
 

 

Rat River Working Group (RRWG) 
Annual Harvest Meeting Minutes - 2013 

 
Location: Nihtat Gwich’in Council Boardroom, Inuvik, NT 
 
Date: March 4, 2013 
 

Eugene Pascal - RRWG Chair Andrew Charlie - Ehdiitat RRC Colin Gallagher - DFO Winnipeg 

Amy Thompson - GRRB  Eddy McLeod - Ehdiitat RRC Neil Mochnacz - DFO Winnipeg 

Kris Maier - GRRB Peter Kaye - Tetlit RRC Karen Dunmall - UofM / DFO Winnipeg 

Kristin Hynes - FJMC Abe Stewart - Tetlit RRC Tracey Loewen - UofM / DFO Winnipeg 

James Malone - FJMC Jeffrey Robert - Tetlit RRC Allen Firth - Nihtat RRC  

Jordan McLeod - WSWG chair Danny C Gordon - Aklavik HTC Richard Ross Jr. - Nihtat RRC 

Amanda Joynt - DFO Inuvik Michelle Gruben - Aklavik HTC Ernie Francis - Nihtat RRC 

Ellen Lea - DFO Inuvik Mary Ruth Meyook - Aklavik HTC Lawrence Norbert - GRRB 

John Carmichael - Char monitor John Norbert - Gwichya Gwich'in RRC Lillian Tran - University of Waterloo 

Fanny Greenland - Ehdiitat RRC Douglas Kendo - Gwichya Gwich'in RRC 
  

1. Meeting Introduction 
 
1.1 Call to order at 9:10am by Eugene Pascal. 
 
1.2 Opening prayer by John Norbert. 
 
1.3 Round table of introductions. 
 
2. Meeting Administration 
 
2.1 Adoption of Agenda. 
 

 Kris Maier - Addition to the agenda - Otter mapping project at day’s end.  

 All parties in favour of agenda. Approved with one addition.  
 
2.2 Review and approval of 2012 minutes: 
 
Comment: Minutes from all three meetings were sent out last year within a month of the 
meeting date to be reviewed by all parties. 
 

 All parties in favour of approval of 2012 meeting minutes. 
 
2.3 Review of 2012 Action Items 
 



 

 

 Action Items from the 2012 meeting were reviewed - no comments or concerns.  
 
2.4 Review and Approval of RRWG ToR 
 
Comment: We’ve been having this reviewed for a while now; it was distributed last year after 
the meeting for RRC review and posted on the GRRB public registry. At this point we would like 
to have it approved by the Group.  
 
Comment: Are there any suggestions from the RRCs or the HTC? 

Response: We would like to have the council have a quick review of the ToR because we 
have new council members and not all of them are familiar with it. 
Question: Would you like me to come to the meeting and go through it with the 
council? 
Response: No, that’s ok, we can just go through it.  

 Response: Ok, then we will table this issue for now. 
 
RRWG2013 Action #1: Aklavik RRC to review draft RRWG ToR and provide comments as soon as 
possible.  
 
3. Guiding presentations 
 
3.1 Big Fish River Fishery Update 
 

 Ellen provided an update on the 2012 BFR fishery. Plans are to continue this fishery in 
2013.  

 
Comment: What were the sizes of the char? 

Response: All char caught were large, mature adult fish returning to spawn; all were over 
500mm (20”) in length.  

 
Question: The timing of runs has changed over the years, everyone used to know when the 
char would be running. Are there any other reasons for missing the peak of the run? 

Response: We had asked the HTC and followed their advice for the start date, but 
everything seemed to happen early last year.  
Response: There were some hold ups with getting the paperwork done by DFO. The 
date probably would have worked without that holdup. 
Comment: Not sure if you use local knowledge to figure out when the char are running 
but if not you should. 

 Response: The run timing was about a week early this year.  
 
Comment: If you fish at the Fish Hole, you save a lot of money and time. It would be better to 
take the fish right from the Fish Hole. We requested a harvest of 300, but we would be satisfied 
with 200, we will talk more about this tomorrow.  



