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Meeting Notes- FINAL 
 

Highlight- Action item  

 
 
 
APR 13:  TUESDAY:  ~9:00 AM 
 
1. General business items (George Nandor, PSMFC) 

• Welcome and introductions; 
o Cathy Robinson is the new Mark Committee representative for Alaska replacing Ron Josephson 
o CDFG was not able to attend due to budgetary travel restrictions (Jason Azat is the committee 

representative) 
• Next year’s meeting (2011) is intended to be hosted in Canada (note: passports now required!); 

o Potential locations are Vancouver, Harrison Hot Springs (Fraser Valley- an hour drive from 
Vancouver), or Victoria 

o Kathy Fraser will confirm meeting dates and location with George in the coming months 
• 2012 meeting is intended to be hosted in Washington state; 
• Review agenda. 

 
 
2. Regional Mark Processing Center operations and announcements 

 
A. RMPC Project Updates (George Nandor) 

• Completion of Updated CWT Program Overview document for PNAMP 
 PNAMP (Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership) focused on Columbia 

Basin 
 Provided updates to the 2004 version of the overview document 
 NMT also submitted a paper on advances in CWT technology (Chapter 8) 

o PNAMP publication process: peer reviewed, professionally edited. 
o Pre-Final document is found at:   http://www.rmpc.org/files/Nandor_CWT_Overview.pdf 
o Final Publication: Tagging, Telemetry and Marking Measures for Monitoring Fish 

Populations.  A Compendium of New and Recent Science for Use in Informing Technique and 
Decision Modalities.  ~10 Chapters 

• Developments in Idaho tagging program  
o Second year of PSMFC management of the program  
o 3.25 million CWTs, 15.7 million total (Ad and CWT) 

 PSMFC employees also doing the PIT tagging for IDFG 
 Using a mix of AutoFish and manual tagging trailers 
 Brochures for the Idaho and California tagging programs are available 

• Additional Recovery data from joint sampling project of NOAA, Oregon State University 
o Research project off the coasts WA and OR from 1998 

 OSU research vessel conducting on-going 20m trawls to sample for juvenile salmon 
off the coasts of Oregon and Washington 

 The recovery data is not currently in RMIS 

http://www.rmpc.org/2010-meeting-calendar-and-information.html
http://www.rmpc.org/files/Nandor_CWT_Overview.pdf


 They are recovering the tags before the agency has reported them as being released 
 There has been an on-going questions of how juvenile recoveries should be brought 

into the system 
• Best solution is to have them all in the same database by looking at Brood 

Year (doing this will ensure that they are not lumped in with adult recoveries) 
• Should emphasize with recovering agencies the need to make sure that ALL 

recoveries are in the database (as there has been to make sure that all releases 
are in the database) 

 How is “juvenile” being defined?  The definition varies between agencies (no 
standard across the region).  It is not a required field, since the date associated with 
the tag code is provided. 

 Are juveniles included in the online reports available through RMIS?  They are 
included if they are not specifically filtered out of the query.  Would need to use a 
combination of Brood Year and Recovery Year to filter out the juveniles 

• Might want to indicate when juveniles are included in the reports and when 
they aren’t 

o over 3000 recoveries collected, ongoing project 
o data to be converted from Access db to PSC Format for CWT/RMIS 

• Developments in other RMPC projects 
o Database updated to ver. 4.1 last year 
o New version 4.1 specification document available – being updated regularly (Nov, Jan, 

March) 
• Added more Fish Culture Conference Proceedings on the Publications page of the RMPC web site 

 
 

B. Status of CWT data (Dan Webb, PSMFC) 
• PowerPoint presentation 

o All agencies have submitted data between January and April 2010 
o One record failed out of nearly 11,000 records received 
o Working with Nez Perce to have data submitted directly to RMIS 
o Generally takes 2-3 years for agencies to provide recovery data for analysis for a particular 

run year 
o Currently 31 tag codes are reported as missing 

 Recoveries of a missing tag code cannot validate as a tag status ‘1’ until the release is 
reported 

