catch salmon as they 

ascended rivers and stream for spawning. The fisheries department developed a new type of rack held 

in place by concrete piers resting in the gravel bed of the waterway and a few small pilings to prevent 

them moving downstream. Racks of this design were developed during World War I and appeared to 

have withstood all but the most severe flooding episodes. A 60’ by 100’ building was erected at the 

Green River (previously White River, presently Soos Creek) hatchery for storing equipment to construct 

this new type of rack as well as to house 12,000 cases of canned salmon used as fish food for the 

rearing system (State Supervisor of Fisheries 1925:30).  
 

Egg Transfer 

 

During this era, the fish commissioner also followed the policy of raising salmon to the eyed stage and 

then transferring them to any hatchery that was available for hatching and release. At the time, new 

studies cited by the fish commissioner contradicted common perceptions and found that salmon 

transferred to another stream would still return to their stream of origin. While these ideas soon proved 

to be flawed, at the time the commissioner believed that “…the results will be restoring of the salmon 

run of many streams and perhaps in increasing it above its original size” (State Fish Commissioner 
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1917:10). 

 

Eyeing stations continued to be used as a means to supplement the egg take without the expense of 

constructing new hatcheries or relocating some that were no longer near enough to spawning grounds. 

Generally, a small shed at the site could hold about 24 troughs like the Nooksack eyeing stations on the 

South and the Middle Forks of the river, which were built in 1912 (State Fish Commissioner 1913:100). 

 

The White River Eyeing Station 

was built in 1911 at the time 

that the Tacoma Power 

Company constructed a large 

dam on the Green River, about 

four miles from Eagle Gorge 

(Figure 8). The station enabled 

the state to take eggs, fertilize 

them, and retain them there 

until the “eyeing” stage – the 

point at which eyes are visible 

– when they were then shipped 

to the White River (Green 

River, Soos Creek) Hatchery or 

other facilities as needed. The 

station was a much larger plant 

than most, and in that year 

more than 11 million Chinook, 

coho, and steelhead eggs 

were taken there (State Fish 

Commissioner 1913:103).  
 

Price of Salmon 

  

The rising price of salmon during the war years contributed not only to the economic value of the 

industry but also to the broader varieties of salmon that were raised in hatcheries and sold 

commercially. Chum salmon (also commonly known as Dog salmon) was considered the cheapest 

variety of salmon and previously sold at one to two cents per pound. However, by 1917 this type of 

salmon commanded seven to ten times the price per pound that Sockeye, Puget Sound’s most 

valuable fish, had cost only about 12 years before. Earlier in the decade, hatcheries had remained idle 

when they could not be stocked with the more expensive types of salmon. The advent of World War I 

changed that pattern, encouraging the year-round operation of hatcheries by the new practice of raising 

several species at one facility. The price of the most expensive varieties continued to climb, leading 

experts to suggest that in the future, most would be sold fresh rather than canned (State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:9-10). 

 

As American participation in the war increased, the price of salmon also increased. With many of the 

fishermen called to war, much of the work was done by outside “alien” immigrants who were accused of 

manipulating prices. Wartime prejudices affected these perceptions as well since many purse seiner 

Figure 6. The White River Eyeing Station, built in 1911, which was 

larger than most other stations constructed at the time. (Twenty-

second and Twenty-third Annual Reports of the State Fish 

Commissioner and Ex Officio Game Warden 1911-1912) 
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fishing boats and crew were of Austrian descent and were said to have taken advantage of American 

laws and then held back their catch until they received higher prices (State Fish Commissioner 

1920:10-13). Pink salmon, which was thought to be a less desirable food fish, had brought only one 

cent per fish in 1913, but cost as much as 34 cents per fish in 1917. As a means of stemming the rapid 

escalation of prices, the department arranged to develop municipal markets in four major cities: Seattle, 

Tacoma, Everett, and Spokane. Most of the salmon killed for their eggs and milt at state hatcheries 

were provided to these markets. Up to that time, the belief was that these fish were inedible and thus 

they were thrown away or used as fish food. Experiments at the University of Washington found that 

these fish were perfectly safe to eat and so they were provided without cost to the markets, which then 

sold them to local residents at prices as low as 7 cents per pound. The experiment began in 1917, but 

by 1918 the markets were fully operational and several of the cities wanted to continue this program 

even after the war ended (State Fish Commissioner 1920:29-30).  

 

Other changes included many state hatcheries grew vegetables and potatoes on site and provided 

some of these vegetables and harvested fish to state institutions. To help with cleaning these fish and 

other labor needs at the hatcheries, some of the residents of Western State Hospital were recruited. 

Women were also employed in hatcheries for the first time, primarily picking the eggs during spawning, 

and the commissioner acknowledged that they made valuable contributions: “They were found to be 

very proficient at this work, and had it not been for our ability to secure this assistance, some of the 

hatcheries could not have been operated” (State Fish Commissioner 1920:30). 

 

A Hatchery for Every Stream 

 

By the late 1910s, according to the fish commissioner, the most up-to-date research on salmon 

propagation suggested that every substantial stream where salmon spawned should have its own 

hatchery. Unlike Oregon, where the idea of a central station had been adopted, the Washington fish 

commissioner believed that if the eggs of salmon were taken and then transferred and released in 

another stream, the run of salmon into the original stream would shortly end. He also argued that the 

fisheries department should have control of any stream on which a hatchery was located, primarily to 

prevent logging companies or other interests from using the stream and destroying fish runs or 

hatchery structures and equipment (State Fish Commissioner 1917:38).  

 

Another major cause of salmon loss was the fishing regulation that allowed any state resident to take 

fish for their own use at any time or place. Young salmon, commonly known as “salmon trout” were 

caught in large numbers, preventing spawning and diminishing the numbers dramatically. The fish 

commissioner believed that legislators did not recognize the harmful impact of this legislation and 

asked for its repeal (State Fish Commissioner 1913:20).  

 

Much of the new hatchery construction during the World War I era was under the direction of Fish 

Commissioner L.H. Darwin. Proud of his record and the great progress made by the department’s 

increased capacity for artificial propagation, Commissioner Darwin offered a comparison between the 

amount of eggs produced at the end of the early hatchery development era and the production in 1916. 

The egg take in 1903-1904 for all state hatcheries was just over 16,013,000, while the amount collected 

in the 1916-1917 biennium was nearly 322,800,000, a dramatic increase in just over a decade. Darwin 

also proudly touted the cost of production of hatchery fish, which had declined from over 88.8 cents per 

thousand in 1912 to 33.9 cents per thousand in 1916, despite the ongoing war (State Fish 
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Commissioner 1917:6). 

 

The rise in production and the lowering of costs was in large measure attributable to the rapid 

construction of new or expanded hatcheries during this period (Figure 7). Funding for both land 

acquisition and also the building costs of these hatcheries was sometimes supported by legislative 

appropriation. In other cases municipalities or private companies built hatcheries as mitigation for the 

threat to fisheries posed by dam development. In a few other instances, the costs were shared with 

local communities that wanted to prevent the degradation of fisheries resources. The success of these 

facilities varied considerably, as in some places hatchery construction could not save the runs from the 

effects of dams and other obstructions. 

 

 
Figure 7. Newly constructed buildings and structures at a selection of hatcheries. (Twenty-sixth and 

Twenty-seventh Annual Reports of the State Fish Commissioner 1915-1917) 

Early Dam-Related Hatchery Construction 

The first hatcheries constructed in the mid-1910s were in locations near newly constructed major dams 

in different parts of the state. The aim of their construction was to attempt to maintain salmon runs in 

their respective river systems despite the adverse effects of dam construction. These include: 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Elwha Hatchery Elwha River, Clallam County 1914 

The Olympic Power and Development Company completed the Elwha Dam in 1913 without any type 

of fish passage, completely blocking the river’s rich salmon runs. The Fish Commissioner pressured 

the company to fund construction of a hatchery at the base of the dam, but the facility proved 

unsuccessful. Dam releases periodically washed away the hatchery racks and within a few years 

spawning salmon were so dramatically reduced that the facility was closed (Sadin and Vogel 2011:79-

81). 

Wenatchee Hatchery Wenatchee River, Chelan County 1914 

The Wenatchee Hatchery was located outside of the town of Leavenworth. This facility was originally 

constructed to raise Columbia River Chinook salmon but it soon became apparent that there was 

insufficient spawn of this type. The hatchery then switched to production of Coho salmon, which were 

successful for a time until water conditions were so affected by logging, irrigation, and dams that the 

runs dwindled, and the hatchery was closed (Mayhall 1925:17-18). 

 

Despite efforts to use these hatcheries as a remedy to their associated dams’ blockage of fish passage, 

neither was able to sustain fish production and both were eventually closed. 

Hatchery Construction through Partnerships 

Several of the hatcheries built during this period were also financed by municipalities or private 

companies as mitigation for dam construction, often in lieu of building fishways over the dams. The 

legislature also funded a few large hatchery expansion projects during this period or partnered with 

local groups to protect and expand runs. Details of the hatcheries built during this phase include: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

New Samish Hatchery Friday Creek, Skagit County 1915-1916 

Constructed with an appropriation from the legislature, the new hatchery building had three and one-

half times the capacity of the old one and was 130’ in length and 50’ in width. A superintendent’s 

residence was built at the same time. This was a rebuild of the Samish Hatchery constructed in 1899 

(State Fish Commissioner 1917:11; Peck 2021:July 30). 

New Chehalis Hatchery Chehalis River, Lewis County 1915-1916 

Originally located on the Chehalis River three miles below the mouth of the Satsop River, the hatchery 

was moved in 1909 to a location ten miles up the river close to Hope Creek. The facility was then 

enlarged with funds appropriated by the legislature. The new Chehalis Hatchery building was 130’ by 

50’, approximately four times the capacity of the original building at the site. An underground wood 

pipe water system was also installed, although no additional funds were available at the time for a new 

residence (State Fish Commissioner 1917:11, 1925:27). 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Humptulips Hatchery Stevens Creek, Grays Harbor County 1915-1916 

This hatchery was constructed on Stevens Creek, a tributary of the Humptulips River, about 24 miles 

north of Hoquiam. The corporations building dams on the Humptulips and Wishkah Rivers provided 

the funds for the hatchery instead of the usual alternative, which was installing fishways over the 

dams. Operations began in 1915, but final construction of the hatchery building, and a residence was 

completed in 1916. The river had good runs of chum, Chinook, and coho salmon. Temporary racks 

were destroyed by high water, and the first permanent rack only lasted for about four years before it 

was washed away. Before the rack was replaced again, eyed eggs from the Chehalis Hatchery were 

then raised in this facility (State Fish Commissioner 1917:12, 1925:27). 

North River Hatchery North River, Grays Harbor County 1915-1916 

Construction of the North River Hatchery was a partnership between local residents and the Fish 

Commission. Citizens of the Willapa Harbor District, noting the depletion of salmon runs, donated to a 

hatchery construction fund, which was supplemented by extra salmon hatchery maintenance, 

construction, and repair appropriations from the legislature (Figure 8). Since more eggs were gathered 

at the site than were needed, the surplus was taken to the Willapa Hatchery. A splash dam located just 

above the hatchery began to limit spawning, and the facility was then used for hatching eggs for other 

hatcheries (State Fish Commissioner 1917:12, 1925:26). 

Pateros-Methow 

Hatchery  
Methow River, Okanogan County 1915-1916 

This hatchery was built with joint funding from the Okanogan County Game Commission and funds 

remaining from the legislative appropriations for hatcheries. The arrangement allowed the county 

game commission to use the hatchery for trout raising if it did not interfere with salmon propagation by 

the state. The original Methow River site located at Twisp was abandoned, primarily because it was 

too far from spawning grounds and above the intakes of many irrigation ditches where the fry died. 

The new location was a prime site for obtaining steelhead eggs as well as spring Chinook (State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:13). 

Pilchuck Hatchery  Pilchuck River, Snohomish County 1915-1916 

The City of Snohomish provided the basis of funding for this hatchery in lieu of building a fishway over 

the dam erected on the Pilchuck River for municipal water needs. Additional support came from extra 

funds remaining from legislative appropriations. The hatchery was primarily used for hatching eggs 

that were gathered on Canyon Creek, a tributary of the Stillaguamish River, and also on the Pilchuck 

River (State Fish Commissioner 1917:13).  

Chambers Creek Salmon 

Hatchery 
Chambers Creek, Pierce County 1916 

Located on Chambers Creek, ten miles southwest of Tacoma, this hatchery was built with $5,500 in 

funds from the City of Tacoma in lieu of construction of a fishway over its hydroelectric dam on the 

Nisqually River. At the time, it was one of the largest hatcheries in the state. Temporary rearing ponds 

were established at the site for 6 million salmon fry. The Game Department began operating the 

hatchery in approximately 1921 (State Fish Commissioner 1917:11-12, 1925:25). 
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Figure 8. Newly constructed buildings and structures at a selection of hatcheries. (Twenty-sixth and 

Twenty-seventh Annual Reports of the State Fish Commissioner 1915-1917) 

Hatchery Construction during U.S. World War I Engagement 

As early as 1917 John Cobb, a leading fisheries expert and first director of the University of 

Washington’s College of Fisheries, wrote about the causes of serious declines in the Pacific Northwest 

salmon fisheries. He was re-emphasizing what he and other concerned observers had seen for several 

decades. The huge, seemingly unending runs of salmon that had fed Native peoples for millennia, and 

amazed early explorers and traders when they first visited the region, were dwindling measurably. 

Overfishing, industrial pollution, and irrigation were among the factors blamed for the damage that had 

taken place, but many believed that new laws and catch restrictions were insufficient to stem the tide. 

The main answer for Cobb, and eventually many others in Washington and around the country, was 

artificial propagation—to build more hatcheries that would allow the breeding of fish for the renewal of 

the runs (Cobb 1917:94). 

 

Six additional hatcheries were built proceeding the start of World War I with four dedicated to salmon 

and two to trout. Most were completed in 1917 before manpower shortages caused by America’s entry 

into World War I made construction much more difficult (State Fish Commissioner 1920:18-20). These 

include: 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Puyallup River (Voights 

Creek) Hatchery 
Voights Creek, Pierce County 1917 

The hatchery was located on Voights Creek, a tributary of the Carbon River, which flows into the 

Puyallup River. It was considered a valuable location because it could take all varieties of salmon. The 

goal was to increase the production of Chinook salmon, in particular, and temporary facilities were 

added to the hatchery until funds were found for more permanent buildings. The Puyallup Hatchery 

was renamed the Voights Creek Hatchery when the Department of Game and the Department of Fish 

merged (State Fish Commissioner 1920:25; Peck 2021:July 30). 

Nasel (Naselle) Hatchery Nasel (Naselle) River, Pacific County 1917 

The hatchery was built on the Nasel (now Naselle) River one mile above the town of Naselle at the 

head of the tidewater. A portion of the funding came from the owners of a dam constructed on the 

river. Logging continually affected the hatchery, as saw logs knocked out racks during high water. 

Three rearing ponds were built in 1924 (State Fish Commissioner 1920:18-19, 1925:26).  

Willapa Hatchery No. 2 Nasel (Naselle) River, Pacific County 1917 

Located on the south fork of the Willapa River near Raymond, this hatchery was funded by private 

developers who were constructing dams on streams feeding into Willapa Harbor. The facility was 

originally used to hatch eyed eggs for other hatcheries, and later its troughs and equipment were 

moved to the main Willapa Hatchery (State Fish Commissioner 1920:18-19, 1925:26). (Figure 8).  

Skykomish Hatchery Skykomish River, Snohomish County 1917 

This facility replaced the old Startup hatchery on the Skykomish River near Gold Bar. The City of 

Everett provided $6,000 for the construction of this hatchery in lieu of constructing a fishway over a 

municipal dam on the Sultan River. A large new hatchery building was constructed with plans for 

additional rearing ponds (State Fish Commissioner 1920:18). (Figure 14)  

 

New hatcheries were not the only focus of the Department during this period. The agency increasingly 

found that “eyeing stations,” where fish were reared only to the eyeing stage of development, were 

economical and suitable facilities to supply eggs to already-established hatcheries. Often larger 

hatcheries would have at least one or two satellite eyeing stations for supply.  The Elwha Hatchery, for 

example, had eyeing stations on the Lyre River and on Morse Creek. Eyeing stations on Canyon Creek 

and on the Stillaguamish River served the Pilchuck Hatchery, while the Skokomish Hatchery had a 

large eyeing station on the Tahuya River and several others on tributaries of the Skokomish River. The 

station for Willapa Hatchery 1 was on one of the tributaries of the Willapa River (State Fish 

Commissioner 1920:20). 

 

By 1925 as the effects of the World War I era neared an end, the department had built and tried to 

operate 35 salmon hatcheries. An assessment by L.E. Mayhall, who was the director of hatcheries 

during Ernest Seaborg’s term as the supervisor of the department, outlined the successes and failures 

of the hatchery program and a few of the causes as he perceived them: 
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“Out of the thirty-five hatcheries, nine have proven completely successful, while eight have 

failed as a direct result of irrigation ditches and dams. One has been depleted by commercial 

fishing with another the results are still undetermined. Sixteen started moderately successful, 

but developed into complete failures, due to being poorly located, or improperly maintained, 

which shows that much caution should be used in locating hatcheries, temporary or portable 

hatcheries should be first installed, their operations carefully watched and reliable information 

secured as to the feasibility of the location before anything permanent is constructed. The threat 

of depletion caused by dams and irrigation ditches is an established fact and when the extent of 

these improvements planned by the various power companies are taken into consideration, the 

probable depletion of the salmon runs and the curtailing of one of the State of Washington’s 

most important industries requires the instant attention of the whole fishing industry. 

 

If this industry survives, something must be done to assist artificial propagation. Experience 

proves that the hatcheries fail if not conducted under favorable conditions, and in no case have 

they succeeded when interfered with by dams or irrigation ditches.” (State Supervisor of 

Fisheries 1925:29-30) 

 

As a result of both the successes and failures outlined by the hatchery director, the number of 

hatcheries operated by the fisheries department dropped from a high of 35 to 15 in 1927. As the era of 

postwar expansion came to an end, both environmental and economic concerns exerted new 

influences on department’s artificial propagation activities. 

 

                              Table 3. Hatcheries in the Division of Fisheries: 1927 

Hatchery Location 

Green River (previously 

White River, presently 

Soos Creek) Hatchery  

Auburn, King County 

Kalama Hatchery Kalama, Cowlitz County 

Samish Hatchery Bow, Skagit County 

Skykomish Hatchery Startup, Snohomish County 

Chehalis Hatchery Elma, Grays Harbor County 

Cowlitz River Hatchery Lewis, Cowlitz County 

Salt Water Feeding Pond Brinnon, Jefferson County 

Chinook Hatchery Chinook, Pacific County 

Nasel River Hatchery Naselle, Pacific County 

Nooksack Hatchery Kendall, Whatcom County 

Puyallup River Hatchery Orting, Pierce County 

Willapa Hatchery Lebam, Pacific County 

Dungeness Hatchery Sequim-Clallam County 

Chehalis Hatchery No. 2 Ceres-Lewis County 

Humptulips Hatchery Humptulips-Grays Harbor 

County 

                               (State Department of Fisheries and Game-Fisheries 1927:1). 
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State Salmon Hatcheries during the Great Depression and New Deal Era (1928-1940) 

 

The decade that followed the end of World War I is often characterized as a period of prosperity and 

optimism, but not all segments of the population experienced a higher living standard or the benefits 

that mass production, transportation improvements, and the availability of consumer goods brought to 

many Americans. In the Pacific Northwest, while the cities experienced substantial growth in the 1920s, 

the agricultural community as well as some of the resource-based industries faced continuing declines 

once wartime demand ended (Schwantes 1989:288-289). 

 

However, the fisheries industry did not experience these declines. Salmon made up about 75 to 85 

percent of the food fish sales in Washington State and prices had risen dramatically throughout much of 

the 1920s. The salmon catch had gradually improved throughout this period, although there were 

several areas of concern for the State Department of Fisheries and Game, which had overseen both 

food and game fish since 1921. Industrial pollution continued to affect fisheries, causing continued 

decline. The rise in sport fishing also caused great pressure on fish populations, particularly young 

Chinook salmon, which were caught in large numbers (State Department of Fisheries and Game 

1927:4-6). 

 

The stock market crash of 1929 and other signs of a severe nationwide economic slowdown soon 

brought increasing hardships to Washington’s residents. While the state’s unemployment rate in 1930 

was about 7 percent, within two years that figure had jumped to 25 percent and reached nearly 30 

percent by the end of 1933. These economic changes had a severe impact on the salmon fishing 

industry, and there was a significant drop in value of fish almost down to pre-World War I levels (Dorpat 

and McCoy 1998:10-11).  

 

President Herbert Hoover’s attempts to deal with the financial crisis on a national level were considered 

too little and too late, so when Franklin Roosevelt took office in January of 1933, he immediately 

established a series of federal programs to provide jobs for those out of work. Primarily known by their 

acronyms, these “alphabet soup” agencies initially funded large construction projects but gradually 

began to add a variety of programs in conservation and other fields that relied on different types of 

skilled and unskilled labor (Dorpat and McCoy 1998:10-11). 

 

The Works Progress Administration (WPA) and Hatcheries 

 

During the first years of Franklin’s Roosevelt’s New Deal program, the larger projects were generally 

overseen by the Public Works Administration and the Civil Works Administration (1933-1934) followed 

by the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA) (1934-1935) and its state counterpart. While 

Washington’s conservation agencies received some of these funds for their programs, it was the Works 

Progress Administration (WPA), initiated in 1935, which had the greatest impact. This agency, renamed 

the Work Projects Administration in 1939, remained in place until 1942 and provided substantial funding 

for hatchery development and other fish conservation measures (Dorpat and McCoy 1998:11, 14-15).  

 

As a result of a citizens’ initiative in 1932, the Department of Game had become a separate agency 

from the Department of Fisheries and most county-run hatcheries were moved to state control. By the 

time the WPA began, the Department of Game had developed its own priorities and programs, and 

both departments suggested projects and began to receive WPA assistance by 1935. While WPA press 
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releases and other sources provide some conflicting figures, at least nine new hatcheries were 

constructed with support from the WPA and seven more were expanded or remodeled. Another major 

initiative was to install fish screens and other barriers to prevent migrating fish from being killed in 

irrigation canals and to erect fish ladders and elevators to improve passage over dams. Generally, the 

WPA funded labor and materials, while the state fish and game departments provided planning and 

construction management (Smith 1940:8-10; WPA 1942:PS 1442). 

 

While newly created, the Department of Game initiated many of the new hatchery construction projects 

and renovations to existing hatcheries that received WPA support. The Washington State Planning 

Council, at the recommendation of the director of the Department of Fisheries, B.M. Brennan, also 

applied to both the PWA and the WPA for funding. Their requests, which sought support for screening, 

fishways, stream improvements, and general hatchery expansion and maintenance, totaled a little over 

one million dollars. Supporters argued that the projects would lead to job creation and the restoration of 

salmon runs. According to Brennan, the average increase in salmon runs on streams where hatcheries 

were built was over 375 percent (Seattle Daily Times 1935:9).  

 

The Washington Department of Fisheries had noted the effect on fish, particularly Chinook and coho 

salmon, as the economy began its disastrous decline in the early 1930s. Salmon had already 

experienced habitat degradation because of development and industrialization during the preceding 

decades, but the financial downturn also led to a decrease in economic resources to maintain fisheries 

while at the same time causing an increase in sport fishing for individual food needs. The rising price of 

salmon also encouraged more commercial fishing pressure. At the same time, fisheries research had 

shown that high escapements at fish hatcheries could be achieved with proper fisheries regulation, 

management, and a continuing emphasis on research and statistical analysis (Department of Fisheries 

1934:1-2). 

 

The WPA ultimately provided funding to the Department of Fisheries for the construction of two salmon 

hatcheries: one at Issaquah and the other at Minter Creek. Experiments conducted at the Minter Creek 

facility helped to inform decisions made about new efficiencies and potential upgrades to other existing 

hatchery facilities. The severe economic downturn of the Depression years had affected funding 

available for hatchery maintenance and development, but the WPA provided support for needed 

projects that would otherwise have been negatively affected or cancelled. 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Issaquah Hatchery Issaquah Creek, King County 1935-1936 

In 1935 the Department of Fisheries chose the Issaquah city park site on Issaquah Creek in King 

County for the construction of a new hatchery. The goal of the project was to increase the numbers of 

Coho salmon in Lake Sammamish and Lake Washington and to develop a rearing program that would 

establish a Chinook salmon run in the Sammamish watershed. WPA funds paid for all the needed 

labor and materials for hatchery construction, while the State of Washington was responsible for 

planning and oversight of the project. The initial hatchery complex included a large new hatchery 

building, a residence, and 18 rearing ponds on the northeast side of Issaquah Creek as well as two 

large dirt ponds and a public park on the other side of the creek to the southwest. Likely designed by 

engineers from the Department of Fisheries, construction had begun by the end of 1935 and the 

hatchery was operable within the next year. Additional WPA funding was available for landscaping and 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

other improvements in 1938 (Department of Fisheries 1934:1-2, 1938:18, 55, 107). 

Minter Creek Hatchery Minter Creek, Pierce County 1935-1936 

Another important location chosen by the Department of Fisheries for a new hatchery was on Minter 

Creek in Pierce County.  The creek, which flows into Carr Inlet in south Puget Sound, was an 

important spawning ground for Coho and Chum salmon. In addition to the opportunity the hatchery 

presented for conservation of Coho salmon in particular, this project also included a research station 

that was to be operated in conjunction with the University of Washington’s new Department of 

Fisheries. 