 

 

Response: The whole Big Fish River is closed to fishing. The variation order was used to 
allow a harvest of 150 Dolly Varden from the delta area. To remove the closure on the 
BFR is a long-term process. We will talk more about this tomorrow at the West Side 
Working Group meeting. 
Response: People in Aklavik are reasonable and would not overfish the area. Permission 
in the past was given by Bob Bell (FJMC) years ago to harvest a small number. We are 
always concerned about the numbers of char.  
Comment: The BFR fishery was voluntarily closed at that time, and since then the 
government regulations came in without anyone knowing.  
Response: I understand the community wants to fish at the Fish Holes, and we can 
move forward with trying to change the regulations, but this is a multi-year process and 
it will take a long time.  
Comment: I respect that community members want to fish at the Fish Holes and other 
traditional fishing sites, and I recall from previous meetings that Billy Archie discussed 
the importance of families being able to take their children to the mouth of the Big Fish 
River. This is one of the main reasons why the variation order was made for the mouth 
of the BFR. 

 
3.2 Shingle Point Mixed Stock Fishery: 
 

 Tracey Loewen provided a summary on the mixed stock fishery and monitoring 
activities, including her research on using otoliths to trace fish to their rearing streams 
and Rob Bajno’s genetic analysis of the char caught in the mixed stock fishery.  

 Dolly Varden Char stock composition in catches at Shingle Point in 2012: 
o Total char caught at Shingle Point: 412 
o Babbage River: 89% = 365 char 
o Rat River: 5% = 21 char 
o Firth River/Alaska: 4% = 16 char 
o Big Fish River: 2% = 9 char 

 
Question: Can you explain how the results you are getting from the otolith research are 
differing from the results that Rob is getting via the genetics, if they do, and does that help to 
inform us about how fish use habitat in the rivers? 

Response: With the otolith research, we can pick up some of the smaller scale habitat 
differences in the rivers, but not with the genetics results.  

 
Question: Does it help our understanding of why fish use the Babbage or its tributaries? 

Response: Yes, in the next year or so we will be combining our data sets with older information 
and will be able to be more confident in determining what habitats they are using. There seem 
to be some changes from year to year and we think it’s important to better understand this 
variability.  

 
Question: Given that your last field season is this year, have you developed a plan yet to hand over 
collection of these samples to local people so that we can continue to get samples once the FJMC stops 
funding the monitoring program? 



 

 

Response: This is something we are working towards and the idea behind training monitors like 
Jordan is that eventually he will take over this program. There may also be some potential for 
this program to be incorporated in Jennie Knopp’s Community Based Monitoring Program.  

 
Question: Is it valuable to keep collecting this data? I’m not sure how often we need to do it, 
but it seems like it has a lot of value.  

Response: I think the data is extremely valuable, and we need to keep collecting it so we 
can see how it changes over time. When it started, we said one year is only a snapshot, 
we’ll be better off at three. And now that we’re going into the third year, we’re realizing 
that three years is still only a snapshot and it would be much better to take a look back 
with 10 years of data, we could be far more confident with data over that length of 
time. But even with the little we have so far, it has really changed how we make 
management decisions.  
Comment: The good thing about the otolith research is that we have samples from past 
years so once we have a baseline set up we can start analyzing old samples to see how 
things may have changed. 
Comment: I’m not saying this isn’t a priority, but this program has been very expensive 
and I’m not sure if it can be continued. It will have to be handed off to the monitors, 
Jordan & Dennis, but it’s not likely that it can be run in the same way as it has through 
the ACES program. 

 
3.3 2012 Harvest Reporting 
 

 Kris and Ellen presented the 2012 harvest report, included updated numbers from the 
mixed stock genetic analysis done by Rob Bajno.  

 
Comment: The number in your binders is incorrect. I made a mistake in the spreadsheet and 
didn’t catch it until last night, so the total number harvested by the AHTC should be 66, for a 
total under-harvest of 9 char. 
 