 Missing tag codes are most commonly associated with transfers between agencies and 
uncertainty over who is responsible to report the data to RMIS 

o No previous mechanism in the database for an Agency to delete a release 
 A Partial Release Submission does not remove any existing records 
 A Full Set Release Submission:  

• must contain “FULLSET” in the filename 
• replaces all releases for an agency if all records pass validation 
• does not update any records if one or more records fail 
• auto-removes any records not included in the submission 

o Dan Webb will only use categories 50, 52, and 54 for next year’s escapement summaries 
 

C. CRITFC Agency & member tribes; questions about data reporting (George Nandor) 
• Only recoveries are in Hood River, Deschutes, and Warm Springs for CRFC 

 
 



D. Data Description Guidelines (Dan Webb) 
• Data Description Guidelines review when to submit a Description File, what to submit, and 

examples of submissions 
• On-Line Data Tools  

o Tools are only for use by the data providers so there is not a link on the RMPC website.  Dan 
Webb will send out an email to all data providers that currently have an account to provide 
them with direct links to the two new entry screens 

 Data Transfer Screen (available to registered users) 
 Description Entry Screen (available to registered users) 

 
E. Presentation of RMIS report usage history (Jim Longwill, PSMFC) 

• PowerPoint presentation 
o Who has been using RMIS during the last four years? 
o How many rows do they select (preview) from the database? 
o How much data do they download (bytes)? 

• Upcoming RMIS Projects 
o Revise user help documentation 

 Update content to have improved tutorials for Release, Recovery data selection 
 Better describe pattern searching capabilities 

o Improve Google maps look-up capabilities for releases and recoveries that have geographic 
data points 

o Add reports for Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee for improved analysis 
 
 
3. Status of 2010-11 funding for the Regional Mark Processing Center (George Nandor) 

Three funding sources for the RMPC /current status: 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: funding in place 
• NOAA Fisheries:  funding was deleted from President’s budget; PSC added $65,000 for RMPC 

which should be received in May 2010 (one-time allotment)  
• Bonneville Power Administration:  CWT Recovery Program Budget increased by 5% 

 
 
4. Update on mass marking, selective fisheries, & agency tagging levels for 2010 (George Nandor) 

Agency Updates: 
 

• Canada 
o Mass Marking- Tagging 400K Coho, ad-clipping 6 million, 100K unclipped 
o Chinook- tagging 4.8 million, releasing 21 million 
o Coho- 725,000 tagged, releasing 4.25 million 
o Selective Fisheries- same as 2009 
o Voluntary sampling for sport fishery (11,000 heads turned in; 2,000 tagged) 

 
• Alaska  

o No anticipated significant changes over previous years 
o Only notable change for this year- no longer tagging at Chuck Creek/ Lake 
o Plan to increase their visual sampling (Alaska does not do electronic sampling)- will 

wand ad-clipped fish during the winter fishery to try and reduce the number of heads 
taken from untagged fish 

o took 15,000 Chinook heads in the traditional troll fisheries in 2009 (half were un-
tagged)- this causes problems with industry losing money 



o Also see Handout “Alaska Mark, Tag, and Age Lab Update; April 13, 2010” in 
Appendix B 
 

• Washington 
o Handout provided (includes tribal production)- see Appendix B 
o Using 18 million CWT, no significant changes from 2009 
o No significant changes to previous Mass Marking levels 

 Priest Rapids Hatchery- 600K double index tags, 500K CWT only 
 Majority of mass marking done manually (100 million) 

o Proposing Chinook Ocean Mark Selective Fishery to be June 12-30 in Washington 
areas 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

o Gil Lensegrav hired to replace Susan Markey 
o CWT Lab’s staffing issues have been resolved and are almost caught up on processing 

head; Anticipate reporting on-time in the future 
o Will sub-sample Coho by running them all through electronic detection and then take a 

percentage of those tagged fish 
 

• Oregon 
o Ken Johnson will provide a handout summary 
o Status quo with CWT, expanding Mass Marking 
o 44 million mass marked (~36 million ad-clipped Chinook, ~6 million Coho) 
o 6.5 million CWT (level funded)- majority is Chinook, only tagging 250K Coho 
o Selective Fisheries- Columbia River Spring Chinook 