Construction of the Minter Creek facility began in late 1935 and initially included a large hatchery 

building, two residences, a combination garage and feed storage building, and a series of six rearing 

ponds. In addition, a very elaborate weir that crossed the creek above the hatchery included the 

newest technology in screens and enabled hatchery workers to catch and count all juvenile salmon as 

they made their way down the stream as well as adults when they returned to spawn. A small 

laboratory was also constructed on top of the weir. Like the Issaquah Hatchery, the Minter Creek 

facility received WPA funds for additional landscaping and beautification efforts (Department of 

Fisheries 1938:1). (Figure 15) 

 

State Salmon Hatcheries during and following World War II (1941-1961) 

 

While the region’s salmon faced the dire consequences of dam-building, the country soon faced equally 

threatening challenges with the prospect of global warfare. The advent of World War II shifted both 

attention and resources to the nation’s defense effort. WPA programs, which had provided funding for 

much of the hatchery expansion, renovation, and new construction during the Depression years, had 

come to an end by 1943, as manpower was increasingly needed for the war effort. In addition, various 

building materials, including steel and lumber, were in short supply, making it difficult for any hatchery 

expansion or renovation.  

 

At the same time, the need to provide a reliable food supply and pressure to produce fish at ever-

increasing rates challenged the department’s management of its fisheries for both short-term needs 

and long-term protection. The difficulty was to maximize the yield without damaging the sustaining 

parent stock. The 1944 season, as the director noted, was the “most difficult in the past two or more 

decades” as the department tried to rapidly increase production while facing shortages of manpower, 

materials, and even storage space, which had been requisitioned by the military (Department of 

Fisheries 1944:6). Despite emergencies such as the failure of the water system that jeopardized a 

whole season at the Green River (previously White River, presently Soos Creek) Hatchery, 

replacement piping could not be found. The department ultimately used whatever alternatives were at 

hand and was able to keep production levels at a sustainable, if not accelerating, rate (Department of 

Fisheries1943:unpaginated). 

 

Hatcheries Completed After World War II  

 

As war demands eventually began to wind down, the Department of Fisheries turned its focus to both 

rehabilitation and development. The director and other personnel looked back on the era since the 
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separation from the Department of Game in 1933 and characterized it as a time of “hand-to-mouth” 

funding for the department (Department of Fisheries 1956:48-49).  

 

In the immediate post-war period, however, the legislature abolished what fisheries management 

termed the “obsolete” Fisheries Fund, which had failed to provide the department with sufficient 

monetary support for its programs (Department of Fisheries 1956:3). To set fisheries on more solid 

financial footing, legislators provided the largest budget ever received by the department. This support 

led to large-scale renovation and expansion programs at some of the department’s most productive 

hatcheries as well as construction of additional new hatcheries at strategic locations. Likely because of 

the huge surge in work that accompanied these initiatives combined with larger budgets, the 

engineering and design work for some of these hatcheries was contracted to outside individuals or 

firms rather than being developed in-house. A few of these consultants became known regionally and 

nationally for their architectural innovations or hatchery expertise, and the resulting facilities often 

showcased new technological and engineering ideas in addition to integrated design goals. The size 

and scale of the hatchery buildings and other facilities often reflected not only the focus on increased 

production to restore runs, but new efforts to engage and impress the public. 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Dungeness Hatchery Dungeness River, Clallam County 1947 

The original hatchery was built in 1899 on the Dungeness River and was successful until 1909, when 

unscreened irrigation channels along the river diverted and killed large numbers of spawning salmon 

and dramatically undercut the runs.  The hatchery was rebuilt in 1947, including a large hatchery 

building where 54 concrete troughs were installed. William Bain, a noted Seattle architect, partnered 

with other well-known practitioners during this period to undertake large government projects. William 

J. Bain and Associates collaborated with Hiram Hudson (H.H.) Benedict to draw up the plans for the 

main hatchery building, which had elements of past structures but with a more monumental design and 

eclectic style (Department of Fisheries 1948:5; Ochsner 1994:219). 

Skagit (Marblemount) 

Hatchery 
Cascade River, Skagit County 1948 

This hatchery began operations in 1947. The City of Seattle through its Department of Lighting 

provided nearly $55,000 for the rehabilitation of salmon runs on the Skagit River below the dams they 

had constructed. These funds were used to increase the rearing capacity at the Skagit Hatchery. The 

new hatchery building was based on the same plans as the main building drawn by William J. Bain 

and Associates, collaborating with H.H. Benedict, for the Dungeness Hatchery. The facility also 

included 20 rearing ponds of a new type that had not been used elsewhere in the hatchery system 

(Department of Fisheries 1948:76). 

Bowman’s Bay Research 

Facility 
Bowman’s Bay, Island County 1948 

The main work of the station was to conduct experiments in Puget Sound to determine if salt-water 

rearing of salmon could become an alternative as the condition of some state’s rivers and streams 

deteriorated (Figure 11). The research facility included a laboratory and an experimental hatchery as 

well as a 20’ by 60’ storeroom and feed room as well as a duplex residence (Department of Fisheries 

1949:77). 
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Major Renovations 

 

Other major goals of the post-war 

period included modernizing existing 

hatcheries and increasing their 

capacity. At the Green River 

(previously White River, presently 

Soos Creek) Hatchery, for example, 

crews demolished the older hatchery 

building and work began on a new 

facility in 1948.  The unusual design 

made use of laminated wood trusses 

that extended through the lower brick 

walls of the building, resting on 

concrete piers on the outside of the 

building. The trusses allowed the 

trough section to extend uninterrupted 

by posts or other supports and 

increased the hatchery’s capacity to 

160 shallow and 56 deep concrete 

troughs. The building also 

incorporated a new refrigeration plant, 

feed preparation and dry storage rooms, offices, a lunchroom, and restrooms. Other additions to the 

hatchery included a new bridge to the superintendent’s residence across Soos Creek and a new rack 

(Department of Fisheries 1949:77-78). By 1948 the Department of Fisheries had 15 hatcheries in 

operation (    Table 4 and Figure 12). 

 

    Table 4. Salmon Hatcheries in Operation in 1948  

Hatchery Location County 

Cowlitz 8 miles east of Packwood  Lewis County 

Dungeness 4 miles southwest of Sequim  Clallam County 

Green River 

(previously White 

River, presently Soos 

Creek) 

4 miles east of Auburn King County 

Issaquah In the city of Issaquah King County 

Kalama 4 miles up the Kalama River from US Highway 

99  

Cowlitz County 

Lewis River 8 miles up-river from Highway 99 Clark County 

Cougar Creek 

Substation  

3 miles east of Cougar Clark County 

Minter Creek 10 miles northwest of Gig Harbor  Pierce County 

Naselle 1 mile northeast of Naselle Pacific County 

Puyallup 1 mile east of Orting Pierce County 

Figure 9. Map showing the location of the Bowman’s 

Bay Research Facility, used to determine if salt-water 

rearing of salmon could become an alternative to 

freshwater rearing. (Department of Fisheries Annual 

Bulletin. Bulletin No. 47, 1948:14) 
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Samish 4 miles north of Burlington on US Highway 99  Skagit County 

Skagit 1/2 mile southeast of Marblemount Skagit County 

Skykomish 1 mile east of Startup  Snohomish County 

Willapa 3 miles west of Lebam  Pacific County 

Bowman’s Bay Deception Pass State Park  Island County 

   (Department of Fisheries 1948:75).  
 

 

Other major renovations that took 

place at the Issaquah, Samish, and 

Skykomish (Wallace River) 

hatcheries involved interior 

modernization and redesign work 

that allowed increased capacity. 

Larger numbers of concrete troughs 

were installed on reinforced 

concrete floors with new water 

supply and drainage systems, while 

reconfigured partitioning allowed for 

the creation of additional storage, 

refrigeration units, offices, and dry 

feed rooms. A new residence at the 

Skykomish Hatchery and bridges 

and pond renovation at the Kalama 

(Fallert Creek) Hatchery were also 

as part of the post-World War II 

work (Department of Fisheries 

1949:77-80). 

 

“A New Era in Fisheries” 

 

Increased funding levels for fish 

propagation after World War II also 

allowed a renewed focus on 

conservation of salmon habitat as 

well as augmentation of the 

numbers raised. The Director of 

Fisheries, Robert Schoettler, in 

1951 called it a “new era in 

fisheries,” as additional legislation 

passed in 1950 focused on 

rehabilitation of fish runs. The main 

goal was that “a positive fisheries 

program should seek to expand fish 

production instead of merely 

maintaining it” (Department of 

Figure 10. Map of fishery facility sizes and locations in 

western Washington State in 1948-1949. (State Department of 

Fisheries Annual Report 1949:67 
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Fisheries 1954:3). Throughout this period, there was specific emphasis on the importance of research 

to chart a path forward and address the deteriorating environmental conditions that led to fisheries 

declines. Much of the emphasis was on sound scientific practices with the goal of not only rehabilitating 

but also maintaining the salmon runs: 

 

When we talk of rehabilitation and research, we refer to more than the building of fishways and 

hatcheries. The fisheries resource must be scientifically managed, and to achieve this there must 

be a constant search for greater knowledge of the fish themselves and what they require 

environmentally to produce at a maximum rate. Biology by witchcraft has never been an adequate 

means of coping with modern stresses in fisheries management. Only on the basis of full 

understanding of salmon from the time they hatch until the time they return to the spawning grounds 

can proper regulations for their protection be adopted (Department of Fisheries 1954:4). 

 

The research effort had come a long way since 1935 when almost no funding had been available for 

research, and biologists on the payroll had to serve part-time as patrol officers. Research efforts had 

virtually halted during the war years, primarily due to the loss of personnel to wartime service. With the 

legislature’s new financial commitment, additional positions were created, and emphasis was placed on 

studies of both habitat and salmon behavior. In addition, a number of new cooperative research 

ventures with the U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as well as 

groups such as the International Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission yielded a variety of topical 

studies that included fish mortality in dams, escapement patterns, new feeding practices, and the 

physical conditions of salmon spawning areas, among others. In addition, the department joined in 

support for a new state watchdog agency, the Pollution Control Commission, and from 1950 on, they 

focused their own efforts on the effects of pollution of salmon at the Bowman Bay research facility 

(Department of Fisheries 1950:81, 1954:35, 38-39, 41, 1955:3-4).  

 

Additional research was also directed toward new equipment and hatchery practices to improve fish 

health and longevity at lower cost. The department developed new types of trays, housed in vertical 

egg and fry cabinets, which required nearly a third less space in hatchery buildings as well as a third of 

the water. These trays could also be floated and used to hatch the eggs without the expense of an 

actual hatchery building. Experimentation with different feeding regimens also focused on new 

combinations of ingredients, and better use of available products salvaged from fish processing plants. 

The department also worked to establish facilities at certain hatcheries like Kalama Falls to centralize 

the processing, storage and distribution of fish food (Department of Fisheries 1948:60, 1957:26-27).  

 

The Department of Fisheries also allocated some of its expanded funding for land purchases that were 

used not only for the development of new hatcheries, but also for additional rearing ponds and fish farm 

locations. The construction of rearing ponds for feeding fish until they reached an adequate size to 

better protect themselves from predators on release had been a priority of the department since the 

early years of the hatchery program. By the 1950s the “pasture theory” was added to this rationale.  

According to the fisheries director, “A stream is much like a field: it can graze only as many fish as it 

has food available. To prevent over-population in respect to food supply, rearing of salmon to migratory 

age—the time when they place no further demand on the stream for nutrient—is now the goal to which 

hatchery operations are pointed” (Department of Fisheries 1952:81). 
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Mid-Century Hatcheries 

 

This “new era” for the department led to the release of record- breaking numbers of salmon. In 1951 

and 1952 alone, over 70 million left the hatcheries each year, nearly two-thirds of which had been 

reared up to 12 months. New hatcheries were also added to the system to increase production even 

further and to address unserved areas and needs (Department of Fisheries 1952:82).  

 

At the same time, hatcheries funded as mitigation for losses to fisheries due to hydropower projects 

made up a significant number of the facilities constructed in this period (Figure 11). The Mitchell Act of 

1938 had as its goals both the protection of Columbia River fisheries and mitigation for the harm that 

dams on the river had caused. Other waterways also received attention as a result of the adverse 

effects of hydropower on their salmon fisheries as well.6 

 

 
Figure 11. Map of Columbia Basin rehabilitation fisheries. (Department of Fisheries Annual 

Bulletin. Bulletin No. 47, 1947:44) 

 
6 The historical context related to hatcheries developed as mitigation projects is further described in Historic Context IV: Washington State 

Mitigation Hatcheries (1914-1961). 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Simpson (Bingham 

Creek) Hatchery 
Satsop River, Mason County 1950 

The hatchery opened in May 1950, but full production was not reached until 1951. It was located on 

the Satsop River near Matlock and served the Chehalis River system. The agency director described it 

as “the first properly situated salmon rearing station ever to be constructed in the Grays Harbor area.” 

The facility began with 10 rearing ponds having the capacity of more than a million fall Chinook 

fingerlings and 350,000 yearling Coho salmon and eventually expanded to 21 standard rearing ponds 

with a capacity over 3 million (Berg 1971:21; Department of Fisheries 1950:59). 

Nooksack (Kendall 

Creek) Hatchery 
Kendall Creek, Whatcom County 1950 

The hatchery was located on Kendall Creek about 25 miles northeast of Bellingham. The original 

Nooksack Hatchery was one of the oldest in the system but was closed in the 1930s because the 

water supply was inadequate. Kendall Creek’s flow had returned sufficiently by 1950 to allow the 

resumption of hatchery operations. The new program included the construction of six rearing ponds 

with the capacity of more than 600,000 Chinook fingerlings and 200,000 Coho yearlings and an 

additional six ponds were soon added to the facility, increasing the capacity to more than 1.4 million fry 

(Berg 1971:18; Department of Fisheries 1950:59). 

Klickitat Hatchery Klickitat River, Klickitat County 1950-1951 

This hatchery was constructed at the same location as the previously constructed hatchery with the 

same name. These facilities added a series of fish ladders to the upper Klickitat River (Peck 2021:July 

30). 

This hatchery was the first to be funded under the Lower Columbia River Development program. While 

the plant was still under construction in October of 1950, 10 ponds were completed and stocked with 

salmon for rearing. A total of 41 ponds were eventually built at the facility, which was located near 

Glenwood, about 42 miles from the mouth of the river (Cumbow 1977: 41; Department of Fisheries 

1950:59). 

The lower falls were almost impassable for fish, but in subsequent years a laddering system was 

developed and in conjunction with the hatchery, the director noted that “the Department has built the 

Klickitat from a secondary salmon stream into a major producer of fall Chinook and Silver salmon.” A 

tunnel fishway at Castile Falls on the upper Klickitat River further increased production (Department of 

Fisheries 1957:35). 

Nemah Hatchery Nemah River, Pacific County 1951 

The hatchery was located on the Nemah River about 25 miles south of Raymond, Washington. Nemah 

was one of three stations located in the Willapa Bay-Grays Harbor area, and its initial fish 

management focus was on the expansion of Chinook and Coho salmon runs in Willapa Bay.  

Complete funding for the complex was not immediately available, so the facility was built 

incrementally, beginning with a powerhouse, feed room, icehouse, and one residence. Temporary 

cabinet-type egg and fry trays were used in the powerhouse until a hatchery, another residence, and 

several ponds were constructed over the next few years. Despite the additional capacity from the 

expanded facilities and ponds, the Nemah Hatchery was not as successful as initially hoped during its 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

early years because of the silt and debris in the river caused by heavy logging in the area (Cumbow 

1977:43-44; Department of Fisheries 1952:87).  

Hoodsport Hatchery Hood Canal, Mason County 1952 

The hatchery was located near Hoodsport on Hood Canal, about 40 miles north of Olympia. (Figure 

12) The facility was specifically designed for salt-water rearing of fish, as recommended by findings at 

the department’s marine research facility at Deception Pass. The hatchery was considered a 

“package” facility that included the building with concrete troughs as well as a refrigeration room, feed 

room, office, garage, and apartment. The station had 10 ponds, which were the 28’ by 80’ “kettle-type” 

for rearing, in addition to two large “holding and releasing ponds for adult and young fish.” A nearby 

creek provided fresh water while a dual suction pipe brought saltwater from Hood Canal. The initial 

focus was primarily on the production of Chinook salmon to restore the Hood Canal run as well as pink 

and coho salmon (Department of Fisheries 1952:87).  

Toutle (North Toutle) 

Hatchery 
Green River, Cowlitz County 1952 

Native stocks of Coho and fall Chinook salmon spawned on a tributary of the north fork of the Toutle 

River called the Green River, where the hatchery was located. In addition to the hatchery building and 

residences, the facility also included 30 standard rearing ponds. A supplemental one-half acre rearing 

pond was also developed at Deer Springs, about 11 miles from the Toutle Hatchery (Cumbow 

1977:49). 

Elochoman Hatchery Elochoman River, Wahkiakum County 1954 

This hatchery was located six miles northwest of Cathlamet on the Elochoman River (Figure 13). The 

runs of both fall Chinook and Coho had been substantially reduced in this part of the lower Columbia, 

and the Elochoman facility fulfilled the need for a relatively large salmon hatchery. Initial construction 

included 20 rearing ponds, a hatchery building with both refrigeration and feed storage, two complete 

water systems, and three residences. An additional one-acre satellite pond was located near 

Cathlamet (Cumbow 1977:37; Department of Fisheries 1956:20). 

Washougal Hatchery Washougal River, Clark County 1957-1958 

The facility, located 16 miles northeast of Camas, included a large hatchery building containing 1,200 

egg and fry traps, six 25’ by 135’ dirt ponds averaging 5 ½’ in Department; 12 concrete ponds 20’ by 

80’ in size with a Department of 4” and a gravity feed water supply from two creeks in addition to a 

turbine-driven pump from the Washougal River. Three residences were also built for hatchery staff. 

Early power dams had depleted salmon runs, and the initial focus of the hatchery was rebuilding fall 

Chinook and Coho stocks (Cumbow 1977:49-50; Department of Fisheries 1957:30). 

Speelyai Hatchery Speelyai Creek, Cowlitz County 1958 

The hatchery was built by Pacific Power and Light to mitigate for loss of habitat on the North Fork of 

the Lewis River caused by its dam construction (Figure 14). Located on Speelyai Creek a tributary of 

the Lewis River, the facility was owned and funded by Pacificorps and Cowlitz Public Utility District but 

operated by the Department of Fisheries. Initial facilities included a hatchery building, shop, and two 

residences with only two rearing ponds. The hatchery was expanded in 1970 as part of Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing of the Swift Dam to include a total of 12 rearing 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

ponds that were 20’ by 80’ as well as two large asphalt-lined adult holding ponds (Cumbow 1977:48-

49; WDFW 2013).  

Kalama River Hatchery 

No. 2 (Kalama Falls) 
Kalama River, Cowlitz County 1958 

The hatchery was constructed on the site of a fishway previously built by Cowlitz County PUD No. 1 

and even earlier was the location of the county’s first hydroelectric power plant. The initial goal of the 

Kalama Falls Hatchery was to revive fall Chinook runs on the river and in addition to a large hatchery 

building, included a large feed processing and storage facility that was used to centralize feed 

distribution to regional hatcheries, and a new adult fish collection facility for capturing and returning fall 

Chinook downstream (Cumbow 1977:40; Peck 2021:July 30). 

Skokomish (George 

Adams) Hatchery 
Purdy Creek, Mason County 1960 

The hatchery is located eight miles north of Shelton on Purdy Creek and the majority of funding came 

from the City of Tacoma as mitigation for fish loss due to the construction of the Cushman Dam. In the 

first phase of the project, the city cleared ten acres of land for the hatchery site and installed pipeline 

for a gravity-feed water supply that was considered among the best in the state. The next phase of 

construction included a hatchery building, six ponds, and two residences. The main hatchery building 

contained an incubation area using a drip incubation system, an office, freezer, shop, and feed room. 

Other facilities included six concrete ponds and a large dirt pond. The hatchery initially focused on fall 

Chinook and Coho salmon, although a Chum program was added (Cumbow 1977:35; Department of 

Fisheries 1959:64; 1960:43; WDFW 2013). 

Grays River Hatchery Grays River, Pacific County 1961 

Located about 21 miles from the mouth of the Columbia River, the Grays River Hatchery was the last 

of the major Washington hatcheries built under the Lower Columbia River Development Program 

(Figure 15). The complex included a hatchery building with shop and office space as well as three 

residences and a metal storage building. Rearing facilities included 10 concrete rearing ponds, 2 large 

concrete adult holding ponds and a large dirt pond (Cumbow 1977:38).  

Ringold Pond Study Area Ringold Pond, Franklin County 1961 

The pond was located on property that bordered on the Columbia River in Franklin County and was 

owned by the Bureau of Reclamation. An important and seasonally plentiful water source for the pond 

was the overflow from canals that were part of the Columbia Basin Project, the huge irrigation network 

that was made possible by construction of the Grand Coulee Dam. Also, the Department of Fisheries 

purchased an adjoining property containing natural springs that provided additional water for rearing 

ponds as well as the subsequent development of other hatchery facilities.  

In addition to the Ringold Natural Rearing Pond, which was originally planned for raising of fall 

Chinook, a series of dirt raceways were built in 1961 to the northeast of the pond. In 1964 these 

structures were replaced with wooden raceways. Other additions included a large 9-acre earthen pond 

to the north of the rearing pond, likely constructed in 1962, and a metal rectangular warehouse 

building that was added in that same year. The facility was transferred to the Department of Fisheries 

in 1968 and over subsequent decades became part of a much larger Ringold Hatchery complex that 

included additional ponds, raceways, and hatchery facilities as well as two residences and other shops 

and outbuildings (Department of Fisheries 1961:72). 
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Figure 12. The Hoodsport Hatchery, constructed to restore pink and coho salmon populations to the 

Hood Canal. (Department of Fisheries 67th Annual Report 1957:29) 

 
Figure 13. Plans for the Elochoman Hatchery, which was designed by Department of Fisheries staff. 

(WDFW CAMP 2021:HO24531c050) 
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Figure 14. Photograph of the Speelyai Hatchery in Cumbow, Washington.  (Cumbow 1977:49) 

 
Figure 15. Birdseye-view drawing of Grays River Hatchery. (WDFW CAMP:HO29491) 
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Increasing Production and New Special Purpose Hatcheries (1962-1974) 

 

In his 1967 annual report, the director of the Department of Fisheries proudly underscored that his 

department had an unbroken streak of yearly increases in hatchery production beginning in 1950 and 

extending to the current year. Based on weight, the 1.5 million pounds of juvenile salmon released in 

1967 represented more than 8 ½ times the poundage of those released in 1950—an essential 

component of the program to increase the survival rate. In that year, the department presented its plan 

to the legislature that set a goal of tripling the poundage of salmon produced within a 10-year period. 

Unlike previous decades, the proposal included an integrated procedure to utilize current facilities to 

their greatest production capabilities. The goal was to enlarge and rehabilitate existing facilities where 

necessary. Only a minimal number of new hatcheries were planned, selectively placed to take 

advantage of the best water supplies and in areas where there were recognized needs (Department of 

Fisheries 1968:101-102).  

 

A number of mitigation hatcheries were also constructed during this time period, most notably the 

paired Cowlitz Salmon Hatchery, managed by the Department of Fisheries, and Cowlitz Trout Hatchery, 

managed by the Department of Game. Tacoma City Light was responsible for their design and 

construction in 1968 as mitigation for multiple dams on the Cowlitz River (Berg 1971:24; Tacoma City 

Light 1962).7 

 

During this period the department also put considerable emphasis on partnerships, not only with other 

fisheries agencies, but also with sportsmen’s and conservation groups that provided lobbying power 

and volunteer assistance in fisheries management. As budgets became increasingly tight, more 

cooperative efforts with the Department of Game, federal agencies, and private entities ensured that 

some needed programs were initiated. Among the early sportsmen’s groups were the Poggies, who 

provided assistance with salmon-rearing programs. Chapters in Olympia, Tacoma, and other 

communities aided the department with spawning, fund-raising, and community outreach. Other 

hatchery projects focused on special needs or waterways that were particularly suited to experimental 

programs for specific species (Department of Fisheries 1968:104-107). 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Cowlitz Salmon Hatchery Cowlitz River, Lewis County 1968 

A mitigation hatchery whose construction and long-term management has been funded by Tacoma 

Power in tandem with Cowlitz Trout Hatchery for dam impacts to the Cowlitz River system (Berg 

1971:24; Tacoma City Light 1962). 

Cowlitz Trout Hatchery Cowlitz River, Lewis County 1968 

Like the Cowlitz Salmon Hatchery, this hatchery was developed as mitigation for the impacts of dams 

on the Cowlitz River. Tacoma Power paid for the design and construction of the facility for its long-term 

management in conjunction with the Cowlitz Salmon Hatchery (Berg 1971:24; Tacoma City Light 

1962).8 

 

 
7 Also see Context VI. Washington State Mitigation Hatcheries (1914-1961) 
8 Also see Context VI. Washington State Mitigation Hatcheries (1914-1961) 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Sol Duc Hatchery Sol Duc River, Clallam County 1970 

The Sol Duc Hatchery near Forks on the Olympic Peninsula was financed jointly by the Department of 

Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for Chinook and Coho production. Clearing of the 43-

acre site began in 1967, and the complex initially included a hatchery building, three residences, 12 

circulating concrete ponds, and a Coho release pond lined with asphalt. The water control structure 

allowed the hatchery to mix water from the Sol Duc River with the output of a spring on the property. 

The well-known engineering firm of Carey and Kramer initially developed plans for the facility with 

major buildings designed by architect/engineer Cecil Fox. The residences on the property, which were 

among the earliest modular units installed by the Department of Fisheries, were manufactured by 

Farwest Homes, a Washington company, and added a year or two after the hatchery was completed 

(Berg 1971: 25; Department of Fisheries 1968:72). 