Comment: Overall, last year we had an overharvest of 80 char, this year we had an under-
harvest of 9 char, so our communications plan was effective and we want to thank everyone for 
their hard work.  
 
Comment: I don’t think the Aklavik RRC numbers are right. I know there were people harvesting 
quite a few char that didn’t report, or weren’t contacted by a monitor.  

Response: Well, I know that Jeremy has said he is very confident these numbers are 
accurate. We will look into your concern and we will include some changes to the 
communications plan to make sure everyone is being contacted. 

 
Question: John, how do you feel about these numbers? 

Response: I don’t think too many people were fishing up Husky Channel this year. One 
or two nets, maybe four at most.  

 



 

 

Comment: Last year at char time we had higher, dirty water so there weren’t that many people 
there. But I still don’t think these numbers are quite right (for the ERRC). They’re too low.  

Response: We will try to follow up with these comments and ensure a better reporting 
process for 2013. 
 

RRWG2013 Action #2: Follow up with Aklavik RRC on harvest monitoring from 2012 and identify 
any problems to be fixed for 2013.  
 
3.4 Char Monitor Observations 
 

 John Carmichael gave a short update on his observations of the char run in 2012. 
Highlights include: 

o Fish in better condition than previous year, much ‘fatter’ and healthier in 2012.  
o Run started early, when he started on July 29th, he got fish in the first net.  
o Fish generally smaller in length, but thicker than in previous years. 
o Good catches, released a lot of fish, especially small ones.  

 
Question: What has been happening with the kidney samples being taken? I’m not sure if I 
have been taking the samples correctly. 

Response: In 2009, 47 fish sampled by John, none had the virus. In 2010, 75 fish 
sampled by John, none with the virus. In 2011, 47 char sampled by John, 5 had the virus.  
In 2011, 9 char sampled by Colin from the Fish Hole, 1 has the virus. We are still waiting 
for the 2012 results. 
Response: Based on the results, it looks like you’ve been doing the sampling correctly.  

 
Question: What about the muscle tissue samples? 

Response: Those went to Lillian Tran for mercury analysis and the 2012 results aren’t 
completed yet.  

 
Comment: We only meet once a year so it would be good to have the other char monitors here. 
I wanted to thank John for the good work he does and for returning fish to the RRC. These fish 
go to the elders and single parent families. We are very proud and thankful for what he 
provides. 

Response:  This is a good suggestion; maybe we should have the monitors provide a 
written report at the end of the season in case they don’t make it to the meetings.  

 
Comment: I would have liked to talk to the other monitors too.  
 
Comment:  It would also be nice to have the community harvest monitors here so we could ask 
them questions about their surveys. 
 
RRWG2013 Action #3: GRRB, DFO & RRCs to take steps to ensure all char monitors attend the 
meeting, and if they cannot attend, have them provide a written report to the RRWG for the 
meeting.  



 

 

 
**Break** 
 
3.5 Rat River Char Biological Data & Trends 
 

 Colin Gallagher went through a presentation which highlighted the results from the 
summer monitoring program and the fall seine recapture. 

 

 Notable points from the monitor fishery included: 
o Slightly lower CPUE in 2012 than 2011.  
o High condition factor of char caught (very heavy for length). 
o Bi-modal length frequency, with some exceptional sizes (>650mm) encountered.  

 

 Notable points from the fall seine recapture included: 
o Majority of char were mature (>400mm). 
o Proportion of very large (>600mm) char was high again in 2012 (similar to 2011). 
o Low incidence of injury. 
o High proportion of male spawners (12%). 

 

 None of the results from the monitoring program or fall seine suggest a population 
decline.   

 
Comment: Most of the char this year were really fat, not really longer than normal, but really 
thick.  
 
Comment: Parasite levels were low, but normal and are natural in char.  

Question: Are the tapeworms a risk to humans? 
Response: No, these particular types do not use humans as a host, so we cannot be 
infected by them.  

 
Question: Do you see different sizes of fish between those captured by the monitoring program 
vs. the fall seine? 