 
• California 

o Status quo with Constant Fractional Marking Program 
o No Selective Fisheries planned 
o Will be a fishery in California this year 
o 2nd year of CFM in Klamath at Iron Gate Hatchery 

 
• Idaho 

o Status quo 
o Almost entire production is Mass Marked  
o Hired Forrest Bohlen (through PSMFC) to manage CWT database 
o Brian Leth will provide a handout for the minutes 

 
• USFWS 

o 2010 tagging levels status quo 
 

• NWIFC 
o Status quo- tag 4 million, mass mark 12 million 
o No Selective Fisheries 

 
• CRITFC 

o New Agency 61 releases for Warm Springs/ Hood River Spring Chinook Program 
 

• YAKA 
o Provided Handout 

 
• NEZP 



o Rear 1.5 million fall Chinook at Nez Perce hatchery 
o 76% of total basin releases (5.8 million) are marked; 47% of total release is ad-clipped, 

60% of total release is CWT, 12% of total releases are PIT tagged 
o 24% unmarked (1.5 million)- currently in discussions to determine a mark for them 
o Rear 225,000 spring Chinook- 100% CWT only 
o Rear 100,000 spring-summer Chinook- 100% CWT/ 50% VIE tags in 2010 
o Release 180,000 Coho- 60,000 CWT only, 120,000 CWT/ad-clip 
o May include DIT groups 
o For any NEZP (& other agency) DIT groups- identify with Related Group Id. 

 
• Metlakatla 

o no mass marking, no selective fisheries, status quo on tagging 
 
 
5. Update on PST funding for CWT Improvements  (Ken Johnson, ODFW) 

 
• Received 13 proposals due to short time-frame 
• Used Expert Panel Report criteria to evaluate the proposals 
• $1.5 million to award, which allowed for nearly all of proposals to be funded (1 cut, 1 adjusted): 

o An analytical tool which allows users to determine optimal tagging rates 
o Data Management program funded for ODFW to move old computer system to a new 

(relational) database system for CWT datasets 
o Mass Marking of Elk River stocks and may now be designated a PSC Indicator Stock 
o 2 Alaska proposals funded 

• A number of states lost money due to the deletion of the Anadromous Fish Grants from the federal 
budget; went to Congress with a proposal to increase the base budget for the US-Canada treaty to 
make up the budget shortfalls 

 
 
6. Alaska:  CWTIT funding received for processing No Tags  (Catherine Robinson, ADFG) 

 
• Received $48,000 for lab support and $8000 for freight charges 
• Develop an application to provide more accurate contribution estimate from each quadrant in mixed-

district fisheries (recommendation from Expert Panel Report) 
 

 
7. Update on Selective Fisheries Evaluation Committee activities (Ron Olson) 

 
• PowerPoint presentation 

o 38 million proposed Coho mass marked in 2010 (similar to 2009) 
o 110 million proposed Chinook mass marked in 2010 (9 million increase from 2009) 
o Will have every fish mass marked that is intended for harvest 
o Identified issues they are dealing with on Mark Selective Fisheries 
o Sampling methodologies continue to differ by agency and are not coordinated with MM and 

DIT 
o Adequate sampling and reporting of CWT recoveries of unmarked DIT releases is only 

occurring in WA 
o New Columbia River Chinook DIT groups are recommended 
o MM, DIT, and CWT sampling programs are not sufficiently coordinated to support analysis 

by PSC technical committees 



 
8. Preliminary results of a Wand study on Chinook (Ron Olson) 

 
• PowerPoint presentation 

o Current Chinook wanding recommendations are to use both external and mouth wanding on 
larger fish 

o NMT now has the ability to improve the detection capability of many wands 
o Purpose of the study was to determine if mouth wanding was still necessary when using the 

improved wands 
o Sampled 3000 fish and missed 15 tags on first pass (99.1% detection rate) 
o Majority of tags were missed in males, were 80-100 cm fork length, and were missed by the 

same wand 
o Combination wanding would have detected 13 of the 15 missed CWT’s 
o Tuned up wands should be used on Chinook 
o Agencies may want to test the detection depth of their wands and use the most sensitive on 