Garrison Springs 

Hatchery 
Garrison Springs, Pierce County 1970; 1976 

The Garrison Springs Hatchery, which was located on the grounds of what became Western State 

Hospital near Steilacoom, was primarily constructed in 1976 but had its beginnings even earlier in a 

cooperative program between the Department of Fisheries and the Tacoma Poggies and other 

sportsmen’s groups to raise salmon in a pond near the springs. The first extraction system to remove 

water from the nearby springs was a result of this collaboration and installed in 1970. The high quality 

and consistent temperature of the water made it a highly successful fish-rearing environment and led 

to the decision to construct a facility at the site in 1976 (Figure 18). The project was jointly sponsored 

by the U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Washington Department of Social and Health 

Services, as well as the Department of Fisheries. The facility was sometimes referred to as a “pocket 

hatchery” because of its compact size, but it included eight 10’ by 70’ concrete rearing ponds and two 

earthen ponds (Cumbow 1977:37). There was no hatchery building, but some vertical trays were used 

for incubation in a small utility building that also included an office. The springs on the property 

retained a constant temperature, and the facility could support the hatching, rearing, and release of 

three different stocks of fish through the year (Cumbow 1977:37-38; Department of Fisheries 1968:73).  

 

 

At the same time that Washington’s 

state salmon hatcheries were being 

established and evolving with new 

technologies and practices, the 

state’s game, or trout, hatcheries 

were also being constructed and 

managed. While trout did not have 

the same economic standing in 

Washington as salmon, it was 

critical to the state’s game fishing 

activities.  

 

Figure 16. Rearing ponds at the Garrison Springs 

Hatchery in Steilacoom, Washington. (Cumbow 1977:37) 
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Game Fish Hatchery Construction in Washington State (1903-1974) 

 

The evolution of the State of Washington’s game fish hatcheries has, at times, followed a different path 

from that of salmon hatcheries, which have long been tied to food production and the state economy. In 

contrast, game fish hatcheries have often been linked to the interests of sport fishing.9  

 

During the first forty years of statehood, Washington’s game fish hatchery program was essentially a 

subset of its salmon propagation efforts. The commercial impacts of declining salmon runs and 

pressure from the fishing and canning industries to protect, if not expand, those runs, led the state to 

develop an active salmon hatchery program.  This effort was largely underwritten by those same 

industries through licensing fees and fines. The needs of the recreational fishing community, which also 

perceived a significant decline in game fish populations, were initially thought to be less important to 

Washington’s economic health. As trout hatcheries were slowly added to the state system, they were 

operated under the same administrative oversight as the salmon hatcheries but were supported 

through the state’s General Fund. As a result, there was also widespread encouragement of efforts by 

various counties and even private individuals to develop and fund their own game fish hatcheries.    

 

Initially, the State Fish Commissioner controlled the state’s hatchery program for salmon, trout, and 

other game fish. The 1899 Act for the Protection of Game Animals, Birds and Fish created the first 

position of State Game Warden but required that the existing fish commissioner would assume that 

role. The combination of both fisheries and game protection functions under one authority became a 

source of contention, particularly from conservation activists and outdoor recreation enthusiasts.  For 

the next few decades, efforts to separate fish and game management continued but were generally met 

with opposition. In 1921, the Legislature established the Department of Fisheries and Game, with two 

separate divisions, but ultimate authority remained with a Fisheries Board, appointed by the governor 

but dominated by commercial interests (Washington State Legislature 1899:276-277, 1920:120-136). 

 

A surge of participation in sport fishing and hunting along with the perception that game and game fish 

were not being properly managed resulted in Initiative 62 in 1932.5 With the passage of this measure, 

the Department of Game became a separate agency from the Department of Fisheries for the next 60 

years. To initiate this process, all state-owned game fish hatcheries and many county-run trout 

propagation facilities were transferred to the Department of Game.10 Over the next few decades, the 

department assessed its hatchery holdings, determined both refurbishment and new construction 

needs, and developed its own biological research and conservation functions. License fees and fines 

were the primary means of support for the work of the department, but some funding also came from 

federal initiatives and mitigation requirements for dam construction and other activities that negatively 

affected fisheries. It was not until 1994 that management of both fish and game resources were 

combined once again into a single agency, today’s Department of Fish and Wildlife (Crawford 1979 :1; 

Washington State Game Commission 1934:3). 

 

Initial Trout Hatchery Development (1898-1912) 

 

While salmon propagation was the primary focus of Washington’s early hatchery development, the first 

hatcheries in the United States were devoted to the rearing of trout. During the Civil War era, Seth 

 
9 Merriam-Webster dictionary defines “game fish” as “a fish made a legal catch by law (Merriam-Webster 2021).”   
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Green, an upstate New York fisherman and retailer, had begun to experiment with planting trout eggs 

and raising the fry. He purchased property on Caledonia Creek near Rochester, New York, built tanks 

and necessary buildings, and developed successful artificial propagation techniques that enabled him 

to expand his business dramatically. Many of those practices were quickly adopted by others. By the 

1870s, trout propagation became widespread on the East Coast and then filtered to the West (State 

Fish Commissioner 1898:26-27; Trout Unlimited 2020). 

 

In 1898, the State Fish Commissioner A.C. Little first introduced the idea of raising trout at a few of 

Washington’s new salmon hatcheries. In his annual report for that year, Commissioner Little also 

suggested that the state begin the research necessary to develop a separate trout propagation 

program. He conceded that the funds to start such a venture should come from the General Fund and 

not from the fishermen and cannery owners who were supporting the salmon hatcheries. With benefits 

for “all classes” of the public, Little noted that he would only support investigating which streams would 

be most effective for planting trout (State Fish Commissioner 1898:51). Several private hatcheries for 

trout propagation had already been established but were hampered by existing laws that limited their 

ability to sell trout and other game fish. Commissioner Little supported their efforts if he retained 

oversight of the location and operation of these hatcheries (State Fish Commissioner 1901:129-130). 

 

The creation of the State Game Warden position did not immediately address the situation, since the 

existing fish commissioner would assume that position. The combination of both fisheries and game 

protection functions under one authority was a continuing source of contention, particularly from the 

recreational community. Many believed that the interests of the salmon fishing industry always took 

precedence, and that the state’s game and game fish populations were reaching record levels of 

depletion. Most of the power of game law enforcement rested with county game wardens who 

technically reported to the State Game Warden but were appointed by local commissioners 

(Washington State Legislature 1899:276-277).   

 

Commissioner Little’s successor, T.E. Kershaw, directed the state to begin game fish propagation. Both 

commissioners had received pressure from concerned constituents to protect game fish stocks and 

Kershaw decided to move forward during his first year in office. Citing the amount of money that 

Washington had spent to support the commercial fishing industry, he argued that it was important to 

direct some funds toward the replenishment of trout in the state’s lakes and streams.  As he wrote in his 

1902 annual report, “…consideration is now due to other elements of our state who do not believe life is 

made up entirely from a commercial standpoint, and that there should be established a trout hatchery 

and our depleted streams should be restocked with game fish for the benefit of those who desire and 

need recreation from the cares of business during the summer months” (State Fish Commissioner 

1902:20). 

 

First Game Fish Hatcheries 

 

As a result, the state built its first game fish hatchery in 1903 on Stehekin Creek in Chelan County. A 

number of other game fish hatcheries were built over the following years:   

 

 
10 See Historic Context I, the 1932 Separation of Washington’s Fish and Game Management on page 17, for a discussion of Initiative 62. 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Stehekin Creek Hatchery Stehekin Creek, Chelan County 1903  

Washington’s first game hatchery was built at the northern end of Lake Chelan. Hatchery staff 

removed cutthroat trout from the lake, harvested eggs and milt to artificially fertilize the eggs, and 

cared for them through development. After hatching, juvenile trout were either released in local 

waterways or transported to various salmon hatcheries throughout the state for release (Crawford 

1979; State Fish Commissioner 1901:108-109). (Figure 25) 

Little Spokane Hatchery Little Spokane River, Spokane County 
Converted 

1904 

Originally built as a salmon hatchery (1899-1900), this facility was converted to a trout hatchery in 

1904. This facility, which had begun operations in 1900, was originally thought to be close to important 

salmon spawning grounds, but changes in the course of the Little Spokane River and other factors 

soon indicated that it was not an advantageous salmon hatchery location. The ponds, troughs, and 

other resources were then used to raise Cutthroat trout from the Lake Chelan Hatchery and Eastern 

Brook trout from private hatcheries (Crawford 1979; State Fish Commissioner 1901:108-109).  

Walla Walla Hatchery Walla Walla River, Walla Walla County 1906 

As with the Little Spokane Hatchery, the Lake Chelan Hatchery continued to provide fish for some of 

these early hatcheries, including a new facility at Walla Walla that was located at the city park. The 

Walla Walla Hatchery, which was initially funded by local residents but run by the state, opened in 

1906 (Crawford 1979; State Fish Commissioner 1913:109, 112). 

Lewis River Hatchery Lewis River, Clark County 1909 

The Lewis River Hatchery was also supplied with eggs from Lake Chelan. It was located on the east 

fork of the Lewis River at Basket Creek and was intended to supply trout not only to Eastern 

Washington streams but also to some in the southwestern part of the state (Crawford 1979; State Fish 

Commissioner 1913:109, 112). 

 

There was a strong public perception that the game-fish harvest was continuing to decline, and more 

trout hatcheries were gradually added to the state system, while new laws also encouraged county 

game commissions to establish their own facilities.   

 

Additionally, trout rearing continued at some of the larger salmon hatcheries. By 1912, the White River 

(Green River, Soos Creek), Nisqually, and Nooksack hatcheries were producing eastern brook trout, 

while Samish, Startup, Willapa, White River, and Nisqually also provided Rainbow trout for stocking in 

lakes and streams throughout Western Washington. During this period, support for game fish hatchery 

construction, operations, and maintenance were appropriated from the state’s General Fund (State Fish 

Commissioner 1913:58-59, 69). 

 

Much like their approach for salmon hatcheries, the commission believed that well-located eyeing 

stations were an efficient and cost-effective means to provide egg supplies for nearby hatcheries. The 

first eyeing stations for trout were built on Dumpka Lake near Lake Chelan and Lost Lake near Chesaw 

in Okanogan County (Figure 19) (Crawford 1979; State Fish Commissioner 1913:109).  

 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

57 

 

 

State Game Hatcheries around World War I 

(1913-1920) 

 

The advent of World War I brought many 

changes to Washington’s fish conservation and 

propagation efforts, but during the years leading 

up to America’s entry into the war, game fish 

policies and their impact on trout propagation 

were primarily affected by the directions 

established by the fish commissioner and the 

Washington legislature. A new Game Code, 

which was passed by lawmakers in 1913, was 

followed by an extensive Fish Code, which went 

into effect in March of 1915. While salmon 

remained the State Fish Commission’s major 

focus during this period, the trout hatchery 

program was supported by the new game 

warden system. Game fish propagation also 

benefited from the emphasis on scientific 

research, habitat protection, and other 

measures prompted by the new legislation and 

also the efforts of L.H. Darwin, the State Fish 

Commissioner and Game Warden. At the same 

time, tension remained between recreational 

and commercial fishing interests.   

 

The Game Fish Code of 1913 established a 

system of county game commissions chosen by 

local county commissioners, with a Chief Game 

Warden appointed by the Governor to serve 

west of the Cascade Mountains and a Deputy 

Game Warden to represent the eastern part of 

the state. The legislature’s goal was to provide 

separate management for food and game fish, 

but then-governor Ernest Lister sidestepped this 

intent by appointing the current Fish 

Commissioner, L.H. Darwin, to the Game 

Warden’s post. Commissioner Darwin later briefly explained his rationale for having both positions held 

by one person: “…economy and efficiency are to be secured under a single head” (State Fish 

Commissioner 1922:3). 

 

During the next few years, both the state and individual counties proceeded with the construction of 

new game hatcheries. By 1913, King, Snohomish, Stevens, and Whatcom counties had built trout-

rearing facilities; soon after, Kittitas, Pend Oreille, Skamania, and Yakima counties also added their 

own hatcheries. In the meantime, the state built two new game fish hatcheries: 

Figure 17. The first constructed trout eyeing 

station on Dumpka Lake, Okanogan County. 

(Twenty-second and Twenty-third Annual 

Reports of the State Fish Commissioner and Ex 

Officio Game Warden 1911-1912) 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Lake Crescent Hatchery Lake Crescent, Clallam County 1913  

Considered one of the first of the more “modern” trout hatcheries of this era, the Lake 

Crescent Hatchery provided bathing and toilet facilities for its personnel with hot and cold 

running water (Crawford 1979). (Figure 18) 

Tilton River Hatchery Packwood Lake, Lewis County 1916 

This hatchery was built near the town of Morton in Lewis County. The legislative 

appropriation of $5,000 for its construction had originally specified Mineral Lake as the site of 

this new facility, but when the rainbow trout population was found to be too low, many other 

Lewis County sites were investigated. The hatchery was eventually located near Packwood 

Lake, where large numbers of resident rainbow trout eggs could be obtained (Crawford 

1979). As Commissioner Darwin noted: “The construction of both hatchery and residence is 

along the most modern lines which have characterized all construction by this department in 

the past three and a half years” (State Fish Commissioner 1917:15).   

 

 

 

 
Figure 18. The Lake Crescent Hatchery, a trout hatchery constructed with modern amenities. (State 

Department of Fisheries and Game, First Biennial Report 1921-1922:20) 
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With these new hatcheries and the addition of at least five new eyeing stations around the state, 

Commissioner Darwin was able to greatly expand the production of trout eggs. During 1911 and early 

1912, more than 3 million eggs were harvested at the state’s trout hatcheries (Table 5); during the 

same period in 1915 to 1916, over 17 million eggs were harvested and that number had increased to 

more than 20 million in 1918. In fact, Darwin in his annual report made the claim that the 1918 

production was not only the most ever recorded in the state’s history but also surpassed the combined 

trout production of all the rest of the states west of the Rocky Mountains (State Fish Commissioner 

1920:35). 

 

Table 5. Total Output of Trout by Species at State Hatcheries++ in 1912 

Hatchery 

Name 

Eastern 

Brook 
Cutthroat Rainbow Steelhead 

Black-

Spotted 
C. Cross* TOTALS 

Little Spokane 1,081,800 72,000 257,000 38,750 ______ ______ 1,449,550 

Lewis River 177,500 15,000 86,000 100,000 119,000 5,000 502,500 

Walla Walla 50,000 ______ 200,000 110,000 ______ ______ 360,000 

Lake Chelan ______ 375,000 ______ 300,000 ______ 100,000 775,000 

Samish ______ ______ 207,000 ______ ______ ______ 207,000 

Nisqually 195,000 ______ 105,000 ______ ______ 85,000 385,000 

Startup ______ ______ 30,000 ______ ______ ______ 30,000 

White River 200,000 ______ 15,000 ______ ______ ______ 215,000 

Willapa ______ ______ 25,000 ______ ______ ______ 25,000 

TOTAL 1,704,300 462,000 925,000 548,750 119,000 190,000 3,949,050 

 ++ Includes salmon hatcheries that also cultivated game fish 

 * C. Cross trout: Cross between cutthroat and steelhead  

 (State Fish Commissioner 1913: 118) 

 

Darwin also touted the decreased cost of hatching trout, which had even surpassed the huge cost 

savings his administration had reached in the state’s salmon hatcheries. These savings were made 

despite a series of very destructive floods followed by low-water episodes in 1915 that led to significant 

losses and disappointing egg takes at Lake Chelan and other major game fish hatcheries (State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:17, 30, 67-69). 

 

Throughout his tenure, Commissioner Darwin focused on expanding the number of eggs produced at 

all of the state’s hatcheries while lowering the production costs per fish. He believed that one of the 

main reasons for the rapid increase in trout production coupled with lower costs was the state’s ability 

to use its large salmon hatchery system to raise the trout eggs in the counties where they would be 

released. Eggs could be transported much more easily and efficiently than fry, and experienced 

hatchery personnel were available to raise the trout, as most trout species spawned at different times 

than the salmon (State Fish Commissioner 1920:35).  

 

In addition, Darwin placed new emphasis on extending rearing times at hatcheries before salmon were 

released, a system that he believed also had a beneficial effect on support for trout production. Trout 
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were considered major predators of salmon, but if salmon were released at a larger size, Darwin 

argued that they would be able to withstand this threat and coexist with trout. As he wrote: “The fact 

that the supply of food and game fish need not interfere with each other is best shown by a look at 

conditions as they existed at the time of the advent of white man. Then, both abounded in our streams 

in the greatest quantities, and both acquired a sufficient food supply. The solution seems to me to be 

the rearing of salmon fry to the age when they can take care of themselves, and the increased 

propagation of both salmon and trout” (State Fish Commissioner 1917:31). 

 

Washington had an advantage over almost all states because of the wild fish supply from which it could 

draw. While many of the other states primarily used broodstock and purchased most of their eggs from 

private hatcheries, Washington at that time drew all its eggs from wild stocks, which were considered 

much healthier and hardier. The trout egg taken in 1920 had been over 55 million, the largest in state 

history. Despite this record, Darwin had encouraged even more trout planting by purchasing or 

exchanging eggs with other states. Private hatcheries provided as many as seven million Eastern 

Brook trout eggs while trades were made with the State of Wisconsin for Mackinaw or Lake trout eggs 

and with additional states for Silver trout. Muskellunge, Pike, and White Fish were also planted from 

Wisconsin stock (State Game Warden 1921 9-11). 

 

Immediate Impacts of World War I on Washington’s Game Fisheries 

 

By the time the United States entered World War I, the effects of wartime were being felt on the 

hatchery system. The price of salmon soared, and there was a strong public outcry for loosened fishing 

restrictions. As demand grew, so did overfishing, which led to the loss of many brood fish as well as 

diminished egg takes. While the greatest impact was on the state’s salmon fisheries, game fish stocks 

also felt some effects. The appropriations for game fisheries had never been sufficient to go beyond 

maintenance of existing hatcheries. During the war years, these problems were compounded by 

shortages of manpower, materials, and supplies that precluded most new construction and even 

hindered maintenance efforts (State Fish Commissioner 1920:3, 7, 21). 

 

Despite these setbacks, the effects were generally short-lived. Interest in recreational fishing soared 

throughout the decade, in part attributable to Washington’s growing population, but also to the more 

universal use of the automobile. People were able to travel more easily to recreational fishing and 

hunting spots, which led to a huge increase in the number of licenses sold. To address the demand, a 

record amount of egg takes were recorded in 1920 as the legislature looked for new means to 

administer the state’s fish and game resources (State Game Warden 1921:3-4). 

 

Long-Term Effects of World War I on Game Hatcheries (1921-1931) 

 

In the postwar world, increasing pressures to offer protection to game and game fish resources and to 

separate conservation from commercial interests, ultimately led to new legislative actions that had a 

huge impact on fish and game management. Washington Governor Louis Hart supported the adoption 

of a new civil code that changed the structure of the department (Washington State Legislature 

1921:120-136).  The legislation abolished the position of State Game Warden, giving the power to a 

Fish Commission and a new Director of Fisheries and Game. Under this organizational structure, two 

separate departments were established—a Fisheries Department and a Game and Game Fish 

Department.  A Supervisor of Game, appointed by the director of the Department of Fisheries and 
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Game, oversaw the game department’s activities advised by a five-member board, selected by 

members of the State Association of Game Commissioners and Wardens (State Game Warden 

1921:4).   

 

Under the code, the reorganized commission had the power to make regulations for each county, thus 

expanding control over the county commissions without having to wait for the legislature to pass 

needed measures. In addition, the new code provided more revenue for the department through the 

proceeds from licenses and fees levied on anglers, hunters, and outdoor enthusiasts (State Game 

Warden 1921:4). The game department and its counterpart in fisheries, according to J. Warren Kinney, 

the new game supervisor, “had no interests in common other than protection work,” but both were 

working toward the same goals of protecting the state’s fisheries resources using artificial propagation 

methods (State Department of Fisheries and Game 1923:5-6). 

 

This focus on rearing and planting trout continued under the new departmental configuration to keep 

pace with the ever-increasing number of people taking advantage of the state’s outdoor resources. The 

game supervisor estimated that at least two-thirds of the activities of the department were devoted to 

fish-culture, and each biennium the numbers of eggs reared and fry and fingerlings planted set new 

records—over 81 million in 1921-1922, for example. Despite these dramatic results, the supervisor 

warned that additional measures, including stricter catch limits, shorter seasons and what he called a 

“higher code of ethics” would be needed to meet the heightened demand (State Department of 

Fisheries and Game 1923:17). 

 

The department also had to provide help to counties whose game commissions did not have the funds 

to build and maintain needed hatchery facilities. The county system, which had been in place for 

several decades, had provided more local control over hatchery construction as well as fish and game 

seasons and other issues. Sportsmen could dictate policies in their own counties, and each 

commission received the portion of licensing fees collected there. The system generally favored those 

counties with larger populations or with more abundant resources that attracted larger numbers of 

outdoor enthusiasts. While some counties used their funds to develop substantial hatchery systems, 

others over the years favored frugality and left a growing balance in the Game Fund, foregoing needed 

operations or maintenance to pad their budgets (State Fish Commissioner 1921:3, 14). 

 

Two new hatcheries were constructed during this era to assist in the development of game fish 

resources in the northeastern part of the state. The department aided the county commissions to build 

the Pend Oreille Hatchery near Usk, Washington, as well as an additional facility in Ferry County. While 

annual reports of this era rarely supply descriptions of these hatcheries, photographs generally showed 

hatchery buildings that were often much smaller in scale than their counterparts at salmon hatcheries. 

While the side-gable style with a steep roof and exposed bracing and rafters was similar, the trout 

hatchery buildings were generally much simpler in design, often with a series of ponds and one or two 

additional residences for the hatchery manager and staff (State Department of Fisheries and Game 

1923:19).  
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Pend Oreille Hatchery Near Usk, Pend Oreille County ca. 1923 

The Department of Fisheries provided assistance to the county commission to build the Pend Oreille 

Hatchery near Usk (Figure 19) (State Department of Fisheries and Game 1923:19). 

Unnamed Ferry County 

Hatchery 
Ferry County ca. 1923 

As with Pend Oreille Hatchery, the state provided assistance to the Ferry County Commission to build 

this hatchery (State Department of Fisheries and Game 1923:19).   

 

 

 
Figure 19. Photograph of Pend Orielle Hatchery. (State Department of Fisheries and Game. First 

Biennial Report 1921-1922:19) 

 

Eyeing Stations 

 

As limited new hatchery construction continued, the Game Department also turned its focus to building 

new eyeing stations that could supply existing facilities with an increased amount of eggs. The stations 

were on lakes and streams which had been scouted by department personnel and had the necessary 

conditions for taking spawn. With easily accessible lakes increasingly fished out and pressure from 

commercial interests and sportsmen’s groups not to close nearby waterways for spawn-taking, the 

available sites were in increasingly remote locations, often as much as fifty or sixty miles from a 

railhead or town. As a result, there was increased time and expense to find these locales and build 

what amounted to small hatcheries at these sites. Wood for construction was often felled and sawed 

onsite since it was too far to transport milled lumber. In the end, there was no guarantee that once traps 

and racks were in place, enough fish would spawn near the stations to make the expenditures 

worthwhile. As the supervisor of game described the process: 
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“Prospecting for the purpose of taking trout spawn is very much the same as prospecting for 

gold but when we find stations that yield good returns, we are more than compensated and 

make every improvement to facilitate the taking of spawn.” (State Department of Fisheries and 

Game 1923:24) 

 

When eggs reached the eyed stage at the stations, they were put in containers, taken by pack animals 

to the nearest shipping point, and transported by rail to hatcheries. Unlike eyeing stations for salmon, 

trout stations were not associated with a particular hatchery, but rather served several hatcheries in a 

region or even beyond. New eyeing stations during this period included those at Echo Lake in Pierce 

County, Owhi Lake in Okanogan County, Wenner Creek in Okanogan County, and Lake Sammamish in 

King County (State Game Warden 1921:9). 

 

In 1923, the department made a ground-breaking new discovery—that trout eggs could be shipped 

“green” after they had been fertilized. The belief that trout eggs had to remain untouched for at least 21 

days before transport was common at that time, but the department’s findings suggested that the eggs 

could be placed in special containers and kept in cold storage at temperatures just above freezing. The 

eggs would remain dormant in this situation for up to four months without losing their fertility. If the eggs 

could be shipped at any time during this period, then the need for eyeing stations might eventually be 

eliminated (State Department of Fisheries and Game 1923:33). 

 

Hatcheries Following the Establishment of a Separate Department of Game (1932-1939) 

 

When the Department of Game was established as its own agency in 1932, many of the hatcheries 

formerly under county control were transferred to the state, and the Department of Game began what 

became a multi-year process to establish its own process and procedures for artificial propagation 

(Washington State Game Commission 1934:3-6). 

 

A number of the county-owned hatcheries and support facilities came the control of the new 

Department of Game included the following*: 

 

Name Location 

Bellingham Hatchery Whatcom County 

Chambers Creek Trout Hatchery Pierce County 

Chiwaukum Hatchery Chelan County 

Colville Hatchery Stevens County 

Kittitas Hatchery Kittitas County 

Lake Whatcom Hatchery Whatcom County 

Naches Hatchery Yakima County 
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Name Location 

Owhi Lake Hatchery Okanogan County 

Pateros Hatchery Okanogan County 

Rimrock Hatchery Yakima County 

San Poil Hatchery Ferry County 

Seward Park Hatchery King County 

Skamania Hatchery Skamania County 

South Tacoma (Lakewood) Hatchery Pierce County 

Spokane Hatchery Spokane County 

Tokul Creek Hatchery King County 

Twin Lakes Hatchery Chelan County 

Vancouver Hatchery Clark County 

*Of the above hatcheries, several are no longer in operation. Little information about the hatcheries 

could be located as a result of the transfer of operation from individual counties to the state.  

 

Other facilities that were transferred to the Department of Game included two eyeing stations, one at 

Dumpka Lake and the other at Walupt Lake, and additional rearing ponds at Cashmere, Davenport, 

Dayton, Entiat, and Wilbur (Washington State Game Commission 1934:8). 

 

A reliance on scientific management for game propagation was an important part of the agenda of the 

new Department of Game, and it developed relationships with the State College of Washington (now 

Washington State University) for research on wildlife management, and the State University of 

Washington (now the University of Washington) for fisheries research and course offerings.  The 

department also undertook a comprehensive survey of lakes and streams to develop a scientifically 

based model of the types of game fish best suited to locations around the state. In one of their first acts, 

the commission also reclassified steelhead as a game fish and banned commercial catch or sale of this 

popular species, which was being threatened by overfishing (Washington State Game Commission 

1934:7-10).  