Response: We typically see larger sized fish in the fall seine.  
Response: The gap may be due to the larger fish not being caught in the monitor’s nets 
because of mesh size. Once they get over 600mm, it seems that they are caught less 
often by the monitors who are using 4” & 4.5”mesh.  

 
Question: Do you think this is because of a major shift or change in the ecosystem? 

Response: It’s hard to say, but I would think that improved overwintering conditions 
could be allowing them to attain greater ages and therefore larger sizes.  

 
3.6 Population Indicators 
 



 

 

 Kris provided a presentation on his interpretation of the DFO Science report with 
respect to how the RRWG could use indicators to predict population trends and 
sustainable harvest levels in the absence of population estimates. Highlights included: 

o CPUE - Indicating population stability 
o Length & Age - Indicating population is increasing 
o Sex & Maturity - Indicating population is stable, low risk and possibly increasing 

 
Question: Do you think the population improvements are due to the lower harvest levels? 

Response: Lower harvest levels certainly haven’t hurt them, but we think it also has a 
lot to do with changing climate patterns leading to earlier break up and later freeze up 
which minimizes their time stuck in the overwintering areas and maximizes the time 
char can spend in the ocean feeding. This likely boosts survival rates from year to year 
which is why we’re seeing so many large, older char as well as a higher proportion of 
males.  

 
Question: How susceptible are small juveniles to the seine? 
 Response: The seine is able to catch them.  

Response: They may not be showing up in the seine catch as much as larger fish 
because they aren’t in the same areas as the more mature, spawning aged fish. 

 
Comment: We should be aware that we may be underestimating juveniles. If there are a lot, we 
see them in the seine – but the collection of juveniles may not be as good as we would like. It 
would be good to investigate juveniles and recruitment. 

Response: The monitors can catch relatively small fish, but there is a gap. Anything 
under 300 mm is not being sampled right now. 

 
Question: Has there been any discussion of having the monitors use nets with the same mesh 
size? Colin, did you say that the mesh size doesn’t matter? 

Response: The mesh of the seine net doesn’t matter in this discussion because it is small 
enough to capture most fish.  
Response: Using a 4” or 4.5” net I don’t see a big different in the fish I catch. There are 
more small ones in the 4”, but you still catch big fish using them. 
Response: Comparing 3” to 4.5” nets, I hardly caught any big ones in the 3”. With a 
bigger mesh size, it’s more likely they will be catching more larger fish. 
Response: Right now the monitors are all using 4 or 4.5” mesh. The mesh sizes being 
used now seem to be effective, because the monitors are collecting fish from all age and 
size classes.  
 

**Lunch**  
 
4. Major Decision Item 
 
4.1 Voluntary Safe Harvest Level for 2013 
 



 

 

Without a recent population estimate, and with growing confidence in the indicators provided 
by the Rat River Monitoring Program and Fall Seine Program, the RRWG collectively discussed 
the possibility and risks of increasing the harvest level for 2013. 
 
An increased harvest level is justifiable for two main reasons: 
1. Favourable population indicators. 
2.  Increasing the number of char sampled by the char monitors will increase confidence in the 
indicators. 
 
Comment: Because of the high value of the data from the monitoring program, I would prefer 
to see the allocation for the char monitors go up. We’ve heard from community members that 
they are happy with the monitors, especially John in how he gives half of his catch back to the 
RRC to be distributed.  
 
Question: What was the community allocation in 2011? 

Response: 50 for each community in 2011, 75 for each community in 2012. 
 
Question: How many harvesters are there who fish for Rat char? Do we have a list of them? 

Response: Most of them are around the mouth of the Rat River, but we don’t have an 
official list of everyone other than the information collected from the harvest studies 
and monitors. 

 
Comment: I think it looks good the way the harvest numbers are now.  Leaving it where it’s at 
right now is a good idea.  Have it the same one more year and then look at it again next year. 
 
Comment: There would be value in increasing the number caught by the monitors up to 200 
because it would increase the confidence we have in the indicators.  
 
