




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) 

 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 



 
 

 




