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Executive Summary 

The Coded Wire Tag Program was created to estimate stock composition and fishery 

exploitation for Coho and Chinook Salmon populations. However, the program requires the 

continued participation of fishers through the return of heads of tagged salmon to operate. 

This participation, through the Salmon Head Recovery Program (SHRP), requires a 

continued understanding of the challenges fishers face in contributing to sustainable fishery 

practices. The work presented in this study was part of a larger initiative to renew and 

enhance understanding in the Coded-Wire Tag (CWT) Program, funded by DFO, and 

conducted by the Monitoring and Compliance Panel (M&C Panel), and later funded through 

the Fraser Basin Council.  

 

To understand participation in the program, in this study we conducted two activities: (1) a 

Knowledge, Aptitude, and Practice (KAP) study targeted towards the recreational fishing 

community and whether fishers were “ready”, “willing”, and “able” to submit Coho and 

Chinook Salmon heads, and (2) targeted improvements to the online presence of coded-wire 

tag information.  

 

In this report, we present the results of the 2020 survey, focusing on three major components 

involved in fishers’ participation: readiness, willingness, and ableness. We analyzed the 

survey results by groups of respondents based on their fishing licence type to look for trends 

of answers amongst different age groups, residency status, or licence duration. We used 

Pearson’s Chi-Square tests to evaluate whether respondents were more likely to provide 

certain answers based on their age group, past experience with the program, and perceived 

importance of actions to sustain healthy salmon populations.  

 

Results showed most fishers are aware the program exists (~80%), but a considerable 

proportion (27%) had not heard about it before. In addition, many of the respondents that 

knew it, only knew a little (~40%). Secondly, fishers were mostly willing to participate in the 

program (89%), even including those that were unaware of it prior to taking the survey. 

Willingness to participate was strongly positively correlated with the perceived importance of 

catch reporting and perceived importance of submitting heads of tagged salmon to improve 

salmon management. Participants identified the main barriers for participating in the program 

as: (1) not knowing where to submit, (2) inconvenience, and (3) keeping heads for food or 

bait. Participants also identified some actions DFO could take to increase participation as: (1) 

provide more accessible (or more) salmon head depots, (2) provide online access to 

information about submitted heads and/or maps of where tagged stocks are caught, and (3) 

incorporate recording head recovery label information into a mobile app.  

 

The findings in this study will help make efforts to increase participation in the Salmon Head 

Recovery Program more efficient and ultimately help the CWT Program make more accurate 

estimations of stock composition to help sustain salmon populations in British Columbia. 

 

Specifically, based on our study, we offer the following recommendations:  
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1. Use effective science communication to access your audience through the DFO 

website. The major source of information for information on fishery regulations, the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program, and the Coded-Wire Tag Program is the DFO website 

and social media pages. Providing more linkages between these sources of information, 

as well as other science initiatives, can help inform the public. In particular, it is important 

to emphasize the linkage between these programs and healthy salmon populations rather 

than the ties to policy and federal obligations. This is the central way that DFO 

communicates with its audience – take advantage of it through effective science 

communication! Furthermore, do not split the audience by creating more websites to 

access information. Keep it centralized.  

2. Provide online feedback about head submissions. Fishers are interested in seeing 

information about the head they returned and where other tagged salmon have been 

caught. This, in turn, can reassure fishers their contributions are important.  

3. Increase information on and access to head depots. The largest barrier to entry for 

fishers wanting to participate was either missing infrastructure (i.e., inconvenience) or 

uncertainty of where salmon head depots were located. These challenges could be 

mitigated by providing access through smartphones, many of which now come enabled 

with GPS capabilities. Having a list of depots up to date, with GIS coordinates, could help 

fishers locate the salmon head depot closest to them.  

4. Continue development of a mobile application for smartphones. We encourage 

increased collaboration between the developers of the FishingBC mobile application from 

the Sport Fishing Institute (SFI) of BC and DFO.  

5. Conduct the KAP survey on a semi-regular basis to determine if the attitudes to the 

CWT Program and SHRP change over time. We have provided enough documentation 

to deploy the survey again, and we provide the sample R code to do so as well. This KAP 

study can be thought of as a ‘baseline’ survey to understand current attitudes towards 

CWTs. If this study were conducted at a later date, this could lead to comparisons post-

project around some tangible performance measures.  
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1 Introduction 

The ultimate purpose of this project is to maintain sustainable harvest and protect the health 

of wild populations of Chinook and Coho Salmon in southern British Columbia by improving 

the information gathered from the coded-Wire Tag (CWT) program.  