Comment: 150 being harvested by the monitors was quite good in 2012, particularly because 
the lengths of the released char were also recorded.  From a scientific perspective only, the 
more samples, the better, to increase confidence in the data.  But the confidence in the 
numbers right now is quite high at 150 and we respect that the harvest level should not be 
determined just based on the science. 
 
Question: How did the HTC feel about 75 for communities? 

Response: Fair number, but would be good if you can increase it a little bit, every year 
we’re close to the number, so an increase of 5-10 would be good?  

 
Comment: From the monitor’s perspective, with 50 each, it might be good to increase to 70, we 
would be able to give more to elders.  Would like to see 70-75 each. 
 
Comment: Just a point of note with what I’m hearing around the table, if we increase the 
monitors to 70 each it would equal 210, the community to 85 each would be a grand total of 
465 char.  



 

 

 
Question: Is there an indication that population has stayed stable? Or increased? 
Response: Stable, maybe increased slightly. 
 
Comment: 6% of 2010 population estimate would be 485. 
 
Comment: If there is a small increase in harvest, the population should be able to handle it. 
 
Comment: The IFMP states that for healthy populations (in the green) the harvest level should 
be 5%, and less than 5% for populations in the yellow. 

Response: This was just a guideline and we are not bound to it. It was set up this way in 
the IFMP because we didn’t have a very thorough understanding of the population 
indicators and recent population trends. Regardless, 5% of the 2010 population 
estimate is around 377. 
Response: I’m less comfortable basing this decision off a ‘percentage’ because the 2010 
estimate is older now, and the biological data shows the population is quite different 
today than it was then. In addition, we’ve been using 5% for some time and the 
population seems able to handle it quite well. We have numerous indicators pointing to 
increased survival.  

 
Comment: Even if we use 80 as suggested, in Aklavik people would stop fishing when 50 was 
hit, because of 25 along the coast. I think 80-85 as a suggestion for the communities is good.  
There are only 12-13 fishermen in the Delta (Aklavik HTC char fishermen), plus everyone at 
Shingle Point. 
 
Comment: It would be good to increase the allocation for monitors because they could donate 
back to the community.  Right now John is the only one that we know donates back to the 
community and elders. 
Response: I think it’s a good idea to increase the monitor’s number, they’re supposed to 
donate back to the community. 
 
Comment: There are two questions that we need to ask ourselves:  
1) Can we justify increasing the harvest level given the information we have? 
2) If so, by how much? 
Response: I think it’s pretty clear with the biological data we have that the population is doing 
well and not at risk of decline. Given that information, a small increase in harvest level can likely 
be warranted.  
 
Comment: How about 60 for each monitor? That would be a total of 180 for the monitoring 
program, which will help with our confidence in the indicators. And then 80 for each 
community group? That would equal 240 for the total community allocation and a total char 
harvest of 420.  
 



 

 

Comment: It’s really important to have monitors here to participate in discussion. It’s 
unfortunate that Billy and Selwyn could not make it. 
 
Comment: From a science perspective a small increase would make the information we collect 
more robust, and based on what we are seeing in the data, an increase of 45 fish above last 
year’s numbers sounds very reasonable. 
 
Question: Is it possible to separate this issue out by the sex of the char? 

Response: It’s not practical. Distinguishing char by sex when you are collecting them 
from your nets is not always possible, they are not coloured at that point and 
distinguishing sex is hard to do without cutting them open.  

 
Comment: I’m happy with whatever is decided and will continue to give half back to the RRC.  
 
Comment: I worked with DFO in the past to help estimate population numbers based on what 
was seen at fish holes (Big Fish River). The researcher (~ 8 years ago) had to cut the work short 
early and based the estimate on a single fish hole – the research estimated that there were 
~3,500 char. I went around to the other fish holes, and I estimated there were closer to 8,000 
char. Sometimes the estimates are incorrect and there is a belief that researchers 
underestimate population numbers. Increasing the harvest number would be good and this 
would not deplete the fish stocks. I’m comfortable with this number – there are a lot of fish 
there. The work that Colin is doing is an improvement on the work previously done by DFO. 
 