 

During its first few years, the Game Commission committed to a period of “trial and error” to develop 

the basis for its future operations. The department established separate divisions for fish propagation, 

biological research, and enforcement, and made plans to increase hatchery development as well as 

habitat improvements. In addition to the importance of experimentation, the new Department of Game 

also recognized the need for a systematic management approach: “The work of restocking depleted 

fish and game resources, wasted by another generation, is accomplished only after years of careful 

practice of the laws of game management” (Washington State Game Commission 1934:7). The era 
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also saw the beginnings of numerous cooperative efforts with sportsmen’s clubs and outdoor 

organizations to assist in the efforts of fish and game conservation (Washington State Game 

Commission 1934:10-11). 

 

Changing Economy and the Depression Era 

 

The effects of the Depression had reached Washington State by the early 1930s, as unemployment 

climbed from 7 percent in 1930 to 30 percent only three years later.  With suffering extending 

throughout the nation, the Franklin Roosevelt administration, which took office in January of 1933, 

quickly instituted a number of programs to provide jobs and other relief measures. Primarily known by 

their acronyms, newly formed agencies initially funded large construction projects but gradually began 

to add other different types of programs to find employment for workers with varied skills (Dorpat and 

McCoy 1998:10-11). 

 

Both the Department of Fisheries and the Department of Game had suggested projects and had begun 

to receive WPA assistance by 1935 and 1936. While WPA press releases and other sources provide 

some conflicting figures, at least nine new hatcheries were constructed and seven more were 

expanded or remodeled. Another major initiative was to install fish screens and other barriers to prevent 

migrating fish from being killed in irrigation canals and to erect fish ladders and elevators to improve 

passage over dams. Generally, the WPA funded labor and materials, while the state fish and game 

departments provided planning and construction management (Smith 1940:8-10; WPA 1942:PS 1442). 

 

With WPA support, the Department of Fisheries constructed some new salmon hatcheries, but the 

Department of Game undertook most of the WPA-funded hatchery projects (Figure 22). Between 1935 

and 1940, new game fish hatcheries were constructed at Bellingham, Aberdeen, Yakima, Chelan, 

Goldendale, Vancouver, and Arlington in addition to major renovation projects at Spokane, Tokul 

Creek, South Tacoma, and several other facilities. Since increased public tourism at hatcheries was 

also a goal, later projects also provided landscaping and other grounds beautification efforts at many of 

the game hatcheries (Washington State Game Commission 1938:22, 33-34; WPA 1936:PR-236, 

1942:PS-1441, PS-1442:5).  

 
 

WPA Game Fish Hatcheries  

 

Four hatcheries had already been planned or were under construction in 1934 by the Department of 

Game when WPA funds became available. These hatcheries, which were located at Chelan, Aberdeen, 

Bellingham, and Spokane, used WPA support to complete the projects. Two of them had already 

received some outside funding as mitigation for habitat loss and effects on fisheries caused by major 

projects on state waterways. Washington Water Power had initially provided funds to assist with the 

construction of the Spokane Hatchery, while the Chelan Copper Mining Company helped to underwrite 

development costs for the Chelan Hatchery (Washington State Game Commission 1936:70, 101). 
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The WPA’s general policy was to furnish 

the labor and most materials, and then its 

state or local partners would implement 

the projects. In the case of hatchery 

construction, a review of drawings still 

extant suggests that internal staff of the 

Department of Game apparently 

developed the plans for each hatchery 

and provided project management and 

oversight. It was the typical practice of the 

times to sign drawings with initials only, so 

the names of specific architects and 

engineers are usually not apparent, but 

the design of many of the major buildings 

of the hatcheries of this era were often 

very similar and were likely based on 

common plans.  

 

The WPA-funded hatchery buildings of 

this era appear to have been constructed 

in two different sizes, although the general 

side-gable, barn-like designs were 

consistent in most. The smaller hatchery 

buildings generally held 48 standard 

rearing troughs, while the larger ones 

initially had double that number and often 

contained a freezer room and office. The 

number of residences also seemed to be dictated by the size of the hatchery operations. There was 

usually one superintendent’s house in the smaller facilities, while there were two residences or often an 

apartment or bunkhouse at the larger hatcheries. The type, size, and numbers of rearing ponds varied 

with the water supply, amount of land available, and the types of fish raised at each site. 

 

Known information on the hatcheries constructed under the WPA is provided as follows:  

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Aberdeen Hatchery Lake Aberdeen, Grays Harbor County 1935 

This hatchery featured a 36’ by 32’ hatchery building with 48 troughs, a four-room residence, 

a garage, a tool house with feed room, and 10 circular rearing ponds (Washington State 

Game Commission 1938:2). 

Chelan Hatchery Columbia River, Chelan County 1935 

The size of the Chelan Hatchery’s hatchery building is unknown, but it held 48 troughs. The 

hatchery was constructed with 10 circular rearing ponds (Washington State Game 

Figure 22. Sign advertising WPA construction assistance 
as the Vancouver Hatchery. (Image courtesy of WDFW 
2021) 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Commission 1936:70, 1938:36).   

Yakima Hatchery Yakima County 1936 

The hatchery building at Yakima Hatchery was large at 38’ by 108’ and contained 96 troughs, 

a freezer room, and office. The facility also had a five-room residence, a storeroom, and 

three-car garage. In addition, there were 12 circular concrete ponds, 3 broodstock ponds, 

and a quarter-mile ditch for water storage (Washington State Game Commission 1938:34). 

Vancouver Hatchery Columbia River, Clark County 1937-1938 

The size of the hatchery building at this facility is unknown, but contained 96 troughs, a 

refrigeration unit, and mixing/feeding room. There were also two residences, a three-car 

garage, 2 broodstock ponds, and 12 circular rearing ponds. This was a rebuild of the 

previous hatchery of the same name built in 1932 (Washington State Game Commission 

1940:32; Peck 2021:July 30).   

Goldendale Hatchery Goldendale, Klickitat County 1939 

This facility had a hatchery building with 48 troughs, a feed room, and refrigeration. Other 

buildings and structures included a residence, 6 raceways and broodstock ponds, a dam, and 

a pipeline (Washington State Game Commission 1940:32). 

Arlington Hatchery 
North Fork Stillaguamish River System, 

Snohomish County 
1939-1940 

The hatchery building at Arlington Hatchery contained 96 incubation troughs. (Figure  and 

Figure ) Residential accommodation was provided as a superintendent’s house, an 

assistant’s apartment, and bachelor living quarters. There were also 12 circular rearing ponds 

and 6 concrete raceways (Washington State Game Commission 1940:32, 1942:18).  
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Figure 23. Plans for the Arlington Hatchery, designed by Department of Game staff. (WDFW 

CAMP 2021:H103391c002) 

 
Figure 24. Aerial photograph of the newly constructed Arlington Hatchery, c. 1940. Most of the 

features shown in this image remain at the hatchery at the time of writing. (Image courtesy of 

WDFW 2021) 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

69 

 

Additional projects with WPA funding supported renovation, maintenance, and landscaping for existing 

game fish hatcheries throughout the state, including: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Walla Walla Hatchery  Walla Walla, Walla Walla County 1935 

The hatchery was remodeled in 1935. Construction included three new 32’concrete ponds 

and an additional 30’ by 135’ concrete pond (Washington State Game Commission 1936:77). 

South Tacoma Hatchery  Tacoma, Pierce County 1935 

The original hatchery building at the South Tacoma Hatchery was enlarged and the rearing 

capacity was doubled. Other additions included 46 new troughs, two new 125’ by 12’ 

raceways and 10 new 40’ circular ponds (Washington State Game Commission 1936:77, 

1940:32). 

Bellingham Hatchery Bellingham, Whatcom County 1935 

WPA labor constructed a 14’ by 24’ concrete settling tank and improved the grounds with 

landscaping that included concrete rubble masonry walls, concrete curbs, gravel road 

surfacing, and footpaths with rustic steps (Washington State Game Commission 1938:33, 

1940:32). 

Spokane Hatchery Spokane, Spokane County 1936-1938 

From 1936 to 1938, renovation work at the Spokane Hatchery included clearing and fencing, 

construction of nine 40’ circular rearing ponds and the excavation of a 67,000 square-foot 

broodstock pond, which also included construction of a 3’ dike and a 125’ dam and spillway. 

Additions included a 24’ by 44’ garage and a reinforced concrete 6,000-gallon tank. Most of 

the grounds were cleared and a drainage system for the brooding pond and rearing ponds 

was installed (Washington State Game Commission 1938:34). 

Tokul Creek Fall City, King County 1936-1938 

WPA laborers built a new pumphouse and concrete tank to collect outlet waters, a 50-foot 

broodstock pond, and an additional 60-foot broodstock pond. Most of the buildings were re-

roofed, painted, stained, or generally repaired. Landscaping between 1936 and 1938 

included improvements to a park area that incorporated a log shelter, rock walls, trails, roads, 

play area equipment, small buildings, picnic tables, and stoves (Washington State Game 

Commission 1938:34, 1940:32). 

Colville Hatchery Colville, Pend Oreille County 1936-1938 

Grading and road improvement were initiated with WPA labor as well as reshingling, painting, 

and repairing hatchery buildings and fencing. Two 4’ by 18’ rearing ponds and another 10’ by 

10’ concrete pond was added (Washington State Game Commission 1936:77, 1938:34). 

Seward Park Seattle, King County 1938-1940 

Ten additional round ponds of 40’ in diameter were built with assistance from the WPA. The 

facility, which also included a garage, superintendent’s residence, and quarters for help was 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

owned by the City of Seattle but turned over to the State Game Department to operate 

(Washington State Game Commission 1936:76, 1940:34). 

  

Innovations and Improvements to Game Fish Hatcheries 

 

By the beginning of 1940, the Department of Game operated 17 hatcheries. While the WPA was 

instrumental in much of the new hatchery development, a number of other state and federal agencies 

also provided funding and different levels of support for the Department of Game during the Depression 

era. The U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Biological Survey, and the U.S. Bureau of Fisheries and 

state agencies including the Department of Health, the Department of Conservation and Development, 

the Department of Agriculture, and the State Attorney General were among those that assisted in 

research and other concerns. The Department of Game also worked closely with the Department of 

Fisheries at the University of Washington for biological testing and other technical advice (Washington 

State Game Commission 1938:66-67). 

 

Development of Broodstock Ponds 

 

In addition to 110 rearing ponds and 27 fish raceways that were built during this era, the department 

also began to focus on other new methods of propagation. Because of the ever-increasing demand by 

sportsmen for both rainbow and cutthroat trout, the department instituted a new plan for a system of 

broodstock ponds during the winter of 1937 to 1938. Research had indicated that hatchery fish 

produced more eggs than fish spawned in the wild, and so the department planned to very carefully cull 

trout eggs for propagation in these new broodstock ponds as a supplement to the normal process of 

taking eggs at various spawning stations. Staff hoped to develop a strain of fish that was more 

adaptable to Washington’s streams and would ensure an adequate supply of trout gametes 

(Washington State Game Commission 1938:24). 

 

The new broodstock ponds were initially installed at some hatcheries to increase production of specific 

types of game fish (                        Table 6). 

 

                        Table 6. Broodstock Pond Locations and Fish Produced in 1938 

Hatchery Location Types of Trout Produced 

Goldendale Rainbow 

Yakima Rainbow and Cutthroat 

Spokane Rainbow 

Pend Oreille Cutthroat 

Tokul Creek Rainbow 

South Tacoma Rainbow 

Vancouver Cutthroat 

                        (Washington State Game Commission 1938:24-25). 
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Refrigeration, Food Research, and Sanitation 

 

New refrigeration units also became standard equipment and were installed in hatcheries during this 

period to avoid spoilage in fish food and to provide enough storage space for bulk purchases that were 

more economical.  Salmon offal and viscera, which were common fish food ingredients at the time, 

could be purchased in the summer when they were plentiful and then stored until the winter. Research 

was also conducted on new types of food that would help to maintain healthy and balanced diets for 

fish. In addition to better foods, the Department of Game also began new research into the impacts that 

good sanitation had on the spread of disease in fish populations in hatcheries (Washington State Game 

Commission 1940:35). 

 

Fish Planting 

 

New fish planting methods and the development of fish distribution zones helped to reduce fish loss 

during transportation. To ensure high survival rates, fish distribution was largely carried out in large tank 

trucks by biologists and hatchery personnel, although in backcountry areas mule-packing was also 

used. About 25 to 30 percent of the fry were reared for one year and then planted in streams once they 

reached about 5 inches in length. Scheduled plantings in specific areas were maintained to avoid high 

water and other undesirable conditions as much as possible (Washington State Game Commission 

1940:37). 

 

Stream Pollution 
 

Joint efforts were made by the Department of Game, the Department of Fisheries, the Department of 

Health, and the Department of Conservation and Development to conduct research and address 

pollution problems affecting the state’s waters and its fish life. In 1936, these four agencies funded the 

establishment of a State Pollution Commission, which investigated major polluters and began research 

into the effects of water pollution on fisheries. This cooperative venture was the forerunner of the State 

Pollution Control Commission (1945) (Washington State Game Commission 1938:62-63; Washington 

State Legislature 1945:608-613). 

 

State Game Hatcheries during and following World War II (1940-1950) 

 

The goal of the Department of Game during World War II was to apply the national policies of “greater 

production and better utilization” to game policy. The approach included assisting military authorities by 

increasing the state’s game supply while maintaining recreational hunting and fishing on state lands as 

much as possible. The production of a reasonable surplus of fish to ensure sufficient supply for 

breeding purposes was an essential part of this process and thus hatchery propagation was considered 

a high priority (Washington State Game Commission 1942:4). 

 

To facilitate better management of all its fish and game resources during the World War II years, when 

public demand was high but available personnel limited, the State Game Commission divided 

Washington into eight administrative and management districts, each under the supervision of a 

director. Within the game fish program, each district’s efforts were directed toward the wartime goals of 

higher production and use by protecting natural stocks through catch restrictions, enhancing fish supply 

by artificial propagation, applying research to new methods, and maintaining habitat. During this period, 
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two new hatcheries were built between 1940 and 1942 and a third, the Spokane Hatchery, underwent 

renovations during that biennium but were not completed until 1943 (Washington State Game 

Commission 1942:17, 1946:9).  
 

 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Chamokane Hatchery Chamokane Creek, Stevens County 1941-1942 

The Chamokane Fish Hatchery was built about 27 miles north of Spokane on Chamokane Creek near 

Ford, Washington.  The location was near the edge of the Spokane Indian Reservation where there 

were several natural springs. Construction began in the spring of 1941, and by the end of the year the 

main hatchery building, which contained 96 troughs, refrigeration, cold storage facilities, and an office 

was in place. The water system, and some rearing ponds were also functional. After the winter snow 

receded in 1942, the remaining hatchery structures were completed and the hatchery transitioned into 

full operation. As described in the commission’s annual report: “Rearing facilities include a battery of 

twelve circular ponds, fifty feet in diameter, and ten cement raceways, 12 feet by 120 feet. The latter 

are suitable for rearing of fingerlings or for brood stock purposes. Living quarters consist of two houses 

and one apartment. A three-car garage and storage space complete this large addition to the 

propagation facilities” (Washington State Game Commission 1942:18).  

Mossyrock Hatchery Cowlitz River System, Lewis County 1942 

Located in central Lewis County near the Cowlitz River, the Mossyrock Hatchery contained 96 troughs, 

intermediate raceways, cold and freezing rooms, a feed room, and an office. Twelve 40’ circular ponds 

were originally installed on the grounds, with plans for additional raceways. Two residences and an 

apartment were available for staff housing as well as a garage and storage area (Washington State 

Game Commission 1942:18). 

 

The department also maintained permanent egg collection stations at Chelan, Twin Lakes, Dompka 

Lake, Owhi Lake, Packwood Lake, and Walupt Lake, while many of the other Game Department 

hatcheries operated temporary trout egg collecting facilities. Emphasis was placed on the production of 

quality fish, and the strict culling of eggs led to lower production but also gave the state a means to 

stabilize market prices and eliminate the danger of price controls (Washington State Game Commission 

1942:21).  

 

During the 1942-1944 biennium, game-fish hatchery facilities were generally not expanded due to labor 

shortages and difficulties in purchasing fish food and other supplies. Fish production declined slightly, 

although facilities were operated at maximum possible capacity. The department lost much of its staff to 

the armed forces, which affected both programs and services. The biological research program had to 

be completely halted as did training for replacement staff (Washington State Game Commission 

1944:17). 

 

Cooperative Research and Programs 

 

During this era, the importance of biological study and the application of scientific research to the 

process of managing game fish became more widely accepted. The new reliance on the expertise of 
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biologists replaced the trial-and-error methods of the past and focused on both natural and artificial 

propagation, including nutrition, disease, brood stock studies, efficiency, cost of operations, and a 

variety of other issues. “As a result of these studies, information is being required which is incorporated 

into management policies. Dividends are paid in the form of better utilization of resources for the 

sportsmen of today and the assurance of supply for the sportsmen of tomorrow” (Washington State 

Game Commission 1942:28). 

 

Despite the separation of the two agencies, both the Department of Fisheries and the Department of 

Game worked cooperatively on several issues during the war years. Monitoring stream flows and 

determining whether or how much water diversions could take place was one joint task, with the goal of 

ensuring the fish habitat and adequate water levels were maintained. The two departments also worked 

together on fish screening programs and fishway placement to aid fish passage and prevent fish being 

killed in irrigation canals and other diversions. This latter program made use of the WPA labor, although 

availability of these workers was withdrawn by 1942 as the need for manpower in the war effort grew. 

The two departments negotiated a new agreement that appropriated other funds for the continuation of 

the program, although shortages of steel and other materials further slowed progress (Washington 

State Game Commission 1942:33-43). 

 

Finances 

 

Washington’s population grew both during the war and in the years immediately afterwards, and 

despite the difficulties with transportation, the number of fish and game licenses sold continued to soar. 

Using a military metaphor, the Game Commissioner wrote that the department was in a battle “to 

maintain sufficient game animals, game birds, and game fish for the mounting army of Washington’s 

sportsmen” (Washington State Game Commission 1946:4).  

 

To fund these efforts, the department was essentially self-sufficient, relying not only on license sales 

but also fines, the sale of furs, and other miscellaneous sources of income.  Revenue exceeded one 

million dollars per year by 1945 and over the preceding decade, the department had been able to build 

up an operating surplus of more than $1.5 million. These funds enabled the department to develop an 

ambitious plan of growth during the post-war years, although its leadership recognized that going 

forward, costs would also continue to rise, eventually outstripping revenue. One solution to produce 

extra income was to raise license fees, which had been reduced considerably during the Depression 

years. Since future plans included more land purchases for public hunting and fishing, game protection 

and locating new hatcheries, the extra income from higher fees could be used for that purpose 

(Legislative Interim Committee 1946:6, 24, 39-40).   

 

Hatcheries: A Tool of Fisheries Management in the Post-World War II Years 

 

On the fisheries side of the Department of Game, there were obvious needs to provide enough fish for 

current demand and to ensure the protection and ultimate augmentation of future stocks. To produce 

more trout of a larger size, the department realized that major changes to the hatchery program were 

needed. Among the proposed upgrades were expanded feeding programs, improved rearing 

techniques, better breeding stocks, and a clearer understanding and control of fish disease.  The long-

term goal was to transform the fish hatchery into a “tool” of fisheries management rather than merely a 

means to plant fish at any location (Washington State Game Commission 1948:20).  
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By the end of the war, the department operated 21 hatcheries with plans to add at least seven more 

during the immediate post-war period. An interim legislative committee that conducted a study of the 

department in 1945 supported these additions, but felt that once these new hatcheries were 

constructed, the number was sufficient for future needs. Instead of additional new hatcheries, they 

believed that a more robust program of lake and stream improvements would serve the program’s 

goals at a more manageable cost. Removing logging debris and other obstacles in streams, screening 

irrigation canals and lake outlets, treating for algae and pollutants, and reconstructing some stream 

beds were among the efforts they believed would ultimately help to protect and expand fisheries and 

support the hatchery program (Washington State Game Commission 1944:32).  

 

Unlike the Department of Fisheries hatchery system, which relied on release of the fry in their native 

rivers or streams, the Game Department could plant fish in lakes and streams throughout the state, 

including some bodies of water that had never previously supported certain trout species. Lowland 

lakes received the greatest fishing pressure and one of the goals of the department was to spread the 

impact more evenly, if possible, by rehabilitating lakes throughout the state. The department also 

wanted to direct intensive fishing away from streams where it had a negative impact on migrating 

species like the cutthroat and steelhead (Washington State Game Commission 1951:31). 

A large, multi-year project for lake rehabilitation was based on extensive biological research within the 

department as well as experimentation with new methods and products. Treatment with the chemical 

rotenone was the primary means used to kill what were considered scrap fish in the lakes. After the 

period of toxicity subsided the dead fish were removed and the lakes then replanted with appropriate 

vegetation and restocked with desirable species. Additional experiments with weed control chemicals 

as well as various methods of lake fertilization were also tried to assess the long-term effects of these 

treatments on the health of fish life. New lakes or impoundments were also built by diking and dam-

building efforts to create habitat and enhance recreational fishing opportunities in areas like the 

Tucannon and Sinlahekin game refuges (Washington State Game Commission 1951:32-33).   

 

The success of these rehabilitation efforts was integrally tied to the hatchery program, which was 

needed to supply the large number of trout fry and fingerlings required to stock these lakes as well as to 

restock the heavily fished lowland lakes that had no suitable spawning areas. Research had shown that 

trout rarely survived to maturity in these heavily fished areas and that only large fingerlings could 

succeed in habitats where there were mixed species. Artificial propagation was the only real answer to 

address the demand for fish created by the Department of Game’s ever-growing recreational 

constituency (Washington State Game Commission 1953:35-36). 

 

To meet this demand, a review of the department’s post-war facilities indicated the need for expanded 

rearing capacity both in terms of the number of troughs within the hatchery buildings and additional 

rearing ponds, raceways, and dirt ponds. Between 1946 and 1952, the department also built four new 

hatcheries that addressed the requirements for expanded fingerling production in various parts of the 

state. 
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Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Puyallup Hatchery 

(NRHP) 
Clarks Creek, Pierce County 1948 

The Department of Game purchased land for the Puyallup from the City of Tacoma because of its 

natural springs. The new facility, designed by Seattle architect/engineer Gustav Karla, included a main 

hatchery building, a large garage and shop, a superintendent’s residence as well as a triplex 

apartment for hatchery staff. A gravity-feed water system supplied the facility’s 16 round rearing ponds 

and 4 raceways (Harms 2012:7, 8). (Figure 34) 

 

Shelton (Skokomish) 

Hatchery 
Mason County 1948 

The new hatchery was located near Shelton in Mason County and consisted of a main building with 

112 troughs, twelve 40-foot circular rearing ponds and 8 raceways of 10’ by 90’ in dimension. One of 

the largest facilities in the department, the fry and fingerlings raised at the facility were distributed 

throughout the Olympic Peninsula (Washington State Game Commission 1948:20). 

 

Omak Hatchery Okanogan River, Okanogan County 1949 

This hatchery in Okanogan County provided trough space for fry or small fingerlings that would be 

planted in the rehabilitated lakes in the north central region of the state. The facility initially included a 

new hatchery building and superintendent’s residence as well as four circular ponds for additional 

rearing of fingerlings (Washington State Game Commission 1951:36).  

Tucannon Hatchery Tucannon River, Columbia County 1948 

Tucannon Hatchery included a new hatchery building and residence. Considered a fingerling station, 

the facility had six circular ponds of 40’ in diameter. The hatchery was supplied by nearby spring water 

and was capable of annually raising more than 150,000 trout to legal size (Washington State Game 

Commission 1951:36). 

 

The additional capacity provided by these new hatcheries as well as the efforts of staff at the older 

hatcheries to reduce fish disease, adjust feeding regimes, and adopt other new rearing methods 

resulted in the desired outcome of increased trout size and production numbers. The department was 

also assisted in these endeavors by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which provided access to 

temporary rearing space at its own hatcheries for the expanded number of fingerlings. In addition, the 

Colville Tribe also provided eastern brook trout eggs from their own waterways to enhance the program 

(Washington State Game Commission 1951:36). 

 

State Game Hatcheries at Mid-Century and Beyond (1951-1974) 

 

As with salmon, game fish were also subject to significant declines as the result of dam construction, 

which continued throughout this period. After a flurry of post-World War II dam construction, it was 

another eight years before the Department of Game added a new facility. The following game 

hatcheries were the last to be constructed during the historical period: 

 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

76 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Skamania Hatchery 
West Fork Washougal River, Skamania 

County 
1956 

Part of the Lower Columbia River Fisheries Development Project, this facility was one of the 

earliest of the mitigation hatcheries for revival of fisheries in the Columbia River system with the 

goal of propagating summer-run steelhead. After a few years of operation, the numbers of 

returning steelhead remained low, and summer steelhead from the Klickitat River were brought for 

spawning. The mixture of the two stocks resulted in the Skamania summer steelhead, which were 

then used for propagation as hatchery-origin broodstock (McConna 1998:9). 

Beaver Creek Hatchery 
Beaver Creek & Elochoman River, 

Wahkiakum County 
1958 

This facility took advantage of the availability of both water sources to enable the hatchery to raise 

steelhead more effectively. Originally designed for winter-run steelhead, the creek could provide 

abundant water in the winter, supplemented by river water in the drier months of summer. The 

facility included a hatchery building with 60 troughs, four residences, as well as 20 standard 

concrete raceways, 10 smaller raceways, and a large earthen pond (Wold 1992:3). 

 

Consolidation and Cooperation in Game Hatcheries 

 

In the first few decades after its separation from the Department of Fisheries in 1932, the Department of 

Game was able to function effectively and expand its resources based on the funds available through 

licenses and other fees paid by outdoor recreation enthusiasts. During that time, Washington’s steady 

population growth was accompanied by a comparable growth of public participation in wildlife 

recreation. Eventually, however, even as licensing and fees were increased, these funds could not 

keep pace with the rising costs of the management and care of the wildlife and lands. The department 

began to feel severe economic pressures (Legislative Interim Committee 1969:2-6, 20-26). 