Chinook 
o Continue to use the combination wanding technique on larger fish 
o Agency programs need to have good quality control measures in place to ensure proper 

wanding technique and functional equipment 
 

 
9. Summary of CDFO Wanding Study Results – Gillnet, Troll Fisheries & Spawning Grounds (Doug 

Herriott, CDFO) 
 

• PowerPoint presentation 
o Use tube detectors at all hatcheries 
o Require combination wanding when it is used 
o Study was to examine the accuracy of the wand method for detecting CWTs in Chinook 

salmon at fishery landing sites and spawning grounds 
o As a result of the study, DFO is reducing dependency on wand method to detect CWT’s 

 
 
10. Questions regarding wanding of Steelhead in Columbia R Basin (Ken Johnson) 

 
• Are all steelhead being checked for CWT in the Columbia?   
• No longer a ventral fin clip in steelhead to indicate the presence of a tag 
• Idaho already using electronic detection for all Steelhead 
• Should be using electronic detection in OR and WA 
• Ken Johnson and Mark Kimbel will look into this issue and investigate the current procedure for OR 

and WA, and will also look into steelhead sampling procedures during Chinook season in zone 6 
 
 
 
Adjourn:  ~5:00 PM 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APR 14:  WEDNESDAY:  Reconvene at ~8:00 AM 
 
11. Any special marking requests? (George Nandor) 

 
• Requests received for 2010: 

s 

Received by the RMPC Tue, Apr 6, 2010; from CDFO / K. Fraser (see associated sheet): 
o Toon River; chum  

 5000 ad-clipped transplants from Silver Creek to identify hatchery fish in 
escapement- no impact to coastwide CWT programs 

o Cultus Lake; sockeye; #1 
 55,000 ad-clipped fish to identify hatchery fish from natural spawn in rebuilding 

stock- no impact to coastwide CWT programs 
o Snootli Creek; chum 

 200,000 ad-clipped fish to identify hatchery fish- no impact to coastwide CWT 
programs since don’t sample for Chum 

o Atnarko River; sockeye 
 55,000 ad-clipped fish to identify hatchery fish and escapement to determine 

effectiveness of stock enhancement programs- no impact to coastwide CWT 
programs 

o Cultus Lake; sockeye; #2 
 650,000 ad-clipped fish to determine benefits of stock enhancement programs- no  

impact to coastwide CWT programs 
 

• ODFW Marking variance requests involving use of blank wire or for adipose-only marking studie
o McKenzie River- want to eventually install a sorter that will allow only McKenzie River fish 

to proceed upriver and eliminate the risk of stray hatchery spawners.   
 They are ESA listed fish, so have a mandate to mark 100% of hatchery stock.   
 Want to mark 300,000 fish with CWT and 900,000 fish with Agency Only wire.  Also 

released 200,000 blank wire fish at Young’s Bay.   
 Impacts to Columbia River commercial and sport fisheries (3000+ recoveries in OR 

& WA); also impacts to recoveries in BC (850+ projected) and AK (830+ projected)  
 This is the third year for this request, so can expect to begin seeing returns (jacks 

only) this year 
 Why bother diverting the fish when you can CWT and mass mark them to obtain the 

same results?  Want to force the Corps into meeting their obligations (and assist with 
building the sorter, etc).   

 Would cost an additional $500,000 to put coded wire in the fish 
 

• Other requests? 
o No more half tags in California from this point forward 

 
 
12. Update on High Seas CWT Sampling and Recovery Program for Years 2008, 2009 (Adrian Celewycz, 

NMFS-AK) 
• PowerPoint presentation 

o Recovered 48 tags out of 10,000 fish sampled in 2008 (all Chinook) 
o Hard cap of 60,000 Chinook in the by-catch starting in 2011 
o “Pseudo-tags” (agency only wire recoveries) would indicate a potential northward migration 

of Yukon River Chinook towards the Arctic Ocean 
o Privacy laws now prevent detailed information being provided regarding exact catch 

locations, dates, etc.  