Comment: 80 is a good number for the communities. 
 
Question (Chair): Do we have consensus on the proposed harvest increase? The numbers 
would be 60 char for each monitor, and 80 char for each community group. Everyone agrees to 
this? 

ERRC: Yes. 
 TRRC: Yes. 
 AHTC: Yes. 
 DFO: Yes 
 GRRB: Yes 
 FJMC: Yes 
 
Final Voluntary RRWG Harvest Recommendation for 2013: 
 

 Total Recommended 2013 Harvest Allocation: 420 Rat River char 
 

 Monitoring Program: 180 char 
o John Carmichael: 60 char 
o Billy Wilson: 60 char 
o Selwyn Kay: 60 char 

 



 

 

 Community Harvesters: 240 char 
o Ft McPherson RRC: 80 char 
o Aklavik RRC: 80 char 
o Aklavik HTC: 80 char 

 
5. Decision Items 
 
5.1 Research for 2013 
 
i) Colin provided a presentation on planned research & monitoring for 2013. Highlights 
included: 

 Continuation of the Rat River Monitoring Program 

 Rat River Summer Spawners Investigation 
o Including tagging 

 Rat River fall seine data collection 
o Including tagging up to 500 Dolly Varden char 
o Including dead sample of 40 Young of the Year (YoY) Dolly Varden char for IPNV 

testing 
o Including grayling dead sample (up to 100) 

 
Question: Do we have any idea of the population numbers of grayling? 

Response: We don’t. The first step is to get a handle on their biology, but we don’t have 
enough information at this point to estimate the population size.  

 
Question: Would dead sampling of up to 100 grayling hurt the population? 

Response: We’re pretty sure that this number wouldn’t hurt the population, and as I 
have said, we usually only capture about 30, so it’s not likely we would collect all 100.  

 
Question: Did these proposals go out to the RRC in Aklavik yet? 
 Response: Not yet, but it will soon.  
 
Question (to Group): Does everyone support this research? 
 ERRC: Yes, but will discuss with full council.  
 TRRC: Yes 
 AHTC: Yes 
 
ii) Kris provided a presentation with Neil Mochnacz and Karen Dunmall which outlined the plans 
to begin a habitat assessment program on the Rat River. Highlights included: 

 Installing groundwater temperature loggers in March 2013 to identify incubation 
temperatures for Dolly Varden and determining if temperature regimes exist to support 
pacific salmon colonization. 

 Installing epoxy-type water temperature loggers in July 2013 to record water 
temperatures at various points in Fish Creek to gain baseline temperature information.  



 

 

 
Question: Why do you want to take water temperature at spawning sites? 

Response: Water temperature is important for spawning. If the temperatures change 
due to climate change or other factors, it could affect populations. We need to establish 
a range of what is important for spawning, and involve communities in collecting and 
monitoring the data.  

 
Question: Is oxygen information being collected? 

Response: We aren’t planning to look at oxygen yet, but we know these mountain-type 
streams are usually well oxygenated. 
Response: It indirectly addresses oxygen flow by showing there is water flow in the 
gravel.  

 
Question: What does it cost to access the Fish Holes by helicopter? 

Response: It’s around $7500 per day for the helicopter, but once the loggers are set up 
they can hopefully be maintained by community members for much less.  

 
Question: is there support for this research? 
 ERRC: Yes. 

TRRC: Yes 
 AHTC: Yes 
 
5.2 Communications 
 
i) Public meeting dates 
 
Question (to group): Are there any suggestions right now for June meeting dates? 

Response: Aklavik: Tuesday June 11th (tentatively) 
 Response: Ft McPherson: Between June 15-21 
 
ii) Communications Plan 
 
Comment: Overall, things went much better last year than in the past, our communications 
strategy worked well and we will work on fixing the problems that we did have for this year.  
 