 

A Legislative Interim Committee on Game and Game Fish was established by the legislature to review 

the overall management and special problems of the Department of Game during the 1967-1969 

biennium and then to report back their findings. Among their tasks was to review the financial status of 

the department and to determine future needs. Their conclusions were that while the department was 

managed efficiently, funds for its programs were insufficient and “future financial starvation threatens 

present public service levels” (Legislative Interim Committee 1969:2, 6). 

 

In the area of game fish management, the committee focused almost exclusively on steelhead trout, 

“the trophy fish of the northwest.” According to their studies, interest in steelhead fishing had continued 

to rise, and the department’s major focus was placed on efforts to increase both the size and frequency 

of steelhead runs in state waters. The catch was up about 300,000 fish in 1969 based on the efforts of 

the department’s hatchery program, which at that time included 15 hatcheries and an additional seven 

rearing ponds. With funding lacking, one of the key suggestions was to establish an additional fee on 

steelhead fishing permit cards (Legislative Interim Committee 1969:20-21, 26). 

 

At the time, the Department of Game was also responsible for management of all Washington’ game 

fish, which included not only steelhead, but all types of trout, Walleye, Bass, Catfish and other warm 
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water species. Management in the next decade was divided into four resident fish areas corresponding 

to various types of habitat: alpine lakes, trout streams and beaver ponds, warmwater mixed species 

waters, and lowland trout lakes. The hatchery program was able to maintain its rearing program at fairly 

stable levels despite the strained financial situation. The focus turned to cooperative projects with other 

agencies and the public to ensure the continued health and growth of the game fish program 

(Washington Department of Game 1986:2-5). 

 

 

Washington State’s Mitigation Hatcheries (1914-1961) 

 

Many Washington state hatcheries were developed or at least partly funded as a remedy against the 

reduction of fish runs that resulted from the construction of dams, mainly for hydroelectric projects. The 

first mitigation hatcheries were built in 1914 in the vicinity of major dams: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Elwha Hatchery  Elwha River, Clallam County  1914 

Wenatchee Hatchery  Wenatchee River, Chelan County  1914 

 

However, neither of these hatcheries was successful in the long run. The Mitchell Act of 1938 would 

prove to be the starting point for the increase in salmon and game hatchery construction in direct 

response to the negative effects of major dam projects. 

 

The Mitchell Act of 1938 (Public Law 75-502) 

 

While the New Deal and its Depression-era programs benefitted Washington’s state hatchery program 

in funding the construction and renovation of several facilities, some New Deal projects ultimately had a 

deleterious effect on the very fisheries that the hatcheries were meant to restore. Many of the large-

scale programs that the Roosevelt administration initiated put thousands of people to work building 

dams on the Columbia River and other Northwest waterways as well as developing numerous irrigation, 

reclamation, and flood-control projects. Their impact on Northwest waterways and particularly the 

Columbia River fisheries became a major concern. 

 

Fisheries experts had long decried the negative impact of waterway obstructions, including irrigation 

canals and dams, as major causes of fish loss. In fact, the Washington legislature developed laws as 

early as 1915 that required the construction of fishways to allow fish passage beyond dams in state 

streams. Where the fishways were difficult to install or ineffective, an alternative was the construction of 

a hatchery near the dam. 

 

During the Depression, the scope of dam development in Washington reached an entirely new order of 

magnitude with the construction of the Bonneville Dam and then the Grand Coulee Dam. Beyond the 

massive scale of these federal projects, the impact that these giant dams had on the Columbia River 

fisheries was well beyond any previous human activities. Scientists, tribal communities, and the fishing 

industry were deeply concerned, and in response to the dangerous toll on fish runs, Congress in May of 
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1938 passed the Mitchell Act (Public Law 75-502).  

 

Essentially, the Mitchell Act recognized the emergency created not only by the dams themselves, but 

also by the related irrigation and reclamation projects, and the immediate need to provide protection to 

Columbia River fisheries as well as compensation for the damage caused by these changing 

environmental conditions. The Lower Columbia River Fishery Development Program became the main 

vehicle to achieve the act’s goals of protection of the river’s fisheries and mitigation for the harm the 

dams on the river had caused. The program, which was initially focused on portions of the Columbia 

River below Grand Coulee Dam, was administered by the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries for the 

federal government as part of legislation enacted August 8, 1946. A cooperative management 

agreement with various state agencies followed in 1948. The program placed early emphasis on 

planning and construction and the need to replace and replenish the dwindling fisheries. Initially, the 

construction of fish ladders, irrigation screening, and hatcheries received primary focus and Congress 

appropriated ongoing funds for these undertakings. The act also provided monetary support for surveys 

and investigations on the Columbia River and its tributaries to determine the most effective means to 

preserve and protect salmon and steelhead runs (Martin 2010).   

 

Despite these measures, the proliferation of dam construction continued to threaten salmon 

populations. Well-known journalists/conservationists like Richard Neuberger, who later became a 

Senator from his home state of Oregon, wondered whether the Northwest’s most valuable fishery would 

meet its end. In an article in the Saturday Evening Post, Neuberger described the “great crenellated 

fortress” of Grand Coulee Dam, which, at a height nearly twice that of Niagara Falls, “not even Moby 

Dick could scale” (Neuberger 1941:21). A great mystery which Neuberger’s article discussed was 

whether the salmon, and particularly the much sought-after Chinook, could change their centuries-long 

habits, and whether hatchery-raised fish below the dam would spawn and replace the native fish whose 

homes on the upper Columbia was no longer accessible (Neuberger 1941:21-22, 40-45). 

 

Hatchery Development as Mitigation 

 

Over time, hatchery development became the major part of the Lower Columbia River Fishery 

Development Program, and a substantial portion of the monetary support went to state agencies in 

Idaho, Washington, and Oregon (Harrison 2021). Within two years of the passage of the Mitchell Act, 

the Department of Game was a beneficiary of funds that have their origins in the act. In October of 

1940, the U.S. Congress passed a law (54 Stat: Chap 794) that authorized the Secretary of the Interior 

to contract with the State of Washington for the operation and maintenance of some of the new 

hatcheries. On April 1, 1941, the Washington Department of Game signed an agreement that 

authorized the Bureau of Reclamation to purchase the land for a new hatchery in Spokane County for 

the following facility: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Chamokane (Ford) 

Hatchery  
Chamokane Creek, Stevens County  1941-42 
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The construction of dams during the Depression and the post-World War II era was initially centered on 

the Columbia River system and concerns over the impacts on salmon fisheries were raised nationwide. 

Yet salmon were not the only fish to be affected by these massive obstructions, and state game fish 

personnel also had grave concerns about the protection of game fish, not only in the Columbia River 

system, but also in other waterways around the state where dams were eventually built or water 

diverted for power, irrigation, and flood control projects (Washington State Game Commission 1951:39-

40). 

 

Mid-Century Increases in Dam Construction 

 

By the early 1950s the active or proposed construction of dams on major waterways threatened 

fisheries throughout Washington. Department of Game personnel assessed a number of large dam 

projects for their fisheries impact and found far-reaching effects. Mitigation projects were already 

underway for the huge impact of Grand Coulee and Bonneville dams. In 1951 the McNary Dam, which 

was under construction, was perceived as the biggest threat, although the four proposed lower Snake 

River dams were also of concern, not only because of the problems of safe fish passage, but also 

because they would flood valuable spawning and rearing areas (Washington State Game Commission 

1951:39-40). 

 

Among the most controversial projects were two proposed hydroelectric dams on the Cowlitz River, the 

Mayfield and the Mossyrock dams, which threatened fish passage on one of the state’s most productive 

recreational fishing rivers. The Department of Game along with the Department of Fisheries and other 

fish conservation interests supported legislative steps to block the City of Tacoma from initiating the 

project through the Cowlitz River Sanctuary Act, a state legislative action in 1949 that essentially 

prohibited dam construction. Despite this legislation, Tacoma Power proceeded with its attempts to 

obtain dam permits, which were then granted by the Federal Power Commission (Washington State 

Game Commission 1951:40, 49; Washington State Game Department 1951:8). 

 

Lawsuits followed as well as a citizen’s initiative to block construction and a state law that refused to 

allow the condemnation of the Mossyrock Hatchery as part of the dam project. The case was ultimately 

decided in the Supreme Court, which ruled that dam construction could continue, despite the state 

actions. As mitigation for the effects on fisheries, Tacoma City Light contributed funds to rebuild the 

Mossyrock Hatchery in 1961 at another site. Tacoma City Light was also responsible for the 

construction of the Cowlitz Hatchery for salmon propagation in 1968 as well as a separate trout 

hatchery, also located on the Cowlitz River (Berg 1971:24; Tacoma City Light 1962).  

 

Another less controversial mitigation project in the middle of the state was the construction of the 

Columbia Basin Hatchery outside of Moses Lake (Figure ). The Grant County Public Utility District 

(PUD), which had developed Priest Rapids Dam as part of irrigation efforts originating with the 

Columbia Basin project, provided hatchery construction funds as mitigation for the dam’s impacts to 

Columbia River fisheries. The hatchery property was acquired from the Department of Natural 

Resources and used surface waters from a spring on the property for the propagation of resident fish, 

primarily Rainbow and other types of trout. The hatchery also became the site of early experimentation 

with warm-water rearing of walleye, crappie and other sport fish. The facility initially included a main 

hatchery building, pump house, raceways, and four residences for hatchery staff. Additional raceways, 
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a large maintenance building and a fishing access site were added over time (Crawford 1979:3-4). The 

well-known Seattle firm of Carey and Kramer were the consulting engineers who developed the plans 

for the new hatchery, and Cecil Fox was the primary architect. Fox had previous experience working on 

dams, both nationally and internationally, and had been a consultant during the construction of the 

Aswan Dam in Egypt (NewsBank, America’s Obituaries & Death Notices, 2008). 

 

 
Figure 25. Grant County Hatchery plans. (Image courtesy of WDFW 2021) 

 

Mitigation Hatcheries on the Lower Columbia River System 

 

Mitchell Act funds enabled the State Department of Fisheries to undertake a massive hatchery 

construction program that was unrivaled since the early days of hatchery development at the turn of the 

century. The planning and administration of the development program led to the initiation of a Contract 

Services division in 1951 as well as a significant expansion of staff. The choices of location addressed 

watersheds where the runs were most affected. In addition, while salmon were the primary focus of 

fishery recovery efforts after dam construction on the Columbia River, steelhead, another spawning 

fish, were also significantly affected by the obstruction to fish passage that many of these dams 

represented. As part of the Lower Columbia River Fisheries Development Project, two hatcheries were 

built that primarily focused on steelhead propagation (McConna 1998:9). 
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Hatcheries built by both agencies as mitigation for dam projects on the Columbia River were: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Klickitat Hatchery Klickitat River, Klickitat County 

1950-1951, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Toutle (North Toutle) 

Hatchery 
Green River, Cowlitz County 

1952, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Elochoman Hatchery Elochoman River, Wahkiakum County 

1954, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Skamania Hatchery 
West Fork Washougal River, Skamania 

County 

1956, 

(Department of 

Game) 

Washougal Hatchery Washougal River, Clark County 

1957-1958, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Beaver Creek 
Beaver Creek and Elochoman River, 

Wahkiakum County 

1958, 

(Department of 

Game) 

Kalama River Hatchery 

Number 2 (Kalama Falls 

Hatchery) 

Kalama River, Cowlitz County 

1958-1959, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Grays River Hatchery Grays River, Pacific County 

1961, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

 

 

In 1961 a moratorium on new construction was instituted until a complete study had been made to 

assess the effectiveness of hatcheries on salmon stocks of the Columbia River. The program’s focus 

then shifted to a series of studies on “natural environment rearing and related problems” (Department of 

Fisheries 1961:65). There was also an expansion into the Upper Columbia River area, above Grand 

Coulee Dam, where planning and surveys began in addition to “stream clearance, fishway and fish 

screen construction and rehabilitation…” (Department of Fisheries 1961:72).  

 

Mitigation Hatcheries on other River Systems 

 

The Lower Columbia was not the only river system that was subject to extensive dam-building during 

the decades after World War II. While some dam construction was focused on flood control, irrigation, 

and navigation, the large majority of projects throughout the region were based on the perceived need 
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for hydroelectric power. Considered a cheap and clean energy source, hydroelectric power was viewed 

as an essential means to attract new industry to the region as well as to serve its growing urban 

populations. The rise of public power in the Northwest was spurred by municipalities and counties that 

developed their own projects to ensure a long-lasting power supply they could control (Mighetto and 

Ebel 1994:49-51, 65).  

 

The large federal dam projects on the Columbia had shown the potentially disastrous effects on 

fisheries, and additional dams proposed for other Northwest rivers often caused controversy. Among 

the most hotly debated were the proposed developments of Tacoma City Light on the Cowlitz River. 

The Cowlitz River system was a rich fishery but also a potential source of hydroelectric power, and 

proposals for dams along the river had originated as early as the 1920s. Tacoma City Light purchased 

the rights to power generation on the Cowlitz and announced plans in 1948 to develop two dams: 

Mayfield and Mossyrock. The proposal generated so much controversy that it resulted in voter 

initiatives against the development as well as more than a decade of legislative and legal battles.  

Construction was halted for several years but ultimately resulted in a Supreme Court decision allowing 

the project to move forward.  

 

As mitigation for the effects of these dam projects, Tacoma City Light provided a substantial portion of 

the funds to rebuild the Department of Game’s Mossyrock Hatchery at a new location in 1961, but also 

undertook additional research and other measures for fish protection, including the construction and 

management of a state-of-the-art salmon propagation facility, the Cowlitz Hatchery, in 1967-1968. The 

Cowlitz Hatchery was the largest facility of its kind in the state, owned and maintained by Tacoma City 

Light, but operated by the Department of Fisheries. 

 

Other major dam projects that required hatchery construction as part of their mitigation for impacts to 

fisheries included the following: 

 

Name Location 
Date of 

Construction 

Speelyai Hatchery Speelyai Creek, Cowlitz County 

1958, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Skokomish (George 

Adams) Hatchery  
Purdy Creek, Mason County 

1960, 

(Department of 

Fisheries) 

Some hatcheries received partial funding as mitigation. For instance, Skagit (Marblemount) Hatchery, 

which was built by the Department of Fisheries in 1947, received $54,950 from Seattle City Light as 

mitigation for the effects of the Skagit River Hydroelectric Project on the river’s fisheries. These funds 

were earmarked for the construction of and water supply for seven of the hatchery’s 20 fish rearing 

ponds (Seattle Daily Times 1946:13).  
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Fisheries Research and Hatchery Management Partnerships and Cooperative Ventures (1889-

1974) 

 

This context begins with the very early impact of federal hatchery development during Washington’s 

territorial days but focuses primarily on the period of statehood from 1889 and the impact of 

partnerships and research development on hatcheries and fisheries science from that time forward to 

1974. The decision in the United States v. Washington (1974) case by Judge George Boldt had a major 

impact on future partnerships with Native fishers, and fostered in a new era of co-management with 

Washington tribes.  

 

Federal Hatcheries (1896-1930) 

 

The establishment of the United States Fish and Fisheries Commission in 1871 and the first 

congressional appropriation for hatchery construction in the following year provided the impetus for new 

research in artificial propagation techniques as well as in fish hatchery design and operation. A few 

states had already established their own hatcheries by the time of its founding, but the U.S. Fish 

Commission, as it was commonly known, was able to develop a broader national perspective and begin 

to gather not only economic but also biological data to guide future hatchery development. Spencer 

Baird, the first head of the commission, hired trained biologists, fish culturists, and economists who 

provided a professional cadre of researchers to study the conservation of fisheries, to determine the 

most effective utilization of those resources, and to develop hatcheries and other means for the 

maintenance and expansion of various species. During Baird’s 16-year tenure, the commission 

established 16 hatcheries, and as one commentator suggested, “…the culture of fish had passed from 

an experimental to an industrial stage” (Dodds 1959:126-127; Schley 1971; Stevenson 1903:595-596). 

 

Washington Fish Commission Hatcheries 

 

While much of its work was focused on the East Coast, the U.S. Fish Commission undertook a few 

early studies of West Coast fisheries, most notably on the Columbia River salmon, and later transferred 

one of its ocean-going research vessels, the Albatross, to the Pacific. By 1902 the U.S. Fish 

Commission had also established six federal hatcheries in the far West. In Washington, the Little White 

Salmon Hatchery, which opened in 1896, supplied Chinook salmon to the Columbia River system. In 

1899, the state transferred one of its earliest hatcheries, located on Baker Lake, to federal ownership. 

The Baker Lake facility was particularly important for the propagation of Sockeye salmon to maintain 

Puget Sound populations, and it was the opinion of fisheries researchers of that period that “Baker Lake 

contains one of the most important spawning-grounds of the sockeye known to exist in the United 

States….” (United States Commission of Fish and Fisheries 1900:269). Despite the sale of the 

hatchery, the staff of the state fisheries department continued to work with the federal government to 

experiment with transplanting Sockeye from the Fraser River to the Baker River system and to research 

natural food supplies in the drainage (Cobb 1929:4; Mighetto 1999:66; United States Commission of 

Fish and Fisheries 1905:80). 

 

The Baker Lake Hatchery remained under federal control for several more decades, continuing 

operations despite a series of fires that destroyed the complex three different times. Other ancillary 

hatcheries were built in the Skagit River basin, including another federal facility at Birdsview to raise 
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steelhead, which were transported to Baker Lake for hatching. More experimentation in conjunction 

with the state fisheries program also took place during the World War I era (State Fish Commissioner 

1917:18-19).  

 

When negotiations with the Canadian government to establish American-run Sockeye hatcheries on the 

Fraser River collapsed, the Department of Fisheries decided to test the idea of propagating Sockeye 

salmon in the waters of Puget Sound tributaries. In both 1915 and 1916, the state-owned Samish 

Hatchery on Friday Creek in Skagit County was used to supply well over one million Sockeye eggs, 

which were transported to the Baker Hatchery for rearing (Mighetto 1999:66-68; State Fish 

Commissioner 1917:18-19, 1920:24-25). 

 

Despite these programs, Baker River runs had declined considerably by the early 1930s, and the Baker 

Lake Hatchery was abandoned. With the development of dams on the river, attention had turned to fish 

passage and the development of fishways and other facilities to enable salmon to spawn past these 

obstructions. It was not until 2010 that Puget Sound Energy built a new hatchery at Baker Lake as part 

of its requirements for dam relicensing (Daily Journal of Commerce 2010; Mighetto 1999:68). 

 

Scientific Research and Changing Views on Artificial Propagation 

 

The U.S. Fish Commission also played an increasingly important role in sponsoring scientific research, 

and the studies it commissioned on the Pacific salmon were among the first undertaken in the United 

States. By the early 1900s some of the conclusions reached in these studies diverged from localized 

fish-culture practices. Over time, it became apparent that artificial propagation was not the panacea for 

declining fisheries that was once believed. Despite the construction of numerous hatcheries, salmon 

runs fluctuated wildly over the next few decades, and scientific findings suggested that a more holistic 

approach, looking at a wide range of environmental factors, was needed to ensure fisheries protection. 

While hatcheries were an important tool, hatching more eggs did not necessarily ensure greater 

production. As new methods were tried at the state level, they were sometimes shaped by the 

management structure, political climate, budgets, and other economic factors as much as scientific 

findings (Taylor 1998:46, 52-53). 

 

University of Washington and Fisheries Research (1902-1957) 

 

The state fisheries program relied not only on the research conducted at the federal level, but also the 

work of biologists and other scientists at the University of Washington and other academic programs. 

Well before a formal fisheries program was established at the University of Washington, several 

professors, including Dr. Trevor Kincaid and his assistant, Dr. E. Victor Smith, conducted studies that 

provided scientific data of use to the Department of Fisheries (Cobb 1929:6-7). 

 

As early as 1902, Dr. Kincaid was instrumental in establishing a Marine Biological Station on Friday 

Harbor in the San Juan Islands for the use of researchers and students. While Dr. Kincaid’s specialty 

became oyster-culture, he and Dr. Smith also worked on projects that not only helped to identify the 

various species of fish present in Puget Sound, but also studied its salmon population. From his 

position as head of the Zoology Department, Kincaid taught the University’s first classes in ichthyology 

(the study of fish), which ultimately helped to promote interest in a fisheries school within the university 

(Blume 1997; Cobb 1929:6-7). 
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Washington State’s Department of Fisheries began to place more emphasis on the importance of 

scientific research during the term of Fish Commissioner L.H. Darwin. Darwin, who was first appointed 

by Governor Ernest Lister in 1913, was also given the title of State Game Warden in 1915. Darwin 

came from a journalism background but was instrumental in utilizing faculty members at the University 

of Washington to produce research. Early in his term, Darwin hired both Trevor Kincaid and E. Victor 

Smith during their summer vacation months to conduct studies on topics related to the department’s 

responsibilities for various types of food fish and shellfish. In addition to reports by Dr. Kincaid on edible 

clams and oyster reserves, Darwin encouraged the pair to study the impact of fishing on immature 

salmon along the state’s coastal waters. Darwin believed that this practice was a tremendous economic 

detriment to the state and greatly reduced the runs of Coho and Pink salmon returning to their 

spawning beds.  He hoped the research would strengthen his arguments and lead to more stringent 

regulations. In addition, Darwin secured the services of another University of Washington professor, 

Nathan Fasten, who was an expert on fish diseases (State Fish Commissioner 1920:5-6, 24; State 

Game Warden 1921:5).  

 

Darwin also hoped to start a biology division within the department. While Darwin believed in the need 

for science in the fisheries program, he wanted the services of researchers who represented what he 

considered “practical” science rather than theoretical science. Illustrating that divide was his belief that 

ultimately more hatcheries would best promote the work of the department. As he wrote in his annual 

report of 1915-1917, “practical scientists are now affirming the correctness of the views entertained by 

this administration that each stream should have its own hatchery” (State Fish Commissioner 1917:39). 

 

John N. Cobb and the College of Fisheries, University of Washington 

 

One figure who bridged the academic and fish-culture divide was John N. Cobb. Cobb, who had no 

formal training in biology or fisheries management, began his career as a reporter but ultimately took a 

job from 1895 to 1907 as a field agent with the U.S. Bureau of Fisheries. As his research gained more 

substance, he became more widely known in the fisheries field. In 1910, he was the first to publish a 

comprehensive overview of the history, economics, and scientific advancements of the Pacific salmon 

fisheries, a work that was updated and republished in three subsequent editions. Cobb continued his 

research while working for Alaska fishing and canning associations as well as the Pacific Fishermen, an 

industry magazine published in Seattle (Cobb 1929:5-6; University of Washington Library Special 

Collections n.d.a.). 

 

Cobb was also instrumental in the founding and early development of the College of Fisheries at the 

University of Washington. The Imperial Institute of Fisheries in Japan, established in 1897, was the first 

school for the scientific study of fisheries in the world, and there had been increasing interest in 

establishing a similar program in the United States. The U.S. Fish Commissioner, Dr. H.M. Smith, was 

a strong proponent of the idea, and a movement grew to locate such an institution in Seattle, which was 

at the center of an enormous fishery and thriving commercial industry with the added benefit of an 

established university. Cobb led industry support for the school (Science 1919:279-280).  

 

A legislative appropriation for the school was first proposed in 1917, but with the focus on World War I, 

a measure was not passed until 1919. When the four-year program was established, its emphasis was 

initially very practical, with students not only required to take classwork but also, during their last two 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

86 

 

years, to work in the commercial fishing industry on fishing boats or at hatcheries. Since the college 

was a state institution, an important part of its mission was to assist and advise the State Department of 

Fisheries and Game, but its mandate also included aid to commercial fishermen, with resource 

conservation research into such topics as under-utilized species and limits on waste (Science 1917:60, 

1919:279-280).11 

 

John Cobb, despite his lack of formal academic training, was named a professor of biology and the first 

head of the new college. During his tenure, which lasted until his death in 1930, the focus of the 

program was on fisheries technology and aquaculture, with courses that included cannery management 

and the development of fish products. Cobb himself continued his publishing on Pacific salmon, but 

also produced extensive volumes on the fisheries of Alaska and Hawaii and the cannery industry on the 

Pacific Coast. In addition, Cobb visited many of the hatcheries around the state and photographed 

them for future study. He also researched and then designed fishways that were used for migrating fish 

to bypass dams and other obstructions (School of Aquatic and Fisheries Science Legacy 2021; 

University of Washington Library Special Collections n.d.a.). (Figures 37 and 38) 

 

This emphasis on practical science coincided with the views of the State Fish Commission. During the 

early years of the program, State Fish Commissioner L.H. Darwin and his successor, Ernest Seaborg, 

continued to work with Cobb and members of the university faculty to study topics of concern for the 

agency. During the war years, the high price of fish as well as food shortages led to more extensive 

fishing in state waters than at any previous time in history. Serious declines in fish runs and egg takes, 

despite the construction of new hatcheries, caused alarm, especially in the Puget Sound region. 

Studies not only dealt with the impacts caused by overfishing immature salmon, but also more general 

investigations of salmon life cycle. Ernest Seaborg also initiated an extensive survey of the main rivers 

feeding Puget Sound to catalog salmon spawning grounds, the number of species in each stream, and 

the types of obstructions that might hamper spawning (Smith 1919:3, 5-6; State Supervisor of Fisheries 

1925:12). 

 

A huge expansion of interest in game fishing during the same period provoked similar concerns. In his 

role as State Game Warden, Darwin commissioned College of Fisheries faculty to conduct a biological 

survey of the state’s lakes and streams, with a focus on the food supply, water temperature, and other 

factors that determined the type of species that might best thrive in these waters. In addition, studies 

also continued on fish disease. When the State Game Warden position was abolished and the 

Department of Fisheries and Game established, a similar reliance on University of Washington faculty 

expertise was maintained (State Game Warden 1921:5). 