 
13. Northwest Marine Technology (Geraldine Vander Haegen, NMT) 

 
• Product update 

o Jan Sandburg moving to Marketing/ Accounts Receivable; Jan Chamberlin will be receiving 
orders at Shaw Island 

o New VI Alpha Tags and injectors are now available 
o Completed the bulk of the wand repairs 

 repair is free for functioning wand, $1000 to repair/ upgrade a “dead” wand 
 if wand is pre- serial #11188, the wand could be re-tuned up to a max of 3.2 cm 

detection depth 
 silver battery cap means the wand has at least a 3.2 cm detection depth capability 

o Added a daughter board to existing driver boards on tube detectors to upgrade the R series 
detectors (cost is $1200) 

 If there is a battery tube in the back, it hasn’t been upgraded 
o Working on development of a cutter removal tool 
o New MK IV manual- more repair and maintenance detail is included, step-by-step 

instructions, available on the website 
o Wanding instructional videos are also available on the website 
o Call Dave with AutoFish questions 

 Continuing CFM in California, added another trailer to Iron Gate Hatchery and will 
add trailer at Trinity hatchery in 2011 

 Improved handling of Lake Trout through trailers in Great Lakes; starting with 
tagging 5 million fish in August 2010 

 28 AutoFish trailers currently in use, 4 more to be added in 2011 
o Completed production of an adult fish counter (handout provided) 
o AFS Annual Meeting will be held in Seattle in 2011; could be good opportunity to plan a 

CWT Symposium 
 

• Question and Answer session 
o Is there a plan to add more support staff with the addition of new trailers?   

 No- Brian, Joel, and Scott will still be the ones traveling.   
 Concern is that staff is spread fairly thin during tagging season, and agencies can’t 

afford to be down a week waiting on NMT staff to be on-site. 
o Most agencies are on fixed or declining budgets, so when prices go up other items in the 

budget are sacrificed to meet the tagging mandates 
 
 
 
Adjourn:  ~12:00 Noon 
 
 
 
 
Visit to IDFG Sockeye Captive Brood facility, Eagle, ID; 1:00pm - 4:00pm (Brian Leth, IDFG) 
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Appendix  A 
2010 Mark Meeting Attendees 

*Committee Member 
 

Name Agency Mailing Address/ Telephone/E-mail Address 
Allen, Stan PSMFC 205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100, Portland, OR 97202-6413 

Tel: (503) 595-3114    E-mail:  Stan_Allen@psmfc.org 

Bohlen, Forrest PSMFC/ 
IDFG 

 
Tel:                              E-mail: fbohlen@idfg.idaho.gov 

Carter, Nichole PSMFC/ 
USFWS 

1387 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 343,  Boise ID 83709 
Tel: (208) 378-5298   E-mail: Nichole_Carter@fws.gov 

Celewycz, Adrian* NMFS TSMRI, 17109 Pt. Lena Loop Rd,  Juneau, AK 99801 
Tel: (907) 789-6032   E-mail: Adrian.Celewycz@noaa.gov 

Engelking, Henry ODFW 3406 Cherry Ave NE,  Salem, OR 97303 
Tel: (503) 947-6257   E-mail: henry.m.engelking@state.or.us 

Frawley, Tim ADFG 10107 Bentwood Place, Juneau, AK 99801 
Tel: (907) 465-4092   E-mail:  tim.frawley@alaska.gov 

Gearns, Howard USFWS 510 Desmond Dr.,  Lacey, WA 98503 
Tel: (360) 753-9591   E-mail: Howard_Gearns@fws.gov 

Herriott, Doug CDFO Pacific Biol. Station, Hammond Bay Road, Nanaimo, B.C.  V9R 5K6 
Tel: (250) 756-7383   E-mail:   doug.herriott@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Hesse, Jay NEZP PO Box 365,  Lapwai, ID 83540 
Tel: (208) 843-7145   E-mail: jayh@nezperce.org 

Johnson, Ken* ODFW 17330 SE Evelyn St,  Clackamas, OR 97015 
Tel: (971) 673-6059   E-mail: Kenneth.Johnson@state.or.us 

Kimbel, Mark* WDFW 600 Capitol Way N,  Olympia, WA 98501 
Tel: (360) 902-2406   E-mail: Mark.Kimbel@dfw.wa.gov 