Question: One of the things we heard was that there seems to be some disagreement about 
how effective the Aklavik harvest monitoring was. How do we fix that for this year? 

Response: Part of it might be the issue of people from Inuvik coming over who have 
camps in the area but aren’t interviewed locally. There are posters, but some people 
don’t report. Maybe when they get back to their community they can call the RRC? Or 
we could try to radio them from Aklavik. 
Response: Harvest monitors could also go on a boat ride each week to talk to people 
who are fishing.  

 



 

 

Question: So some people don’t want to report their numbers? Is this because they don’t think 
it’s important? 
 Response: Usually, yes.  
 Response: Well then we need to make it clear to them that it is important.  
  
Comment: One thing we will do is make sure to have the community harvest monitors more 
involved whenever possible. I know we don’t always know who it will be from year to year but 
it’s been pretty consistent so I see no reason why we can’t have them at meetings and 
providing updates. That would give us a chance to hear from them what their challenges are.  
 
6. Other Updates / Issues arising 
 
6.1 Mercury analysis 
 
Tracey Loewen provided a brief update on the ongoing mercury analysis. Levels recorded so far 
are low; and lower than other species (eg: saffron cod). There seems to be a relationship 
between feeding strategy and mercury levels. Fish that feed more near the sediment have 
higher levels of mercury than those which feed fisher in the water column. 
 
6.2 Green Books 
 
Ellen Lea requested a discussion on the use of the green books and how to encourage people to 
use them and return them. Question to the group: Are these books useful and should we keep 
using them? 
 
Comment: I think we should keep using them; Allen took a bunch this morning and had asked 
about them in the past. People do request and use them.  
 
Question: What time do you want them returned each year? That would be good information 
to include in the books so people know when to bring them in.  

Response: Ideally we would like to have them returned after they filled in, but at the 
end of fishing season in the fall is good too.  
Comment: People fill them out but there is a misconception that they are just for char 
and not other species.  
Response: If you could take the letter sent by DFO to the community meetings about 
the importance of the green books that would be appreciated.  
Response: We can talk about this at the WSWG public meeting as well.  

 
8. Adjournment - 4:15pm 
 
Closing remarks: I thank you all for coming. We had a productive meeting today with good 
discussions. We would like to thank everyone who is going to stay for our otter survey and we 
will see a lot of you tomorrow in Aklavik for the WSWG meeting.  

 



 

 

Meeting Summary: 
 
RRWG Voluntary Harvest Recommendation for 2013: 
 

 Total Allocation: 420 char 
 

 Monitoring Program: 180 char 
o John Carmichael: 60 char 
o Billy Wilson: 60 char 
o Selwyn Kay: 60 char 

 

 Community Harvesters: 240 char 
o Ft McPherson RRC: 80 char 
o Aklavik RRC: 80 char 
o Aklavik HTC: 80 char 

 
RRWG Supported Research for 2013: 
 

 Rat River monitoring program (180 char) 

 Rat River Summer Spawners Investigation 
o Including tagging 

 Rat River fall seine data collection 
o Including tagging (up to 500) 
o Including dead sample of 40 Young of the Year (YoY) Dolly Varden char for IPNV testing 
o Including grayling dead sample (up to 100) 

 Habitat Assessment Pilot Project 
o Install water and groundwater temperature loggers in spawning & overwintering habitat 
o Install weather monitoring stations 

 
 2013 RRWG Action Items 

 
 

Items # Action Item Who When 

RRWG2013-01 Aklavik RRC to review draft ToR and provide feedback Aklavik RRC April 2013 

RRWG2013-02 
GRRB and DFO to follow up with Aklavik RRC about 

improving community harvest monitoring 

GRRB - Kris 

DFO - Ellen 

ERRC - Jeremy 

May 2013 

RRWG2013-03 GRRB, DFO and RRCs to ensure char monitors attend 

meetings. 

GRRB - Kris 

DFO - Ellen 

ERRC - Jeremy 

TRRC - Gina 

March 2014 