 

New University of Washington Department of Fisheries  

 

Whether the direct result of the death of John Cobb or other factors stemming from a change in the 

university’s administration and the country’s depressed economic condition, the College of Fisheries 

underwent a significant transformation in 1930. During that year, all but one of the faculty were released 

from their duties and for a short time, the college no longer existed. Vehement student protests and an 

administrative inquiry led to the establishment of a new Department of Fisheries that became part of the 

College of Sciences. William Thompson, a renowned fisheries biologist, took over leadership of the 

 
11 Articles on the development of the University of Washington’s fisheries department were in the News and Comments sections of Science 

without attribution.  
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program and made significant changes to the curriculum. Thompson had been critical of the program’s 

previous emphasis on technical - or applied - training and turned to courses that offered a more 

thorough grounding in science, including mathematics and chemistry as well as zoology and biology 

(School of Aquatic and Fishery Science Legacy 2021; University of Washington Library Special 

Collections n.d.a.). 

 

The change in direction for the university’s fisheries program was set against the backdrop of the Great 

Depression, and the economic situation made it difficult to hire new faculty. Funding cuts at the state 

level eliminated in-house biological research programs and staff. The situation was further complicated 

by the citizen’s initiative in 1932 that led to the separation of the Department of Fisheries and Game 

into two departments with differing governing commissions and directors.  During these tenuous times, 

however, collaboration with state fisheries programs, with some funding from President Franklin 

Roosevelt’s New Deal agencies, furthered scientific fisheries research as well as the practical needs of 

the state agency (Department of Fisheries 1935:11). 

 

Minter Creek Hatchery and Biological Station 

 

“Increasing population and industrial demands for water create the necessity for the utmost efficiency in 

hatchery operation, if hatcheries are to expand as a major factor in salmon conservation. The Minter 

Creek Biological Station is the answer to this challenge—an effort to solve present hatchery problems 

and to plan the future of the hatchery system” (Department of Fisheries 1938:1). 

 

What can be considered the period of closest collaboration between the University of Washington and 

the Department of Fisheries took place with the construction and operation of the Minter Creek 

Hatchery and Biological Station, located in Pierce County near the town of Gig Harbor. At that time 

Minter Creek, which flows into Carr Inlet in south Puget Sound, was an important spawning ground for 

Coho and Chum salmon, and the Department of Fisheries identified it as a potentially important 

hatchery site. When funding for labor and supplies became available through the WPA, the New Deal 

agency established in 1935 to provide economic relief through the creation of jobs, construction at 

Minter Creek was among the earliest hatchery development efforts to receive funding. In collaboration 

with the University’s Department of Fisheries, the project included a laboratory and other biological 

testing facilities in addition to its hatchery infrastructure. Construction began in late 1935 and the 

hatchery, and research station was in operation by 1937. Additional work at the hatchery in 1938 

included landscaping and other work on the grounds (Department of Fisheries 1935:18, 1938:35). 

 

The Minter Creek Hatchery site was described as the first testing station in the country focused on 

artificial propagation, and university faculty worked with hatchery staff to address important research 

questions related to salmon behavior and the most efficient and effective conditions for the greatest 

returns. There was also an attempt to gather specific data on measurable returns from artificial 

propagation compared year by year and species by species with natural propagation (Department of 

Fisheries 1938:1). 

 

Ongoing experiments conducted by scientists at the station included the following: 

• Upstream and downstream migrants were counted and losses of eggs and fry occurring 

during both types of spawning were noted; 
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• Chemical tests of the water and observations of physical conditions were recorded on a 

daily, year-round basis at 10 stations along the stream; 

• Rates of growth of both wild and hatchery-reared fish were monitored; 

• Young salmon released were marked for later identification and counting, whether caught by 

fishermen or returning to spawn; and 

• Runs of salmon were allowed to proceed without interference in alternate years so that the 

results of natural propagation could be compared to the results in years when the eggs were 

taken and raised in the hatchery (Department of Fisheries 1938:1). 

 

In addition to standard hatchery facilities, including a main hatchery, rearing ponds, and two 

residences, the complex also contained a laboratory and an elaborate collection weir that enabled 

researchers to count fish passing both upstream and downstream (Figure 26). Collection traps were set 

between revolving fish screens and experiments conducted to establish appropriate mesh size and 

bypass locations for the most effective operation (Department of Fisheries 1938:1, 23).  
 

Early evaluations of the 

research results were used 

to make changes in the 

operation of the state’s 

hatchery system. Rather 

than replace natural runs 

with a system of artificial 

propagation, the focus 

shifted to the use of 

hatcheries for the 

restoration of natural runs. 

Some of the data from 

Minter Creek and other 

experiments conducted at 

state hatcheries on the 

Lewis River indicated that 

longer rearing of fry was of 

greater importance than 

enhanced hatching 

capabilities, and that the 

egg take should correspond 

to the capacity of rearing 

ponds rather than 

hatcheries. As a result, there was a need for installation of new and better water systems and ponds for 

longer rearing capabilities at many hatcheries. In addition, research suggested that any salmon not 

needed for eggs should be allowed to spawn naturally above the racks, so that the stream would 

eventually regain its maximum natural level of production and hatchery output could be reserved for 

use in the rehabilitation of other nearby watersheds (Department of Fisheries 1940:43). 

 

The department also increased its training in these new methods for hatchery superintendents around 

the state and instituted a program to have each superintendent spend a year at Minter Creek in addition 

Figure 26. Minter Creek collection weir, allowing scientists to count fish 
passing through the stream. (Department of Fisheries Annual Bulletin 
38, 1938) 
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to continuing education programs such as attending annual meetings for fish-culture demonstrations 

and discussions (Department of Fisheries 1940:44). 

 

Minter Creek remained at the center of fisheries research, and some of its migration studies that had 

begun with the opening of the hatchery’s biological station continued well into the 1950s. The minimum 

amount of adult escapement necessary to utilize full stream potential, for example, as well as the most 

effective age to release hatchery fish were among the research topics for which data continued to be 

collected. The latter experiment, which ended in 1957, found that for coho salmon, optimum hatchery 

production occurred when the fish were reared for ten months before release. In addition, tagging to 

determine migration times, sizing studies for the longevity of released fish, and research on 

experimental diets, including early testing of dry feed pellets, were among other studies conducted 

(Department of Fisheries 1950:27-29, 33-34, 68, 1952:37-42). 

 

Based on the new direction taken by the Department of Fisheries, plans were made for the 

development of a number of “predator-free and fertilized” ponds throughout the watershed to increase 

production. During this period the Minter Creek facility evolved from a research station into a production 

facility for both commercial and recreational fisheries (Department of Fisheries 1957:7; WDFW 2013). 

 

                 

F.  Associated Property Types   

(Provide description, significance, and registration requirements.) 

 

The historical contexts are important to the story of the WDFW and form a basis for evaluating the 

historical significance of Washington’s state-run fish hatcheries. This section is designed to help link the 

five historical contexts to the built features of the state’s hatchery facilities to help evaluate the historical 

significance of hatchery facilities and individual resources. The evaluation criteria and other standards 

used to determine eligibility for listing in the NRHP are the standard of measurement of significance 

used in this MPD. 

 

Hatchery resources may be nominated under this MPD under each of the following resource 

classifications: 

• Building: When significantly associated with a historic context, individual buildings may be nominated.  

• District: As defined, assemblages of interrelated hatchery resources may be nominated as a hatchery 

district. 

• Site: When significantly associated with a historic context individual sites, such as a hatchery 

landscape or circulation system, may be nominated. 

• Structure: When significantly associated with a historic context, individual structures may be 

nominated. 

• Object: When significantly associated with a historic context, an individual object may be nominated.  

 

There are two overarching property types associated with this MPD: 1) historic hatchery districts, and 2) 

individual resources. Hatcheries must first be considered for historical significance as a historic 

hatchery district. Hatcheries are formed of several resources which operate together for the purpose of 

fish hatching and rearing, and therefore hatcheries are most likely to be considered eligible as a historic 

district for their significance as a group of interrelated resources. An individual resource within a 

hatchery property may be considered individually eligible for listing on the NRHP if it is an outstanding 
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representation of its type and is significantly associated with one or more of the historic contexts if the 

rest of the hatchery complex has lost integrity. Individual hatchery resources fall into six sub-types: 

hatchery buildings, in-water and water-distribution resources, fish-culture resources, hatchery support 

resources, hatchery landscape and circulation systems, and hatchery residences.  

 

 

Hatchery Historic Districts 

 

Individual hatchery resources function together to achieve the goal of hatching and rearing fish. 

Therefore, the district is the most important property type for categorizing fish hatcheries. 

Understanding the interdependence of these resources, and identifying shared historical associations 

between the resources, is central to determining if an eligible hatchery historic district is present.  

 

The physical characteristics of existing hatcheries vary greatly. However, most hatcheries contain at 

least one of each of the individual resource types identified: hatchery buildings, in-water and water-

distribution resources, fish-culture resources, hatchery support resources, hatchery landscape and 

circulation systems, and hatchery residences. Note that not all individual resource types may be 

present at a hatchery. However, a hatchery cannot operate without a hatchery building, one or more in-

water and water-distribution resources, and at least one or more fish-culture resources. One or more of 

each of these three individual property types must be present to constitute a historic hatchery district. 

Therefore, a hatchery district cannot be comprised of less than three contributing resources. These 

resources may lack individual distinction, but each should retain a moderate level of integrity and 

together, form an identifiable entity. 

 

A hatchery historic district may also be comprised of more than three contributing resources if 

additional hatchery resources are identified as functioning as part of the same entity. Additional 

resources may be found to be contributing if they are identified as one of the individual property types, 

are from the same period(s) of significance as the other contributing resources within the district, and 

functioned together as a part of the hatchery operation. 

 

The boundaries of a hatchery historic district should be drawn at the site-plan level to include all of the 

contributing resources. Resources do not need be adjacent to one another since most hatcheries were 

constructed in relatively remote or unpopulated areas of Washington. However, the district boundary 

may be different than the current hatchery property boundary and can exclude resources from outside 

the period of significance of the districts. Boundaries could include landscapes or designed circulation 

routes between the contributing resources, or non-contributing resources which visually or physically 

connect two contributing resources. The linkage between the contributing resources is integral to 

communicating the significance of the district, and therefore these linkages should determine the 

boundaries of the district. To maintain the historic identity of the district, and considering the continuous 

and advanced amount of change occurring at state-operated hatcheries, at least 60 percent or more of 

the resources within a district boundary must be contributing.  

 

Note that in special cases, where resources are physically separated from each other by greater 

distances, boundaries may be drawn to form discontiguous groupings of resources. For example, 

discontiguous boundaries may be useful to facilitate the inclusion of facilities such as intakes, weirs, 

ponds, and other resources that are located at a distance from the main hatchery site.  
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Figure 27. A 1942 site plan of Samish Hatchery, Skagit County, shows the main hatchery area on 

the left and a plan of the intake with water pipeline on the right. Of the features shown, only the 

1916 hatchery building is still extant at the time of writing. (WDFW CAMP 2020:H036751r001) 

 

Registration Requirements 

 

Hatchery historic districts are most likely to be considered eligible under Criterion A for their association 

with one or more of the identified historic contexts. To be eligible for the NRHP, a hatchery historic 

district must be associated with applicable legislation (Context I), be related to salmon or game fish 

hatchery development in Washington State (Contexts II and III), have been constructed for mitigation 

purposes (Context IV), and/or relate to an important cooperative venture (Context V). Note that only 

after documented significance under Context II or III has been identified can significance under 

Contexts I, IV, and/or V be considered. 

 

Hatchery historic districts are generally unlikely to be eligible under Criterion B because they are 

usually the product of agency initiatives. However hatchery historic districts have the potential to be 

eligible under Criterion C. To be eligible under this criterion, the contributing resources within the district 

must have been developed together and embody the distinctive characteristics of its type, period of 

method of construction, and is connected to one of the identified historic context(s) during which they 

were constructed. A hatchery historic district may also be eligible if the contributing resources represent 

the work of a master (architect and/or builder) who was influential in hatchery development in 

Washington. As a collection, the resources could also possess high artistic value.    
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A hatchery historic district is unlikely to satisfy Criterion D for the potential to reveal significant 

information outside that already addressed under Criteria A, B, and C.  

 

To be considered eligible, a hatchery historic district must at the minimum:  

• Contain one hatchery building constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state 

control prior to 1974;  

• Contain one or more in-water and water-distribution resources constructed at a state-run fish 

hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974; 

• Contain one or more fish-culture resources constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred 

to state control prior to 1974; 

• Maintain association with a natural or constructed water system; and 

• Actively operate as a state-run fish hatchery. 

 

The period of significance for a hatchery historic district will be the years between which the 

contributing resources were constructed. The period will begin with the year in which the earliest 

constructed resource was completed, and end with the year in which the most recently constructed 

contributing resource was completed. The period of significance for a hatchery historic district will most 

likely fall within one of the identified historic contexts, during which time all contributing resources were 

constructed. If there are two or more distinct periods in which construction of contributing resources 

occurred there should be two or more separate periods of significance identified, with the same 

guidelines applied. 

Assessing Integrity 

Contributing resources that make up a hatchery historic district must together retain sufficient integrity 

to convey the district’s significance. Some changes to the site plan, loss of original resources, or 

construction of new features will not automatically result in a loss of integrity. Considerations for 

evaluating the integrity of a historic hatchery district are as follows: 

 

Location: To maintain integrity of location, the district must maintain physical association with the 

natural or constructed body of water near which it was constructed during the period(s) of significance. 

Contributing resources must stand in their original locations, or if relocated must have been moved 

during the district’s period(s) of significance, to retain integrity of location.  

 

Setting: Because hatchery sites were chosen for their proximity to a water supply and designed around 

the site’s specific conditions, the integrity of setting is a critical component of a hatchery historic 

district’s significance. It must be visually associated with, and convey the way it was historically related 

to, a natural or engineered body of water. As hatcheries were usually constructed in rural or 

undeveloped areas, hatchery districts should generally retain little visually obtrusive modern 

development within or outside the district boundaries. Some changes to the historic setting, including 

the construction of non-historic features in the vicinity, do not necessarily diminish integrity of setting 

provided that the overall setting has been retained. New intrusions must not substantially detract from 

the hatchery’s contributing resources which convey the period(s) of significance in which they were 

built.  

 

Design: The design of the hatchery relies as much on its site plan as it does on the individual 
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components that make up the facility. Individual resources may have been historically relocated within 

the hatchery property, and hatcheries are consistently changing as funding and technological advances 

become available. The district may retain integrity of design if the way in which the contributing 

resources related to one another in space and functioned together during the period(s) of significance. 

Later additions, if any are present, should be compatible with the original form(s) and style(s) of the 

contributing resources.  

 

Materials: The fabric of resources that make up the hatchery historic district are important expressions 

of its historical significance. Repairs and modifications at Washington’s state-managed hatcheries are 

common, as system parts are replaced or repaired over time due to regular wear or updates in 

technology. This does not automatically result in a loss of material integrity. It is important to identify the 

individual historical components of a hatchery resource that would impact the integrity of materials if 

lost or altered. This review should recognize specific system parts that are likely to be replaced 

overtime due to regular use and wear or updates in propagation technology. This information must be 

interpreted within the context of a functioning hatchery.  

 

If the contributing hatchery resources individually retain more than 50 percent of their original historic 

materials, the district may be considered to retain integrity of materials. Integrity of materials may also 

be retained if alterations were made during the period(s) of significance. Resources with minor 

modifications which were done outside of the period(s) of significance should utilize compatible 

materials that do not detract from the overall historic fabric of the district.  

 

Workmanship: A district may retain integrity of workmanship if it has been determined integrity of 

materials has been retained. 

 

Feeling: Integrity of feeling at a hatchery historic district is retained if the hatchery retains integrity of 

setting, design, and materials generally conveying a sense of its historic character during the identified 

period(s) of significance.  

 

Association: Integrity of association of a hatchery historic district is retained if the hatchery is in 

operation as a state-run hatchery.  

 

 

Individual Resources 

 

Washington’s state-run fish hatcheries operate as integrated systems, therefore individual resources 

are not commonly found to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. Such evaluation will be secondary to a 

determination of a larger district and should only be done if a district has not been found. Due to their 

role in the function of a hatchery, some resources are more likely to have direct, independent 

associations with one or more of the historic contexts than others. Although each hatchery was 

designed to respond to a specific site and/or type of fish, Washington’s state-run hatcheries have a set 

of common resource types that support the function of the facility. This section provides a physical and 

functional description of the individual resource types that are typically found at Washington’s fish 

hatcheries. 

 

Boundaries for these resource types will be determined at the individual level when considering 
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potential to be eligible for the NRHP. Generally, boundaries of individual resources should be drawn to 

contain only the resource in question and exclude features which connect the resource to other 

resources in the hatchery.  However, they should contain immediate landscaping and site 

characteristics of the said resource.  

 

Hatchery Building (Hatch House, Hatching House, Incubation Building) 

 

The hatchery building is the focal point of most fish hatcheries. It is the place where eggs are removed 

from spawning fish and then fertilized, incubated, and raised. Historically, these were very simple 

structures in which fish could be raised until the “eyed” stage, when it was thought they could be safely 

transported to a larger body of water. Road improvements and experimentation with tank trucks as well 

as in-water floats and other means of conveyance eventually demonstrated that eggs could be moved 

to other facilities with acceptable survival rates. In the early years, survival of eggs during transport was 

low. To increase fish survival by limiting transport of the eggs, supplemental eyeing stations were often 

constructed in areas where broodstock could be easily trapped or caught (Peck 2021:August 24). 

Generally, the numbers of fish raised in game fish hatcheries were substantially lower than in salmon 

hatcheries. The size of the hatchery buildings built for each type of fish is representative of this, with 

game fish hatcheries generally being smaller than salmon hatcheries (Peck 2020:June 15). 

 

The hatchery building was usually close to a water source and often near known spawning grounds. 

Salmon hatcheries were generally built along or near surface water, such as naturally occurring rivers, 

streams, and creeks. Juvenile anadromous fish spend one to five years in natural habitat, so their 

artificial rearing areas needed to incorporate natural water sources. Game fish hatcheries, in contrast, 

were usually built near natural springs that could provide water that was pathogen-free and did not 

fluctuate dramatically in temperature (Peck 2020:June 15). 

 

Different types of water systems have been used to support the hatchery building depending on its 

location, although gravity-fed systems were preferred to pump systems, particularly from a cost 

standpoint. Because of their location, hatchery buildings were subject, over time, to flooding, storms, 

and other natural events that could not only cause damage to the hatchery buildings but also change 

the course of nearby rivers and streams, sometimes making the hatchery site unusable (Peck 

2021:August 24). 

  

Washington’s historical state-managed hatchery buildings can be divided into two distinct construction 

periods: pre- and post-World War II. These periods apply to both hatcheries constructed for game fish 

and those constructed for salmon. Most hatchery buildings tend to reflect the architectural styles that 

were popular at the time of construction, but many are utilitarian in design and have little to no 

architectural detailing. 

 

Pre-World War II  

 

The earliest hatcheries were long, rectangular wooden buildings. A few were made of logs, but most 

were of pole or wood-frame construction, with boards and siding split or sawn onsite when there was 

not easy access to lumber mills. The form of the building followed its main function, which was to house 

the troughs that were used to raise the eggs until they were large enough to be released or transferred 

to outdoor ponds or raceways for further growth. The size of the early hatchery buildings was generally 
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defined by the number of troughs that could be installed within the building and the volume of eggs they 

could hold. Size was also dictated by the abundance of fish in nearby waterways and the availability of 

construction and maintenance funds. A larger hatchery building might be approximately 40 feet (ft) by 

100 ft, which could accommodate 110 troughs and allow for the production of approximately 6 to 9 

million fry. Smaller hatcheries ranged from 36 ft by 55 ft to 40 ft by 60 ft with a capacity of about 3 to 5 

million fry (Department of Fisheries 1958:100-116). 

 

Hatchery buildings constructed 

pre-World War II are most often 

single-story buildings with 

rectangular footprints, either with a 

side-gable ( and) or gambrel roof 

(Figure 28). Roofs were often 

punctuated along the ridge by one 

or more square or rectangular 

cupolas for ventilation. Entry was 

frequently into the main trough 

room, which was generally an 

open, unpartitioned space. 

Storage, eating facilities, and 

woodsheds could be in attached 

buildings, sheds, or wings on the 

ground level of the main hatchery 

building or in separate structures 

nearby. The state’s first hatchery, 

built in 1894-1895 on the Kalama 

River in Cowlitz County, was a two-story frame building that housed the troughs on the main floor (Peck 

2021: August 24). This hatchery was unique because of its second floor that included a sitting room, 

sleeping accommodations, and a storeroom. The original Kalama Hatchery building is no longer 

extant.12 

 

While game fish hatchery buildings were often of 

more modest scale, salmon hatcheries of this 

sub-type could be 50 ft by 130 ft or larger. In 

addition to large open spaces for the placement 

of incubation troughs, these hatchery buildings 

also included internal areas that were divided into 

office facilities, freezers for fish feed, and/or 

storerooms for clothing and equipment needed 

by the hatchery staff (Department of Fisheries 

1958:100-116). 

 

During the Great Depression in the early 1930s, 

when funds became available through federal 

agencies like the WPA or other relief and 

 
12 Information from Sharon Boswell site visit to Kalama Hatchery on November 16, 2018, and discussions with hatchery staff. 

Figure 28. A photograph of the White River (Green River, Soos 
Creek) Hatchery, King County, ca. 1912, showing an example of 
a hatchery building with side-gable roof. (Washington State 
Historical Society [WSHS] 2021:2015.30.24) 

Figure 29. This 1912 photograph shows one of the 
King County trout hatcheries, possibly Tokul 
Creek, with its side-gable roof hatchery building. 
(WSHS 2021:1943.42.24981) 
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Figure 30. An undated photograph of Samish 
Hatchery, Skagit County, estimated to date to 1916-
1920, featuring its new gambrel-roof hatchery 
building. The original side-gable hatchery building is 
just visible on the right. (Image courtesy of WDFW 
2021) 

recovery programs, the same basic design 

and form continued to be used in hatchery 

construction. As part of program 

requirements, agency staff generally oversaw 

the engineering, design, and construction of 

the hatchery building as well as other 

hatchery components, while the government 

provided the labor and materials. Similar 

plans for new hatchery buildings as well as 

residences and some other structures appear 

to have been used at each hatchery (Berg 

1971: 20). 
 

 

Post-World War II 

 

New hatchery construction increased quickly 

after World War II using funding from post-

war initiatives. This funding was in addition to 

mitigation funds from the Mitchell Act of 

1938, which was amended in 1946 to remove funding limitations. A number of new hatcheries were 

designed by in-house staff at the respective Departments of Game and Fish during this time. While a 

number of hatcheries were built on similar plans, staff experimented with new materials and innovative 

building techniques. The use of glue-lam trusses, glass blocks, aluminum-frame windows, and other 

modern materials contributed to the unique design of hatcheries built in this period (Figure 31) 

(Department of Fisheries Annual Bulletin 47: 74). 

 

 

Both the Departments of Fisheries and Game sometimes hired noted regional engineering and 

architectural firms or other individual practitioners for hatchery design during this period (Figure 32 and 

Figure 33). The availability of increased outside funding combined with the inability of staff to handle the 

surge in engineering and design work required during this period, and sometimes limited expertise, 

Figure 31. As 
shown here, 
the hatchery 
building at 
North Toutle 
Hatchery, 
Cowlitz 
County, was 
designed in-
house and 
built in 1952. 
(Department of 
Fisheries 68th 
Annual Report 
1958:113) 
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were factors leading to the increased use of outside consultants. The Carey and Kramer firm, which 

also offered the services of architect/engineer Cecil Fox, was one of the widely recognized engineering 

groups whose hatchery buildings were noted for their architectural as well as engineering importance 

(The Seattle Times 2008). 

 

 
Figure 32. A sketch of the planned Dungeness Hatchery building was featured on the cover of the 

Department of Fisheries’ annual bulletin in 1945. A dedication plaque outside the building credits 

Hiram Hudson (H.H.) Benedict as architect (William J. Bain and Associates), and the credited 

engineer is James W. Carey & Associates. It was completed as designed in 1946. (Department of 

Fisheries Annual Bulletin 45, 1945:cover) 

 
Figure 33. A current image of Cowlitz Trout Hatchery, Cowlitz County. This hatchery was designed 

by Carey and Kramer, with Tetra Tech as the engineering firm, and built in 1967-1968 with funding 

from Tacoma Power Co. as mitigation for the Mayfield and Mossyrock Dams on the Cowlitz River. 

(Photographer: Michelle Sadlier 2021) 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

98 

 

Some of these architect-designed hatchery buildings were more monumental and eclectic in style than 

their predecessors. They were not only larger, but also multi-functional, with offices, storage, and 

sometimes even bunkhouses or apartments in separate wings or on upper floors. Common 

characteristics of hatcheries constructed after World War II are use of non-traditional materials, like 

those used in in-house staff, while also employing modern architectural styles popular at the time, 

which separate them from the more utilitarian designs of in-house staff and hatchery buildings 

constructed pre-World War II.  

 

These changes in size, massing, and style may also have reflected the increased interest in public 

visitation of hatcheries. Public interest began during the New Deal era of the 1930s, when funding was 

allocated for landscaping and recreational amenities, but was interrupted by World War II. Architect-

designed hatchery buildings projected a sense of the scale and renewed dedication to fisheries 

conservation and scientific advancement, and provided a fitting backdrop for the public to enjoy 

recreational outings and at the same time learn about fish propagation techniques and goals. 

 

Post-World War II hatchery buildings are also overwhelmingly designed as unique individual entities. 