Kinzer, Ryan NEZP PO Box 1942,  McCall, ID 83639 
Tel: (208) 634-5290   E-mail: ryank@nezperce.org 

Leask, Steve * MIC Box 8,  Metlakatla, AK 99926 
Tel: (907) 886-3150    E-mail: tchsteve@hughes.net 

Leth, Brian * IDFG 1414 E. Locust Lane, Nampa, ID 83686 
Tel: (208) 465-8404 ext. 242  E-mail:   brian.leth@idfg.idaho.gov 

Longwill, Jim PSMFC 205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100, Portland, OR  97202-6413 
Tel: (503) 595-3146    E-mail:  longwill@psmfc.org 

Marshall, Scott USFWS 1387 S. Vinnell Way, Suite 343,  Boise ID 83709 
Tel: (208) 378-5298    E-mail: Scott_Marshall@fws.gov 

mailto:Howard_Gearns@fws.gov
mailto:Kenneth.Johnson@state.or.us
mailto:Mark.Kimbel@dfw.wa.gov
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McClure, Marianne * CRITFC 729 NE Oregon St., Suite 200, Portland, OR  97232 
Tel: (503) 731-1254    E-mail:  mccm@critfc.org 

Molitor, Ken NMT PO Box 427,  Shaw Island, WA 98286 
Tel: (360) 468-3375   E-mail: Ken.Molitor@nmt.us 

Nandor, George* PSMFC 205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100, Portland, OR 97202-6413 
Tel: (503) 595-3144    E-mail:  George_Nandor@psmfc.org 

Olson, Ron * NWIFC 6730 Martin Way NE, Olympia, WA  98516-5540 
Tel: (360) 528-4335      E-mail:  rolson@nwifc.org 

Roberts, Amy PSMFC 205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100, Portland, OR 97202-6413 
Tel: (503) 595-3451    E-mail:  Amy_Roberts@psmfc.org 

Robinson, Cathy * ADFG 10107 Bentwood Pl,  Juneau, AK 99801 
Tel: (907) 465-4089   E-mail: Cathy.Robinson@alaska.gov 

Steifel, Carl IDFG   
Tel: (208) 465-8404    E-mail:  cstiefel@idfg.idaho.gov 

Vander-Haegen, 
Geraldine 

NMT 955 Malin Ln SW, Suite B, Tumwater, WA  98501 
Tel: (360) 596-9400     E-mail:   Geraldine.vanderhaegen@nmt.us 

Webb, Dan PSMFC 205 SE Spokane St., Suite 100, Portland, OR  97202-6413 
Tel: (503) 595-3147    E-mail:  dan@psmfc.org 

Yundt, Steve USFWS 1387 S. Vinnell Way,   Ste. 387,   Boise, ID  83703 
Tel:                               E-mail:  steve.yundt@fws.gov 

 



























ODFW's 2010 FISH MARKING PROGRAM

Ad+CWT Ad Only CWT Only AdLV+CWT AdRV+CWT AdRV AdLMax AdRMax LV Only RV Only Totals

Spr Chin 2,418 10,640 339 0 0 0 250 240 0 0 13,887

Fall Chin 2,300 17,130 680 50 0 0 0 0 925 10 21,095

Coho 300 6,455 150 0 0 0 0 150 0 0 7,055

Sum Sthd 0 797 0 230 100 60 0 0 0 0 1,187

Win Sthd 0 980 0 0 0 50 0 100 0 0 1,130

Sockeye 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100

Total 5,018 36,002 1,269 280 100 110 250 490 925 10 44,454

Total Fish Marked: 44,454

Total CWTs: 6,667

Total Ad Clips:                    
(single + combination marks

42,250
)

Fish with Adipose Fin Prese 2,204nt:

** All numbers x 1,000



Requests for Marking Variance – List – 2010 
 
Regional Mark Committee;  Apr 2010 
 

==== == = 

1:  Request for Marking Variances  
== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== 

