3 trade-offs in 8 minutes

Michael Melnychuk, UBC
« Spacing between receivers on a line:
cost or number of lines vs. p at a line

« Placement of receivers along a migration route:
cost or number of lines vs. resolution of mortality patterns

« Tag sizeltype:
tagging effects vs. detection range or p



Spacing between receivers on a line
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Spacing between receivers on a line

Line geometry covariate: proportion of receiver coverage

cover,y,, = 0.8




Spacing between receivers on a line
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Spacing between receivers on a line
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Spacing between receivers on a line

Line geometry covariate: proportion of receiver coverage

Re-calculate p after eliminating odd or even receivers

cover,,, = 0.8

cover,,, odd = 0.4
cover,,, even = 0.4



Spacing between receivers on a line
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Spacing between receivers on a line
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Placement of receivers

| 2004-2007 studies: Fraser River, 18 groups
a el i Other rivers, 27 groups
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Survival during downstream migration

Placement of receivers
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Placement of receivers

Release locations — Cheakamus River steelhead

Release location:

Receiver location:
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Placement of receivers

Estimated survival under model:

[(I)Seg:Year:Group' pStation:Year:Group]

oo W

Survivorship

®.0.00H

100

150 200 250

Migration distance from release point(km)

300

350



Tag size/type

—
Ll

2004-2007 studies

. Fraser River, 18 groups
Other rivers, 27 groups

= b -
L :
= % 7
E QCS -
5
E |
NSOG T
JDF St
1Y
£'%:,
| ! . | il !
-128 -120 -124 S22

Longitude ()




Tag size/type

B/ mm tag
B9 mm tag

1Ak
i

+ 95% c.i.

Tenderfoot Creek
Hatchery coho, 2005

1
0

0.5 -

weasisumop
duUIAIAINS UOIlJ0dOUd

1
0

0.5

PUNOS 9MOH
duined|uoiuodold

S'ST-T'ST

ST-971

SYI-1v1

v1-9°¢tl

SET-TET

€1-9¢

§Cl-C1

Fork length (cm)



Tag size/type

2005 Tenderfoot Creek coho survival
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Tag size/type

- \/9-6L tag

2005 Cultus Lake sockeye survival ™= V9-1L tag
release — 15t Fraser station - \/9-2L tag
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