Rarely were hatchery buildings built to look the same. The Dungeness and Skagit (Marblemount) 

Hatcheries are examples of architect-designed hatchery building plans that are almost identical in 

design. Other hatchery buildings were constructed as part of a cohesive master plan which 

incorporated design elements that were replicated in other buildings that were part of the overall 

hatchery complex, as was the case at the Columbia Basin and Sol Duc Hatcheries (Department of 

Fisheries 1946:27)  

 

Registration Requirements 

 

Hatchery buildings are at the center of hatchery operations and one of the first features that were built 

at almost all historic hatcheries. The single most significant building, and usually the most visually 

outstanding, hatchery buildings are the most likely hatchery resources to be individually eligible for 

listing in the NRHP. To be individually eligible a hatchery building must at the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Actively function as a hatchery building. 

 

Hatchery buildings are likely to be considered significant under the requirements of Criterion A. In some 

circumstances a hatchery building could have been significant in the development of state hatcheries 

over an extended period of time and therefore will be associated with more than one historic context. 

Hatchery buildings are generally unlikely to be eligible under Criterion B because they are usually the 

product of agency initiatives.  

 

Washington’s state hatchery buildings have the potential to be eligible for listing under Criterion C. 

However, because hatchery buildings cannot operate without additional supporting resources, they 

must be outstanding examples to be individually listed under this Criterion rather than being listed as 

part of a district. Lastly, as standing buildings, Washington’s state hatchery buildings are unlikely to 

satisfy Criterion D. They do not have the potential to reveal significant information outside information 

already addressed under Criteria A, B, and C.  
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The period of significance for a hatchery building would typically will be the year of completion of 

construction. A hatchery building may have more than one period of significance if there is evidence the 

building was significant within one or more of the historic contexts outside of the year construction was 

completed.  

 

Assessing Integrity 

 

Hatchery buildings are likely to retain their integrity if changes to the building were compatible and in-

kind with the original design of the building, and if the setting of the building has not been compromised 

by development outside of the hatchery’s associated context. Considerations for evaluating the integrity 

of a historic hatchery building are as follows: 

 

Location: A hatchery building is unlikely to have diminished integrity of location, unless the resource is 

known to have been moved historically. To maintain integrity of location, the building must maintain the 

location associated with the period(s) of significance.  

 

Setting: The integrity of setting is a critical component of a hatchery building’s significance. It must be 

physically and visually associated with, and convey the way it was historically related to, other hatchery 

resources. Some changes to the historic setting, including the construction of non-historic features in 

the vicinity, do not necessarily diminish integrity of setting provided that the overall setting has been 

retained and new intrusions do not substantially detract from the building’s historic character.  

 

Design: The original form, structure, and fabric of the hatchery building must be intact for integrity of 

design to be retained. A hatchery building may retain integrity of design if changes to the design 

occurred within the period(s) of significance. Any alterations outside of the period(s) of significance 

must be compatible with the original design, and not disrupt the visual connection with the period(s) of 

significance for integrity of design to be retained. 

 

Materials and Workmanship: The fabric and individual construction features of the building are 

important expressions of its historical significance. Repairs and modifications at Washington’s state-

managed hatchery buildings are common, as system parts are replaced or repaired over time due to 

regular wear or updates in technology. Integrity of materials can be retained if the majority of the 

historic fabric, dating from initial construction, is original. The building may also retain integrity of 

materials if changes to the building over time have been in-kind. When changes have not been in-kind, 

modern materials must not detract from the historical appearance of the building. A hatchery building 

will retain integrity of workmanship if the majority of the original fabric is retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling of a hatchery building is retained if it also retains integrity 

of setting and design, generally conveying a sense of its historic character during the period(s) of 

significance. Integrity of association is retained if the hatchery building is in operation as a state-run 

hatchery.  

 

In-Water and Water-Distribution Resources 
 

The in-water and water-distribution resources at Washington’s state hatcheries manage the movement 

of fish and flow of water into and through the hatchery facility. Naturally, water is critical to fish-culture; 
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therefore all state-run hatcheries in Washington have a combination of the following structures. 

 

Weir: Also referred to as a “rack”, weirs are structures built across a stream or waterway to block the 

migration of adult salmon and allow hatchery workers to capture and then remove the eggs or milt from 

spawning fish. Weirs were described as “one of the most important items in the operation of a hatchery” 

by an early Department of Fisheries official (State Supervisor of Fisheries 1925:30).  

 

Early historic-period hatchery weirs were generally made of logs and boards with removable picket 

fencing and stoplogs to allow fish to pass through the structure in non-spawning seasons (Figure 34). 

Large inset log wingwalls onshore were used to anchor these early structures, but flooding, driftwood, 

rocks, and other debris frequently destroyed the in-water portions and forced replacement. Most weirs 

are removable structures, installed when salmon return upstream to spawn, and removed once the run 

has finished. These structures are made of wood or aluminum tubing (Peck 2022:April 8).  

 

At some locations two weirs were used in tandem to create an adult holding pond. As the technology 

advanced, concrete piers and an apron base were set in the water to provide further stability for 

removable picket or wood gates to be used when diverting the fish. Diversion channels or fish ladders 

were often used in conjunction with weirs (Peck 2021:August 24; Neely 2021:47). 

 

Later weirs used concrete as a basis to increase their ability to withstand high water and debris (Figure 

34), and more recently plastic piping with attached plywood and foam panels have provided a means to 

allow the weir structure to be lifted or float with higher water. Weirs could be utilized with bypass 

channels or fish ladders to funnel fish beyond the barrier or into ponds or holding areas (Department of 

Fisheries Bulletin 1938:1; WDFW 2000:22).   

Fish traps have also frequently been used in conjunction with weirs. During the Great Depression era 

and after, increasingly elaborate weirs were constructed for research and experimentation purposes. At 

the Minter Creek Hatchery, for example, the weir was set on concrete piers and used a series of fine 

mesh rotating screens with traps in between to enable hatchery staff to count and capture fish whether 

they were moving up or downstream.  In addition to walkways for access, the Minter Creek Hatchery 

weir also had a small research 

laboratory building set on top of 

the structure (Department of 

Fisheries Bulletin 1938:1; 

WDFW 2000:48). 

 

 

Figure 34. A ca. 1915 of a 

fish weir (foreground), 

erroneously called a 

“trap”, and dam 

(background) at one of 

King County’s fish 

hatcheries, possibly 

Tokul Creek. (Museum of 

History and Industry 

2021:1998.52.2) 
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Fish Trap: A hatchery fish trap is a 

structure usually composed of movable 

gates, crowders, and chutes that enable 

hatchery staff to collect spawning fish or to 

separate fish for removal or return to a river 

or stream (Figure 35 & 36). The trap is 

often operated in conjunction with a weir, 

which stops the upstream progress of fish 

and forces them toward the trap. The trap 

has moveable gates that can be lifted to 

provide access to a staging area where 

migrating fish are gathered and then a 

mechanically operated crowder or gate is 

used to push them into a smaller area or 

pen where staff can then sort or remove 

them, either manually or mechanically. The 

traps may be associated with a brailer 

system, which utilizes a crane hoist to 

swing a metal basket into the trap and allow 

personnel to fill the basket with fish and 

then lift and deposit the fish into a waiting 

vehicle. Other systems include a lift table 

that mechanically raises the fish to a level 

where they then can be sorted and placed 

in chutes (Peck 2020:June 15).  

 

 

 

Figure 35. Diagram of typical Department of Fisheries 
fish rack (weir) construction in the 1920s. (State 
Supervisor of Fisheries. Thirty-fourth and Thirty-fifth 
Annual Reports of the State Supervisor of Fisheries, 
April 1, 1923 to Mar. 31, 1925:29) 

Figure 36. Fish trap at Tokul Creek 
Hatchery. (Photograph courtesy of 
WDFW 2022) 
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Dam: Dams are used on streams, 

rivers, and other waterways to control 

the water level or keep a pool at a 

stable height, particularly near a 

hatchery intake (Figure 37). They have 

also been used for the diversion of 

water or fish, and can be associated 

with other hatchery features, including 

weirs, fish ladders, fish traps, and pump 

houses (Figure 44). Dams range in size 

and height, from very simple in-stream 

rock or concrete steps or barriers to 

larger poured-concrete structures with 

hydraulic systems that create major 

pools or backwater areas or help control 

flooding (Peck 2020:June 15). 

 

 

 

 

Dike: The term dike, per the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), is often used 

synonymously with the term levee. The USACE refers to dikes as deflection weirs: “a structure (earth, 

rock, or timber) built part way across a river for the purpose of controlling erosion and maintaining the 

navigation channel” 

(USACE 2006 Appendix 

A:2). For the purposes of 

this document, dike refers to 

a structure generally 

consisting of raised 

embankments or water-

control features that help to 

channel water flow and 

define water features like 

springs, reservoirs, and 

canals (Figure 38). Dikes 

can be constructed of earth, 

stones, cobbles, or other fill 

material. They can also 

contain internal piping, 

conduits, and drainage 

systems. 

 

 

 

Figure 37. Hatchery dam at Tokul Creek Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 

Figure 38. Dike built to protect existing road at the Dungeness 
Hatchery. (Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 
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Fish Ladder: These 

structures are commonly 

made up of a water-fed series 

of graduated steps or pools 

made of rock or concrete that 

allow fish to bypass an in-

water obstruction as they 

move up-stream (Figure 39 & 

40). Fish ladders are also 

used to bypass a weir, or to 

allow fish to be sorted and 

directed into ponds and 

holding areas (Peck 

2020:June 15).  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 39. A photograph of a wood and concrete fish ladder shown in 
the Department of Fisheries 1947 Annual Bulletin. (Department of 
Fisheries Annual Bulletin 47, 1948:68). 

Figure 40.  A derelict fish ladder at 
Cowlitz Trout Hatchery, Cowlitz. 
County (Photographer: Michelle 
Sadlier 2021). 
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Diversion Channel: Also called a 

diversion bypass, a diversion 

channel fulfills a similar function to a 

fish ladder, although they are less 

commonly used at Washington state 

hatcheries. The diversion can be 

constructed of concrete and/or 

boulders and is located either at 

standard water level or at the base 

of a weir or intake to allow fish to 

move through to the other side of 

the obstruction (Peck 2020:June 

15).( Figure 41) 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

Intake: An intake is a water-control structure that diverts water from a water source, namely a river or 

stream, to the hatchery. It is a critical component in ensuring the introduction and circulation of water in 

a hatchery system. Some hatcheries were built with several intakes. According to former Director of 

Fisheries, Larry Peck, for the 

most part, intake design changed 

little from the early twentieth 

century through the 1990s (Peck 

2021:July 30). 

 

A basic intake structure consists 

of an intake box or boxes, usually 

of poured-in-place concrete, 

which sit in or adjacent to a water 

source. Within the intake, a 

screen filters out debris. These 

screens were originally flat; in the 

1990s, motorized circular rotary 

designs were introduced (Peck 

2020: June 15). In a gravity-flow 

system, stop logs help to keep 

the water level high enough to 

flow into piping that feeds the 

water to the hatchery. In most 

intakes, a wood or metal slide-

gate, or a series of gates, 

controls overflow water by 

Figure 41. Diversion channel at the Dungeness Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 

Figure 42. Garrison Springs Hatchery intake, with a removable 
wooden gate, facing upstream (south). (Photographer: Michelle 
Sadlier 2020) 
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directing it into a separate piping system leading to a disposal area (; Peck 2021:July 30).  

 

Some intakes were built with additional 

features. A trash rack, often V-shaped 

and made of welded metal piping, has 

often been attached to the exterior of 

the intake at water level to prevent 

large debris from entering the intake 

box. In some cases, intakes have been 

provided with walkways of wood or, 

later, metal grip strut (Figure 43). 

These structures were designed to 

provide access for staff to clean out 

debris from the intake, which was often 

partially covered by removable wooden 

planking. Many variations of this type of 

intake have been developed based on 

the type and flow of the water source 

(Peck 2021:July 30). 

 

 

 

 

Pump House, Hatchery: Early 

hatcheries favored gravity-fed water 

distribution systems, for which 

intakes provided the appropriate 

method of extracting water from the 

source. In other cases, mechanical 

pumping of the water supply has 

been necessary. In many 

hatcheries, simple frame buildings to 

house the pump, holding tanks, and 

any other necessary machinery 

could be constructed near intakes or 

water sources. Others on major 

rivers could also have much more 

elaborate pump stations. An 

example is Cowlitz Trout Hatchery, a 

mitigation hatchery in Cowlitz 

County, which has a specialized 

pump station in lieu of an intake 

(Figure 44) (Peck 2021:August 24; 

Neely 2020:56). 

 

Figure 43. Samish Hatchery intake, with its metal-grating 
walking surface, facing downstream (southeast). 
(Photographer: Michelle Sadlier 2019) 

Figure 44. Cowlitz Trout Hatchery’s pump station on the 
Cowlitz River. (Photographer: Michelle Sadlier 2021) 
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Water Distribution Tower: This 

structure processes and 

distributes water from springs and 

wells before it is pumped into the 

hatchery building or ponds (Figure 

45). In its most basic form, the 

water distribution tower is used to 

pool, maintain the head, and 

control the movement of water 

from an intake located upstream 

to the hatchery facility. 

Increasingly, water distribution 

towers have been constructed in 

conjunction with aerator basins or 

as degassing towers to process 

water extracted from a well or 

spring (Peck 2021:July 30).  
 

 

Aerator Basin: Aerator basins 

use the principle of increased 

surface area to add oxygen and displace nitrogen in the water. Functionally, the water is piped into the 

aerator basin for processing by running it through a pipe and then allowing it to flow down through 

aeration plates or metal trays with baffles to increase the amount of aeration. Increasing aeration 

promotes aerobic digestion of excess feed, fish waste, and other organic materials. Aerator basins 

were early features of hatcheries using surface water, and were typically associated with early versions 

of pollution abatement ponds (Peck 2021:July 30; Peck 2022:April 8).  

 

Degassing Tower: Also called a “de-nitrogenization” tower or 

gas destabilization tower, degassing towers take in oxygen to 

displace the nitrogen in water, allowing for more fish to be held in a 

rearing pond. Water from sources which serve hatcheries contains 

an excess of nitrogen which, left untreated, can cause fish to 

become ill due to experiencing decompression (the bends). The 

earliest degassing towers at Washington’s state-run hatcheries date 

to the late 1960s and 1970s (Peck 2020:June 15; Peck 2022:April 

8). (Figure 46) 

 

 

Figure 45. The water distribution tower designed for Samish 
Hatchery, Skagit County, in 1969. (WDFW CAMP 
2019:H003691c010) 

Figure 46. Degassing Tower 
designed for Puyallup 
Hatchery, Pierce County. 
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Registration Requirements 

While these resources serve different overall purposes, their significance can be interpreted similarly 

due to their direct relationship to fish-culture. Not all types of in-water and water-distribution resources 

are present at each hatchery. However, a hatchery cannot function without some in-water and water-

distribution resources. In most cases, these resources are unlikely to be individually eligible for listing in 

the NRHP due to the following factors: 

 

• Most were designed by agency staff to serve a functional purpose in their specific location; 

• The design of most structures did not change substantially over time. They are generally non-

diagnostic in terms of periods of construction; 

• In-water and water-distribution resources commonly have modified materials due to the 

degrading effects of water on wood, metal, and concrete. Examples that do not have 

diminished integrity of material are rare; and 

• These structures are unable to serve their intended function without other hatchery 

structures. As a result, their historical context is dependent on the historical context of other 

resources. For the most part, an individual in-water and water-distribution resource is unlikely 

on its own to have distinctive characteristics that illustrate an important period of hatchery 

development. 

 

Nonetheless, provided their historical importance is effectively documented, some in-water and water-

distribution resources may be determined significant, particularly related to important advances in fish 

propagation. To be eligible for or listed in the NRHP on its own merits, an in-water and/or water-

distribution resource must at the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Function as originally designed. 

 

To be eligible for the NRHP on its own merits under Criterion A, the in-water or water-distribution 

resource must be an outstanding example of advancement in in-water and/or water-distribution 

technologies during one or more of the five historic contexts. These resources are unlikely to be eligible 

for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B because their design and installation is the result of agency, 

not individual, action.  

 

Most historical in-water and water-distribution resources have commonly been altered or replaced 

because of deterioration and changes in best practices in fish-culture. In some cases, their utilitarian 

form cannot be distinguished from similar resources that are unrelated to fish hatcheries. Thus, these 

resources are generally unlikely to be determined eligible under Criterion C. Those that represent a 

distinct technology, such as the earlier style of water distribution tower illustrated in Figure 45, may be 

found to be eligible for listing under Criterion C.  

 

As standing buildings and structures, these resources are unlikely to satisfy Criterion D. They do not 

meet the potential to reveal significant information outside information already addressed under Criteria 

A, B, and C.  

 

The period of significance for an in-water or water-distribution resource will be the year of completion of 
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construction. It is unlikely an in-water or water-distribution resource will have multiple periods of 

significance. 

 

Assessing Integrity 

 

Integrity of in-water and water-distribution resources may be difficult to determine due to unrecorded 

changes or upgrades over time. Special integrity considerations are as follow: 

  

Location: The location of in-water and water-distribution resources is dictated by proximity to an 

adequate water source. To retain integrity of location these resources must maintain their location 

within, or associated with, the body of water in-which they were originally installed. Resources may 

retain integrity of location if they have been moved but are still within or associated with the same body 

of water as designed.  

 

Setting: These resources relied on integration with other hatchery resources to function, and therefore 

their setting within this network must be retained. The resource must be visually associated with the 

body of water in-which it was designed or with which it was associated during the period of significance. 

These resources were often removed from the main hatchery property in order to perform their function, 

and therefore may retain setting even if not visually associated with other hatchery structures. 

 

Design: The forms of in-water and water-distribution resources are dictated by their function, and 

therefore their form, plan, and structure must remain intact dating from the period of significance.  

 

Materials and Workmanship: In-water and water-distribution resources will retain integrity of materials 

if 50 percent or greater of the materials date from the period of significance. Generally, a resource will 

retain integrity of workmanship if integrity of materials is also retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling may be retained if the technological function during the 

period of significance is visually represented. Integrity of association is retained if the resource is in 

operation at a state-run hatchery.  

 

Fish-Culture Resources 

 

Once the young salmon incubated in the hatchery building have reached sufficient maturity, they are 

relocated to outdoor structures for further maturation. All of Washington’s state-run hatcheries have at 

least some of the following structures. 

 

Rearing Pond: Rearing ponds, and their sub-type, raceways, are used for the outdoor incubation and 

holding of fish. Rearing ponds at Washington’s state-run hatcheries have historically been made of dirt, 

gravel, or concrete. Raceways are rectangular-shaped ponds with manifolds and exit ports that allow 

for the continuous flow of water. (Peck 2020:June 15). 

 

Rearing ponds were not features of the state’s earliest hatcheries. At first, the Department of Fisheries 

focused on the fertilization and rearing of eggs taken from fish in nearby waters. These eggs were 

reared until they had exhausted the food supply in the yolk sac and then were usually released. Initially 

it was believed that the fish eggs could not be transported until they had passed the eyed stage, and so 
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fish hatcheries were first built as close as possible to known spawning grounds and often on small 

parcels of land.  By 1898, only a few years into the state’s hatchery program, personnel began 

experimenting with the use of exterior rearing ponds as a means of retaining fish at the hatchery until 

they reached a larger size that might allow them to more effectively survive predators and ensure a 

better return rate. The use of various types of ponds for rearing, feeding, and inoculation soon became 

an integral part of fish-culture. Research and experimentation continued to determine the most effective 

size and shapes of ponds for different types of fish rearing, but also the most reliable and safe materials 

with which to construct these ponds. Pond locations and materials were also influenced by soil types 

and the water table of the area (Peck 2021:July 30).    

 

The first experimental rearing ponds were a series of excavations, ranging from 40 ft to 50 ft long, 5 ft 

to 10 ft wide, and 1 ft to 4 ft deep. While often called dirt ponds, these ponds were sometimes lined in 

small cobbles or wood, and all were fed by gravity-feed systems, connected by small cobble-lined 

ditches or wood-stave pipe.  There was a sufficient drop in elevation from one pond to the next that the 

water was aerated as it passed through, entering at one end of a pond and exiting at the other. Later, 

tanks that measured approximately 12 ft long, 3 ½ ft; wide, and about 2 ft to 3 ft in depth with earth 

bottoms were also set into the ground to serve as additional outdoor rearing structures (Peck 2020: 

June 9; State Fish Commissioner 1902:46-47).   

 

By the 1920s, the 

Department of Fisheries 

had developed what it 

considered a standard 

pond design at its salmon 

hatcheries, which 

consisted of a series of 

elongated channels with 

rounded ends and earth 

bottoms, separated in the 

center by a narrow 

concrete barrier (Figure 

47). Water flowed from a 

water pipe through a 

screen into the ponds and 

had enough velocity to 

circulate around the 

structure before it drained, 

creating a current that was 

believed to keep the 

interior clean. The standard 

concrete ponds were 

approximately 80 ft long 

and a little more than 20 ft wide, and usually no more than three ft deep. The numbers of these ponds 

installed at a particular hatchery was generally dictated by the water supply, and each pond had the 

capacity to hold approximately 600,000 salmon fry (Berg 1971:18; State Supervisor of Fisheries 

1925:31-32).   

Figure 47. The original 1945 site plan for Skagit (Marblemount) Hatchery, 
Skagit County, with the standardized rearing pond design illustrated. 
(WDFW CAMP 2021:H015461p014) 
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Figure 48. An illustration of rectangular raceways in the 
Department of Fisheries’ annual bulletin for 1947. (Department 
of Fisheries Annual Bulletin 47, 1948:72) 

 

These types of ponds were initially a single-pass system, in which the water flowed into one end and 

then exited straight through a drain.  Over time, some hatcheries installed concrete ponds, called 

Burrows ponds, which were rectangular in shape but allowed more water circulation to improve flow. 

Despite these improvements, this type of pond did not successfully flush out all of the fish waste or 

excess feed that could cause disease. This pond design also allowed weaker fish to congregate in 

corners where there was less flow. With the use of manifolds and exit ports, a long rectangular design, 

usually called a raceway, was eventually adopted that greatly increased the water flow and also made 

the cleaning process easier. This design generally allowed for greater surface area, which could 

accommodate more fish and produce a much faster exchange rate, reducing the likelihood of disease 

(Peck 2020:July 15).  

 

For trout and other game fish, the 

Department of Game began the 

use of standardized round ponds 

by the early 1930s (Figure 48). 

Round dirt ponds were in use 

before this time, but the new 

concrete round ponds of this era 

had the advantage of center 

drains. These ponds were 40 ft in 

diameter and 2 ft deep with 6-inch 

concrete walls and floors. The 

pond bottom was sloped to the 

center where a 3-foot wire-mesh 

screen covered the drain. The 

water was piped through wooden 

mains into galvanized iron feed 

pipes with a series of spigots on 

either side of the structure that 

allowed the height of the water to 

be controlled and circulation 

maintained. The drains allowed 

the ponds to be cleaned on a daily 

basis. Round ponds continued to 

be constructed in some game 

hatcheries (Washington State 

Game Commission 1936:75-76).  
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Holding Pond: Some hatcheries have additional ponds used for keeping nearly mature or adult fish 

prior to release. These can be of different designs from rearing ponds. While historically they were 

unlined (dirt), later variations were made of gravel, asphalt, or concrete (Figure  and 50).  

 

 
Figure 49. A 1948 image of round rearing ponds at the Seward Park Trout Hatchery, King 

County. (Museum of History and Industry 2021:P123041) 

 

 
Figure 50. The asphalt-lined holding pond at Samish Hatchery, Skagit County, shown soon after its 

construction in 1969. It is still extant at the hatchery. (WDFW Real Estate Services legal file for Samish 

Hatchery, 2019) 
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Figure 51. The holding pond at Garrison Springs Hatchery, Pierce County, is lined with 

gravel. (Photographer: Michelle Sadlier 2020) 

 

Pollution Abatement Pond: 

Water that circulated through fish 

rearing ponds and other hatchery 

features was originally allowed to 

flow back into streams and other 

waterways, although it often 

contained concentrated fish waste 

and other bacteria and chemicals 

that created pollution and 

threatened water quality.  The 

Federal Water Pollution Control 

Act of 1948 was the first major law 

to address water pollution and to 

establish some guidelines, which 

were significantly strengthened by 

the 1972 amendments, commonly 

known as the Clean Water Act (33 

U.S.C.1251 et seq. [1972]). The 

early water pollution control efforts 

were funded by the Department of 

Fisheries and the Department of 

Game with other Washington 

partners to stem water pollution 

Figure 52. Pollution abatement pond at Minter Creek Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 
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from a variety of sources (Peck 2020:July 15). 

 

As a result of these new laws and studies on more effective water filtration systems, pollution 

abatement ponds became a standard feature of hatcheries by the mid-1970s.  Many of the earlier types 

were essentially extended aeration facilities in which water was pumped from raceways and other 

rearing facilities into these separate holding ponds, where the sediments were allowed to settle for 

several months. Most were lined with concrete and had underground piping and a pump system (Figure 

52). They were dewatered, and then the 

collected sediments were removed with 

mechanical equipment (Peck 2020:July 

15). While most pollution abatement ponds 

post-date the period of significance for this 

MPD, documentary evidence indicates that 

some predate 1974. 

 
Salmon Channel: The construction of 

salmon channels was an attempt to 

replicate natural stream conditions and 

allow salmon to spawn in a more controlled 

environment (Figure 53). The channels 

were originally curved ponds that 

approximated natural waterways with 

gravel bottoms and flowing water. Fish 

access to the channels could be regulated 

so that spawning could take place in them 

without predators and other influences. 

The channels generally did not prove to be successful, presenting difficulties with cleaning and 

controlling the growth of invasive plants (Peck 2020:June 15).   