Agency: _______DFO__________________ Date: _March 22, 2010_____________________  
Marking Coordinator: a) Name:______Roberta Cook_____ b) Email:_roberta.cook@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  
1. Mark Requested: Adipose Clip 
2. Details of Marking  
 a) Number of fish: 5000 
 b) Species and Run: Chum- fall 
 c) Brood year: 2009 
 d) Stock(s): Silver Creek (transplant to Toon River)  
 e) Hatchery(ies): Silver Creek 
 f) Geographic area(s): North Coast BC 
 g) Release date: May, 2010 
 h) Duration of this marking program: 1 day 
3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives:  
 Marking transplant to Toon River as identification of hatchery fish in escapement.  No chum have been counted 
in Toon River for several years.  
4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs  
 a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year:  
    4 in 2012, 78 in 2013, 13 in 2014; mainly in North Coast BC- not likely to affect Alaskan fisheries 
significantly.  
 b) Changes to current CWT sampling program: None needed- chum are not sampled for CWTs in North Coast 
 c) Other  
5. Specify Expected Benefits: Identification of hatchery fish in escapement to see if transplant is working.  
6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection): other finclips result in higher mortality and 
regeneration of clipped fins.  
Please forward request to: George Nandor, Regional Mark Coordinator 
 
==== == = 

2:  Request for Marking Variances  
== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== 

Agency: _______DFO__________________ Date: March 22, 2010_______  
Marking Coordinator: a) Name:______Roberta Cook_____ b) Email:_roberta.cook@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  
1. Mark Requested: Agency-only wire tagging 
2. Details of Marking  
 a) Number of fish: 55,000  
 b) Species and Run: sockeye, fall run  
 c) Brood year: 2009  
 d) Stock(s): Cultus Lake  
 e) Hatchery(ies): Inch Creek Hatchery Sockeye Satellite  
 f) Geographic area(s): British Columbia- Lower Fraser  
 g) Release date: April, 2011  
 h) Duration of this marking program: 6 days  
3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives  
 (give examples): marking sockeye so hatchery-reared smolts can be  
   distinguished from hatchery-reared fry releases and from progeny 
   of natural spawners on the spawning grounds  
4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs: none (no sockeye sampled for CWTs)  
 a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year: 
    none, unless 1 or 2 are mistaken for coho.  
 b) Changes to current CWT sampling program: none  
 c) Other  
5. Specify Expected Benefits: ability to distinguish hatchery-releases 
   from progeny of natural spawners in a system of conservation concern 
   and the ability to compare rates of return to the river for 2 hatchery 
   release strategies.  
6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection): not marking or  
   CWTs with complete codes.  The first doesn't allow any analysis and the  
   second is too expensive and isn't really necessary.  
Please forward request to: George Nandor, Regional Mark Coordinator 
 
==== == = 

3:  Request for Marking Variances  
== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== 

Agency: _______DFO__________________ Date: March 22, 2010_______________  
Marking Coordinator: a) Name:______Roberta Cook_____ b) Email:_roberta.cook@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  
1. Mark Requested: Adipose Clip 
2. Details of Marking  
 a) Number of fish: 200,000 
 b) Species and Run: Chum- summer run 
 c) Brood year: 2009 
 d) Stock(s): Snootli Creek 
 e) Hatchery(ies): Snootli Creek Hatchery 



 f) Geographic area(s): British Columbia- Central Coast 
 g) Release date: end of March 25 to early April, 2010 
 h) Duration of this marking program: 1 week 
3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives  
 (give examples): Marking contributes to management of 
  the Area 8 chum fishery and is used as the hatchery 
  fed fry indicator stock for the Central Coast. 
4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs: None (chum are not sampled for CWTs) 
 a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year: 70 in 2012, 
  250 in 2013 & 20 in 2014, all in BC. 
 b) Changes to current CWT sampling program: None necessary 
 c) Other  
5. Specify Expected Benefits: easier to clip adipose fin than ventral fins 
   (used on this stock to date),lower clip regeneration rate and lower 
   clipping-related mortality for adipose clips. 
6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection): used left or right  
   ventral clips in the past, but they're more difficult to apply, regenerate  
   more easily and have higher post-clipping mortality  
Please forward request to: George Nandor, Regional Mark Coordinator  
 
==== == = 

4:  Request for Marking Variances  
== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== 

Agency: _______DFO__________________ Date: _____March 22, 2010_________________  
Marking Coordinator: a) Name:______Roberta Cook_____ b) Email:_roberta.cook@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  
1. Mark Requested: Adipose Clip 
2. Details of Marking  
 a) Number of fish: 55,000  
 b) Species and Run: Sockeye- summer 
 c) Brood year: 2009  
 d) Stock(s): Atnarko River  
 e) Hatchery(ies): Snootli Creek  
 f) Geographic area(s): Central Coast BC  
 g) Release date: May 2010  
 h) Duration of this marking program: 4 days  
3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives:  
 Identification of hatchery fish in escapement to see if depressed stock is responding to enhancement. 
4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs: None, unless a couple of them are mistaken for coho, but coho are not mass 
marked in north and central BC or in Alaska.  
 a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year: should be recovered only in escapement.  
 b) Changes to current CWT sampling program: none needed  
 c) Other  
5. Specify Expected Benefits: to determine whether enhancement of this stock appears to be working.  
6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection): other finclips result in higher mortality and 
regeneration of clipped fins.  
Please forward request to: George Nandor, Regional Mark Coordinator  
 
==== == = 

5:  Request for Marking Variances  
== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== 

Agency: _______DFO__________________ Date: March 22, 2010_______  
Marking Coordinator: a) Name:______Roberta Cook_____ b) Email:_roberta.cook@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  
1. Mark Requested: Adipose clips 
2. Details of Marking  
 a) Number of fish: 650,000  
 b) Species and Run: sockeye, fall run  
 c) Brood year: 2009  
 d) Stock(s): Cultus Lake  
 e) Hatchery(ies): Inch Creek Hatchery Sockeye Satellite  
 f) Geographic area(s): British Columbia- Lower Fraser  
 g) Release date: July-October, 2010  
 h) Duration of this marking program: 18 days  
3. Specific Management and/or Research Objectives  
 (give examples): marking sockeye so hatchery-reared fry releases can be  
   distinguished from hatchery-reared smolts and from progeny 
   of natural spawners on the spawning grounds  
4. Impact on Coastwide CWT Programs: none (no sockeye sampled for CWTs)  
 a) Predicted number observed recoveries by state/province and by year: 
    none, unless 1 or 2 are mistaken for coho.  
 b) Changes to current CWT sampling program: none  
 c) Other  
5. Specify Expected Benefits: ability to distinguish hatchery-releases 
   from progeny of natural spawners in a system of conservation concern 
   and the ability to compare rates of return to the river for 2 hatchery 
   release strategies.  
6. Alternatives Considered (specify reason(s) for rejection): not marking or  
   CWTs with complete codes.  The first doesn't allow any analysis and the  
   second is too expensive and isn't really necessary.  
Please forward request to: George Nandor,  Regional Mark Coordinator  









History of Mark Meeting Locations

Year Month City State/Prov. Year Month City State/Prov.
1976 December Portland OR 1994 February Olympia WA
1978 February Portland OR 1995 February Portland OR
1979 January Portland OR 1996 February San Francisco CA
1980 January Portland OR 1997 April Juneau AK
1981 March Portland OR 1998 April Lewiston ID
1982 January Portland OR 1999 April Vancouver BC
1983 January Portland OR 2000 April Silverdale WA
1984 February Portland OR 2001 April Newport OR
1985 February Portland OR 2002 April Pacific Grove CA
1986 February Portland OR 2003 April Sitka AK
1987 February Portland OR 2004 May Lewiston ID
1988 February Portland OR 2005 April Tofino BC
1989 February Portland OR 2006 April Port Angeles WA
1990 February Portland OR 2007 April Warm Springs OR
1991 February Seattle WA 2008 April Pacific Grove CA
1992 February Vancouver BC 2009 May Metlakatla AK
1993 February Portland OR 2010 April Boise ID



2010 Mark Meeting Attendees at Work 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



Field Trip to the IDFG Eagle Facility 
(Red Fish Lake Sockeye Captive Brood, Genetics Lab and Fish Health Lab) 
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