 

Spawning Structure: A spawning structure is generally a simple pole building or open shed, usually 

with a roof and no sides, that is used by hatchery workers during the spawning season (Figure 54 and 

55). Usually located near adult holding ponds or traps, historically the shed often had a concrete floor 

and provided a covered space for sorting of ripe fish, egg removal, and carcass disposal (Peck 

2020:June 15).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 53. Salmon channel at the Wallace River Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 

Figure 54. Older version of a spawning 
shed at the Minter Creek Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 

Figure 55. Newer version of a spawning 
shed at the Minter Creek Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 
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Registration Requirements 

 

While these resources serve different overall purposes, their significance can be interpreted similarly 

due to their direct relationship to fish-culture. Not all example structures for each property type are 

present at each hatchery. However, a hatchery cannot function without some fish-culture resources. In 

most cases, these resources are unlikely to be individually eligible for listing in the NRHP due to the 

following factors: 

 

• Most were designed by agency staff to serve a functional purpose in their specific location; 

• The design of most structures did not change substantially over time. They are generally non-

diagnostic in terms of periods of construction; 

• Fish-culture resources commonly have modified materials due to the degrading effects of 

water on wood, metal, and concrete. Examples that do not have diminished integrity of 

material are rare; and 

• These structures are unable to serve their intended function without other hatchery 

structures. As a result, their historical context is dependent on the historical context of other 

resources. For the most part, an individual fish-culture resource is unlikely on its own to have 

distinctive characteristics that illustrate an important period of hatchery development. 

 

Nonetheless, provided their historical importance is effectively documented, some fish-culture 

resources may be determined significant, particularly related to important advances in fish propagation. 

To be eligible for or listed in the NRHP on its own merits, an in-water and/or water-distribution resource 

must at the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Function as originally designed. 

 

To be eligible for the NRHP on its own merits under Criterion A, the fish-culture resource must be an 

outstanding example of advancement in fish-culture technologies during one or more of the five historic 

contexts. These resources are unlikely to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B because 

their design and installation is the result of agency, not individual, action.  

 

Most historical fish-culture resources have commonly been altered or replaced because of deterioration 

and changes in best practices in fish propagation. In some cases, their utilitarian form cannot be 

distinguished from similar resources that are unrelated to fish hatcheries. Thus, these resources are 

generally unlikely to be determined eligible under Criterion C. As standing structures, these resources 

are unlikely to satisfy Criterion D. They do not meet the potential to reveal significant information 

outside information already addressed under Criteria A, B, and C.  

 

The period of significance for a fish-culture resource will be the year of completion of construction. It is 

unlikely a fish-culture resource will have multiple periods of significance. 
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Assessing Integrity 

 

Location: The location of fish-culture resources is dictated by proximity to an adequate water source. 

To retain integrity of location these resources must maintain their position along the body of water with 

which they were originally installed. Resources may retain integrity of location if they have been moved 

but are still associated with the same body of water as designed.  

 

Setting: These resources relied on integration with other hatchery resources to function, and therefore 

their setting within this network must be retained. The resource must be visually associated with the 

body of water with which it was designed or associated during the period of significance. These 

features were usually within close proximity to the main hatchery property, and therefore should retain 

visual association with other hatchery buildings and structures.  

 

Design: The forms of fish-culture resources are dictated by their function, and therefore their form, 

plan, and structure must remain intact dating from the period of significance to retain integrity of design.  

 

Materials and Workmanship: Fish-culture resources will retain integrity of materials if 50 percent or 

greater of the materials date from the period of significance. Generally, a resource will retain integrity of 

workmanship if integrity of materials is also retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling may be retained if the technological function during the 

period of significance is visually represented. Integrity of association is retained if the resource is in 

operation at a state-run hatchery.  

 

Hatchery Support Resources 

 

While a hatchery may fully function as a combination of a hatchery building, one or more in-water and 

water-distribution resources, and one or more fish-culture resources, most hatcheries contained 

additional buildings and structures to support the functions of a hatchery. Washington’s state-run 

hatcheries may contain some or all of the following. 

 

Garage: Garage types included separate 

frame buildings with carports for personal 

vehicles or storage associated with 

hatchery residences (Figure 56). Garages 

followed the architectural style or 

construction materials of the residence if 

they were built at the same time. If they 

were later additions, they were often of 

simple pole construction. A hatchery 

complex could also have a larger garage 

building for fish-hauling trucks, mowers, 

and other vehicles, a shop for tools, and 

other equipment storage facilities (Peck 

2020:June 15). 

 
Figure 56. Hatchery garage at the Soos Creek Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 



NPS Form 10-900-b           OMB Control No. 1024-0018     

 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
 

HISTORIC WASHINGTON STATE FISH HATCHERIES (1889-1974)  WASHINGTON 

Name of Multiple Property Listing                                 State  
  

116 

 

Figure 57. Feed storage building at the Minter 
Creek Hatchery. (Photograph courtesy of WDFW 
2022) 

Feed Storage Building: Where cold storage 

was not provided in the hatchery building itself, 

feed was stored in separate buildings, 

particularly where rodents were a problem 

(Figure 57). As hatcheries began to retain 

juvenile fish in ponds before release, feed was 

needed to ensure the continued growth and 

health of the fry. Among the earliest types of 

feed were ground meat and the flesh of salmon 

harvested for their eggs during spawning. 

Salting was the first technique used to preserve 

these remains for fish food, and rooms or small 

buildings were set aside for cutting, grinding, 

and packing both meat and fish waste. A cold 

storage or feed room was often built, although 

as refrigeration became more widely available, 

freezing units in separate freezer buildings or 

within the main hatchery buildings were then 

utilized (Smith 1919:16-17). Over time, experimentation led to the widespread adoption of dry pellet 

feed starting in the 1960s for trout and in the 1980s for salmon (Peck 2021:July 30). 

  

Pump House, Residential: In some 

hatcheries pump houses or well houses 

were associated with the distribution of the 

domestic water supply (Figure 58). Like 

simple hatchery pump house models, these 

were frame buildings that housed the related 

equipment and materials (Peck 2020:June 

15). 

 

Research Laboratory: Most hatcheries had 

small, rudimentary laboratories to assess 

water quality and run other tests for fish 

safety and health considerations. These 

testing facilities could be within a hatchery or 

service building, where they were 

sometimes associated with offices or other 

functions. A few hatcheries included more 

elaborate laboratory facilities with separate 

laboratory buildings, often constructed in 

collaboration with university or federal 

fisheries research programs (Berg 1971:33-34). There are no known extant research laboratories which 

still function as laboratories. Known examples have been converted to other uses, such as storage or 

staff recreation facilities (Peck 2022:April 8).  

 

Figure 58. Hatchery residential pump house. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 
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Service Building: The hatchery 

manager and other staff often 

performed administrative duties at 

office spaces within a hatchery 

building, but at some hatcheries 

separate service or office buildings 

were constructed (Figure 59). 

Offices could also be combined with 

staff lunchrooms and storage 

facilities in multi-purpose or service 

buildings that often served smaller 

hatchery complexes. Separate 

service buildings to house 

generators, electrical panels, or 

other hatchery operational needs 

were also common features (Peck 

2020:June 15). 

 

 

 

Interpretation and Commemorative Feature: Hatcheries became popular venues for public visits and 

other recreational activities, particularly during and after the Depression era, when federal relief funds 

became available for landscaping, picnic areas, and other outdoor improvements. While interpretive 

panels and other displays providing information about hatchery operations were sometimes available 

within hatchery buildings, outdoor kiosks eventually became the most frequent means of providing 

visitors with information about the 

fish, hatchery processes, and the 

overall hatchery layout. In a few 

cases, separate interpretive 

buildings housed this type of 

information (Peck 2020:June 15).   

Flag poles, plaques, fountains, and 

other commemorative signage 

were sometimes associated with 

these features (). In the architect-

designed hatchery complexes of 

the post- World War II period, these 

elements were often associated 

with landscaping with the increase 

in public visitation of hatcheries for 

both educational and recreational 

purposes (Peck 2020:June 

15).Registration Requirements 

 

It is unlikely that these resources 

may be deemed independently 

Figure 59. Service building at the Samish Hatchery. 
(Photograph courtesy of WDFW 2022) 

Figure 60. Cowlitz Trout Hatchery’s water feature with 
fountains. While this structure is a functional part of the water 
distribution system, it is decorated in mosaic tile and the first 
feature to greet visitors upon arrival to the facility. 
(Photographer: Michelle Sadlier 2021) 
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eligible for listing in the NRHP as a historic hatchery resource. Hatchery support resources are unlikely 

to independently satisfy Criterion A under the historic contexts. However, if a research facility is 

identified that possesses sufficient integrity to illustrate its direct and significant associations under 

Historic Context V (Fisheries Research and Hatchery Management Partnerships and Cooperative 

Ventures in Washington State) it may be found to satisfy Criterion A. 

 

These resources were developed by the agency to support the function of the technological resources 

at the hatchery facility. They are highly unlikely to be significantly associated with a significant individual 

person, and therefore unlikely to be eligible under Criterion B. Although rare due to their generally 

utilitarian nature, some outstanding examples of hatchery support resources may be deemed 

individually eligible for their design or construction qualities under Criterion C. As standing structures 

whose role in hatchery function is not directly tied to the science of fish-culture, these resources are 

unlikely to satisfy Criterion D for the potential to reveal significant information.  

 

To be individually eligible, a hatchery support resource must at the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Maintain the same function as it served during the period of significance. 

 

The period of significance for a hatchery support resource will be the year of completion of construction. 

It is unlikely a resource of this type will have multiple periods of significance. 

 

Assessing Integrity 

 

Hatchery support resources must retain the features that convey their relationship to the period of 

significance. 

 

Location: The location of hatchery support resources within the hatchery property is second to its 

function within the hatchery. To retain integrity of location this type of resource must be sited within the 

hatchery property.  

 

Setting: These resources relied on integration with other hatchery resources to function, and therefore 

their setting within this network must be retained. The resource must be visually associated with other 

interrelated hatchery resources that surround the hatchery support structure for integrity of setting to be 

retained. 

 

Design: The form, plan, and structure of hatchery resources are dictated by their function, and 

therefore the resource must maintain the ability to communicate these characteristics dating from the 

period of significance to retain integrity of design. 

 

Materials and Workmanship: Hatchery support resources will retain integrity of materials if 50 percent 

or greater of the materials date from the period of significance. Generally, a resource will retain integrity 

of workmanship if integrity of materials is also retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling may be retained if the function during the period of 
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significance is visually represented. Integrity of association is retained if the resource is in operation at 

a state-run hatchery. 

 

Hatchery Landscape and Circulation System 

 

Although not directly associated with artificial fish propagation, hatchery landscape and circulation 

systems provide insight into both the engineering and recreational efforts of hatchery residents. The 

landscape that surrounds the complex of buildings that makes up each hatchery is shaped by the 

natural environment and topography. To aid in vehicular and pedestrian circulation around the site, 

several different structures were constructed. In addition, designed landscape features were maintained 

at some hatcheries. All historical state-run hatcheries in Washington have at least some of the following 

features. 

 

Bridge: With their locations near or around various types of waterways, hatcheries generally required 

bridges for access or connection to various parts of the hatchery grounds. These structures varied from 

simple wood trusses or reinforced concrete slab bridges to more elaborate steel arch or truss bridges 

that crossed major waterways. When expediency and cost were factors, other alternatives included the 

repurposing of retired rail cars as over-water structures. While most of these bridges were needed for 

vehicle passage, a few pedestrian bridges were also constructed to reach intakes and other hatchery 

operations (Peck 2020:June 15). 

 

Road and Trail: Access to early hatcheries was often by pack animal or foot trails until the advent of 

vehicular transportation and the need for improved roadways, not only to reach hatcheries, but for egg 

transport and fish distribution. By the 1930s, recreational trail systems occasionally became a feature of 

hatchery development financed by federal relief programs. In the planned hatchery complexes of the 

post-World War II era, internal road systems, sometimes echoing the curvilinear street patterns in 

suburban communities of the time, served to link the various hatchery buildings and functions. 

 

Landscaping and Landscape Feature: While the major focus of early hatcheries was on utilitarian 

needs, the presence of plantings suggests the development of domestic landscapes associated with 

the residency of hatchery workers and their families. Some hatcheries are sited on historical farmsteads 

which were purchased for their proximity to fish habitat, and these landscapes reflect the remnants of 

agricultural or pastoral landscapes. 

 

By the 1930s, a variety of different types of designed landscape features were incorporated into 

hatchery construction, beginning with the programs underwritten by the federal and state governments 

for relief and recovery during the Great Depression. Features constructed during this time period 

include, but are not limited to, picnic structures, recreational amenities, fencing, gates, rock walls, and 

stairways. 

 

Registration Requirements 

 

Generally, these resources are unlikely to relate independently to one of the five historic contexts 

because they do not serve a direct function in the process of fish-culture. Therefore, hatchery 

landscapes and circulation systems are unlikely to independently satisfy Criterion A under the identified 

historic contexts. These resources were developed by the agency to support the function of the 
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technological resources at the hatchery facility. They are highly unlikely to be associated with an 

individual person, and therefore unlikely to be eligible under Criterion B.  

 

Although unlikely due to their generally utilitarian nature, some landscapes or circulation systems may 

be deemed individually eligible for their design or construction qualities under Criterion C. Exceptional 

examples may include a bridge that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a method of bridge 

engineering, and a well-documented and intact architect-designed road and trail network, and 

landscape. This significance may or may not be tied to the historic contexts in this MPD. As standing 

structures whose role in hatchery function is not directly tied to the science of fish-culture, these 

resources are unlikely to satisfy Criterion D for the potential to reveal significant information.  

 

To be eligible for or listed in the NRHP on its own merits, a hatchery landscape and/or circulation 

system must at the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Continue to function as a hatchery circulation route or maintained landscape. 

 

The period of significance for a hatchery circulation system, landscape, or landscape feature will be the 

year of completion of construction. It is unlikely a resource of this type will have multiple periods of 

significance. 

 

Assessing Integrity 

 

Hatchery landscapes and circulation systems must retain the features that convey their relationship to 

the period of significance. When assessing the significance, integrity, and eligibility of linear features 

within hatchery properties, such as roads and trails, the relevant WDFW-specific guidance is provided 

in the Unpaved Roads & Trails Inventory Record (Kelly 2020). 

 

Location: Alterations to the locations of these connecting features diminishes their association with the 

period of significance. Therefore, the location of landscapes and circulation systems within the hatchery 

property must be minimally altered from their original configuration within the hatchery property to retain 

integrity of location.  

 

Setting: These resources helped provide the setting for other hatchery resources, and therefore their 

continued setting within this network of resources is important. The landscape or circulation system 

must be visually associated with other interrelated hatchery resources for integrity of setting to be 

retained. 

 

Design: The original form, plan, and structure of the landscape or circulation system should be 

minimally altered from its original form. Integrity of design may be retained if, for instance, a path which 

maintains its original configuration has been lined on either side by a row of rocks to prevent users from 

straying off the path. Integrity of design is especially important for resources that are commemorative, 

such as those associated with the WPA.  
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Materials and Workmanship: Due to the changing nature of landscapes, and wearing of used paths 

and circulation routes, the materials of these resources may have been changed outside of the period 

of significance. Resources may retain integrity of materials if the materials have not been altered, or if 

materials have been replaced in kind. For instance, a gravel path has had additional gravel brought in 

to cover the pathway, or a planted area has been mulched, will maintain integrity of materials. Integrity 

of materials for bridges is only retained if 50 percent or greater of the materials date to the period of 

significance. Generally, a resource will retain integrity of workmanship if integrity of materials is also 

retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling may be retained if the function during the period of 

significance is visually represented. Integrity of association is retained if the resource is within an 

operating state-run hatchery property. 

 

Hatchery Residence 

 

Since constant water circulation and temperature are critical for fish survival in the hatchery, it is 

imperative to ensure 24-hour staff presence at the facility in the event of a problem. Most hatcheries 

were constructed with at least one dwelling to provide for constant staff presence from the very 

beginnings of the Washington state hatchery system. Many hatcheries also included up to four 

separate houses, apartments, or other accommodations like bunk houses or rooms. Alarm systems 

monitoring water temperature, flow, and circulation regulation were usually routed directly to the 

residences to ensure a quick response (Peck 2021:July 30). 

 

In the early years, the 

hatchery superintendent’s 

residence was the main, if 

not only, dwelling on the 

hatchery grounds (Figure 

61).  As the sizes of 

hatcheries grew, additional 

dwellings became common 

for other essential staff. 

The remote locations of 

many hatcheries 

undoubtedly played a role 

in the need to provide 

accommodations for those 

who worked at hatcheries 

that were distant from 

towns or difficult to reach. 

Well into the World War II 

era, an additional 

residence or apartments 

and bunk houses/rooms 

were the primary kinds of dwelling provided to these individuals. Often these residences could be 

housed in buildings that also served other functions, including garages, offices, storage areas, and 

Figure 61. The original superintendent’s house at Samish Hatchery in an 
undated historical photograph. Today, only the hatchery building on the 
left of the image is extant. (Image courtesy of WDFW CAMP 2019) 
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lunchrooms (Peck 2021:July 30).  

 

Generally, it was not until the 1950s and later, with the rise in the numbers of large mitigation and 

production hatcheries, that separate housing accommodations for families were provided and the 

number of individual residences grew. At that time, many existing apartments and bunkhouses were 

repurposed into single-family housing units (Department of Fisheries 64th Annual Report: 20).  

 

In some hatcheries, this trend 

also reflected the post-World War 

II “suburban ideal” of the period, 

and many of the residences were 

designed in the typical ranch or 

split-level style of the period’s 

suburban housing (Figure 63). 

Hatchery residences were often 

set on curvilinear access roads 

within the hatchery grounds and 

incorporated broader driveways 

and front-facing garages or 

carports, much like other 

suburban neighborhoods of the 

period. By the 1970s, 

prefabricated or modular 

residences were also beginning 

to be installed at some 

hatcheries.13  

 

 
13  Information from Sharon Boswell site visits to Cowlitz Hatchery (February 21, 2019, and July 26, 2019) and Sol Duc Hatchery (November 2, 

2018), and discussions with hatchery staff. 

Figure 62. An undated but early 
photograph of Skagit 
(Marblemount) Hatchery, Skagit 
County, showing the hatchery 
building on the left, original 
weirs in the foreground, and 
superintendent’s house on the 
right. (Image courtesy of WDFW 
2021) 

Figure 63. A house elevation for Samish Hatchery Residence 2, 
drawn between 1960 – 1961. (WDFW CAMP 2019: H003621z001) 
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Registration Requirements 

 

Hatchery residences are unlikely to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under this MPD due to their 

indirect role in fish propagation. On its own merits, a historic hatchery residence is unlikely to be 

independently tied to one or more of the contexts due to its indirect role in fish propagation, and 

therefore it is unlikely to be eligible under Criterion A. Hatchery residences are not likely to be eligible 

under Criterion B as they are not typically associated with individual people but rather are the product of 

development by an agency which does not represent individual concepts or initiatives. 

 

A hatchery residence may be eligible under Criterion C, including as an embodiment of hatchery 

residential construction. A hatchery residence may also be eligible for listing under Criterion C on its 

own merits as a dwelling regardless of its hatchery associations outside of this MPD. As standing 

structures whose role in hatchery function is not directly tied to the science of fish culture, hatchery 

residences are unlikely to satisfy Criterion D for the potential to reveal new or significant information 

related to their associated hatchery or residential design more broadly.  

 

To be eligible for or listed in the NRHP on its own merits under this MPD, a hatchery residence must at 

the minimum: 

 

• Have been constructed at a state-run fish hatchery or transferred to state control prior to 1974;  

• Be sited within an operating state-run fish hatchery; and 

• Continue to function as a residence. 

 

The period of significance for a hatchery residence will be the year of completion of construction. It is 

unlikely a hatchery residence will have multiple periods of significance. 

 

Assessing Integrity 

 

Since hatchery residences were usually constructed for employees to be in close proximity to fish 

propagation resources, hatchery residences must maintain enough integrity to communicate this 

supporting relationship.  

 

Location: The location of the hatchery residence, particularly with respect to hatchery buildings, in-

water and water-distribution resources, and fish-culture resources must be retained to reflect its 

historical significance. A hatchery residence that has been moved is unlikely to be individually eligible 

for listing in the NRHP.  

 

Setting: The integrity of setting, which denotes the hatchery residence’s, must be retained to be 

individually eligible for listing in the NRHP. To retain integrity of setting, the hatchery residence(s) must 

be visually associated with other interrelated hatchery resources it supports. 

 

Design: The original form, structure, and fabric of the hatchery residence must be intact for integrity of 

design to be retained. A hatchery residence may retain integrity of design if changes to the design 

occurred within the period of significance. Any alterations outside of the period of significance must be 

compatible with the original design, and not disrupt the visual connection with the period of significance 

for integrity of design to be retained. 
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Materials and Workmanship: The fabric and individual construction features of the building are an 

important expressions of its historical significance. Integrity of material can be retained if the majority of 

the historic fabric, dating from initial construction, is original. The building may also retain integrity of 

materials if changes to the building over time have been in-kind. When changes have not been in-kind, 

modern materials must not detract from the historical appearance of the building. A hatchery residence 

will retain integrity of workmanship if the majority of the original fabric is retained. 

 

Feeling and Association: Integrity of feeling of a hatchery building is retained if it also retains integrity 

of setting and design, generally conveying a sense of its historic character during the period of 

significance. Integrity of association is retained if the hatchery residence is in operation as a state-run 

hatchery. 
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G.  Geographical Data                                                        

 

The geographical limit of resources covered by this document is any hatchery complex that is found 

within the boundaries of the state of Washington.  

 

H.  Summary of Identification and Evaluation Methods                                                        

(Discuss the methods used in developing the public property listing.) 

 

The MPD of Historic Washington State Fish Hatcheries (1889-1974) was conceived as a mitigation 

measure for adverse effects as the result of a major hatchery renovation project undertaken by the 

WDFW at the Soos Creek Hatchery in Auburn, King County, Washington. As one of the stipulations of 

a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), signed in June of 2018, between the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers and the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (NWS-2014-0080) and other 

consulting parties, WDFW agreed to prepare a MPD of fish hatcheries owned by the State of 

Washington. The purpose of the document is to provide a sound historical basis for the future 

identification, evaluation, and management of fish hatcheries under its jurisdiction. WDFW owns or 

manages more than 85 different hatcheries located throughout the state, and no comprehensive history 

of the agency or its hatchery program was available. Many of the state-owned hatcheries had reached 

or were approaching 50 years of age, and the MPD offered WDFW staff and consultants a better 

means to evaluate the historical significance of buildings, structures, and landscapes that comprise the 

statewide hatchery system. 

 
The WDFW initiated the MPD process by reviewing the current property listings and historical 

information available for the agency hatcheries and compiling a proposed bibliography and working list 

of hatcheries in the state. Project staff also met with an advisory board whose members were drawn 

from the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP), the DAHP State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the King County Preservation Office, as well as WDFW 

leadership and cultural resources staff to discuss the project and chart a direction for the research.  The 

Muckleshoot Tribe was a member of the advisory board and acted as the signatory tribe on the MOA. 

The Stillaguamish and Snoqualmie Tribes were also consulted. A proposed outline was developed, and 

research began, with hatchery visits scheduled as needed when related projects arose. 

 

Research in the collections of the Washington State Library, the Washington State Archives, the 

WDFW Library, and the University of Washington Library and Special Collections formed the basis for 

the development of the historical context. A review of both territorial and state sessions laws and 

legislative appropriations as well as popular initiatives helped to trace the development of the agency 

and the often-competing interests of salmon and game-fish constituencies. The annual or biennial 

reports of the Department of Fisheries and the Department of Game in their various configurations over 

time were essential for an understanding of fisheries policies, hatchery development, and changing 

philosophies, techniques, and technologies in artificial propagation. With the long closure of libraries 

and archives during the COVID-19 pandemic and the lack of access to other resources, the yearly or 

biennial records of fisheries activities became even more important as a source for contextual 

background. Interviews with retired departmental personnel also provided essential insights, particularly 

in relation to hatchery operations and changes in fisheries technologies and structures.   
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Real estate records and the collection of historic plans, drawings, and historic photographs held by the 

Capital and Asset Management Program (CAMP) and other divisions within the WDFW were also 

important resources for the development of property types and registration requirements. Review of 

Historic Property Inventory (HPI) forms, built-environment survey reports and previous National 

Register nominations available from the Washington Information System for Architectural and 

Archaeological Records Data (WISAARD) also provided necessary information about individual 

hatcheries and the ability to compare eligibility and significance findings. 

 
Historic contexts were determined by periods of time dictated by changes in legislative policy and 
governmental organization, including the merging of the Department of Game and the Department of 
Fish agencies, and developments in fish propagation and hatchery construction. These time periods 
were identified through historical research conducted for this MPD. In the cases of Contexts II, III, and 
V, information uncovered throughout research suggested a need to breakdown the larger context into 
time periods within contexts proved to be an integral part of the story of the context itself. These periods 
help refine broad context periods, which in turn helps us to predict resources that will be located at 
each hatchery and helps individualize hatcheries and tell them apart. The geographical area is the 
entirety of the state of Washington, so this is not a determining factor in identifying historic contexts 
within this MPD. 
 
Significant property types identified in this MPD are based on the function of built resources identified at 
hatcheries. Property types were informed by information gathered from hatchery staff and their 
description of the resources and how they functioned individually and as a part of the hatchery as a 
whole. There are two primary property types: historic hatchery districts, and individual resources. 
Individual resources with similar functions have been grouped together into six types: hatchery building, 
in-water and water-distribution resources, fish-culture resources, hatchery support resources, hatchery 
landscape and circulation system, and hatchery residence. The resources within each property type 
may vary in style, time period, or historical period. Each property type contains both resources which 
are and resources which are not considered necessary components of hatchery infrastructure. 
Resources which were determined necessary for the functioning of a hatchery are a hatchery building, 
in-water and water-distribution resources, and fish-culture resources. 
 
Requirements for integrity for the listing of hatchery resources were derived from the National Register 
Bulletins 15, 16A, and 16B. Research was conducted using the thorough documentation from WDFW 
on construction projects at a number of historic hatcheries. To supplement this documentation 
information regarding the condition of existing properties, from discussions with hatchery staff, was 
used to identify typical changes which occur at hatcheries over time and trends within hatchery 
development. The requirements for integrity have been interpreted through this framework of 
functioning and evolving resources.  
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