 

The CWT Program is essential for estimating stock composition and fishery exploitation for 

Coho and Chinook Salmon stocks. One of the ongoing challenges with the CWT Program is 

the return of salmon heads (under the Salmon Head Recovery Program [SHRP]) required to 

produce estimates of stock composition in different fisheries. Inadequate sampling rates and 

recovery of CWT significantly compromise the viability of indicator stock studies. As part of 

ongoing efforts to improve the recovery of salmon heads, the Monitoring and Compliance 

Panel (M&C Panel), and later, the Fraser Basin Council, embarked on a three-year initiative 

to improve salmon head submissions. The aspirational goals of the larger initiative were to 

work with harvesters and regulators (First Nations, recreational and commercial fishers, and 

DFO) to develop novel approaches to improve salmon-head recovery in FN and recreational 

fisheries. Integral to this goal is the desire to improve the existing difficult relationships 

between FN, the recreational fishing sector, and the department, which is currently an 

obstacle to better catch monitoring and reconciliation between fishing communities.  

 

The work presented in this study is a part of the larger CWT improvement initiative. Our work 

focused on recommendations that were not within the current scope of the larger M&C Panel 

guided project, focusing on recreational fisheries with outreach activities that extended to both 

recreational and indigenous salmon fisheries. To improve the CWT Program and the SHRP, 

this project focuses on two main tasks: 

 

1) Conducting a Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practice (KAP) Study. This study will help 

us understand the barriers to success in recreational fisheries and help to identify which 

factors limit the success of head submissions (Figure 1-1). Once the most limiting factors 

are understood, solutions can be designed to specifically address these factors.  

 

2) Add web-presence for the Coded Wire Tag Program. One critical gap found in the 

project was the lack of a web presence for the CWT Program. A simple Google search for 

“Salmon Head Recovery Program” yields only a few DFO webpages with almost no 

information on what a coded-wire tag is and what it is useful for (http://www.pac.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/shrp-prts-depots-eng.html). In a technology-driven era, this is a 

critical gap in science communication and outreach, and ultimately should improve the 

submission of salmon heads. 
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Figure 1-1: Overview of barriers in the pathway to successful head return 
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2 Methods  

2.1 Knowledge, Aptitude, and Practice (KAP) Survey 

For this project, the desired behaviour is submitting marked salmon heads to regional head 

depots. Fishers must overcome three major barriers to successfully submit their marked 

salmon heads for processing (summarized in Figure 1-1): 

 

1. Are they ready? – Are fishers aware of the CWT Program and the need for 

submission? 

2. Are they willing? – For fishers aware of the program, are their attitudes favourable 

(want to submit) or unfavourable (actively avoid submitting)? Do they understand 

the consequences in each case? 

3. Are they able? – For fishers who want to submit heads, are they aware of the 

locations and procedures for doing so? If aware, are the logistical barriers small 

enough that submission is convenient, or do they need additional incentive to 

overcome the added inconvenience (i.e., time, effort, travel distance) of 

submission? 

 

The first step in understanding the solutions to improving CWT submissions is to understand 

which barriers are most important and whether barriers differ across or within fishing 

communities, so that limited management and outreach resources can be allocated to 

solutions most likely to have the largest impact. There is a general sense among fishers, 

managers, and leaders in the recreational and FSC salmon fisheries that rates of adipose-

fin-clipped fish head submissions have been negatively impacted by fisher knowledge, 

attitudes, and resulting behaviour. However, these reports stem from anecdotal information 

not sufficiently informative for rigorous and targeted solutions. 

 

This gap in understanding could be filled through the design and deployment of a Knowledge, 

Attitude, and Practice (KAP) study, which measures the Knowledge, Attitude and Practices 

of a community and serves as an educational diagnosis. Such studies may include both 

quantitative (i.e., counts, rankings) and qualitative (i.e., open-ended) questions, which can be 

subjected to more rigorous analysis (e.g., via latent-class analysis as in Nguyen et al. 2012) 

to better inform the solutions design. 

 

The outcomes of a KAP study on the recreational fishing communities would help to identify 

the factors that limit the success of head submissions (Figure 1-1) and whether these differ 

between subgroups within the recreational fishing community. Understanding the most 

limiting factors to head return are essential to inform prioritization within the solution space, 

so limited efforts and resources are deployed effectively. 
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Additionally, the KAP study can be thought of as a ‘baseline’ survey to understand current 

attitudes towards CWTs. If this study were repeated in another year, this could lead to 

comparisons post-project around some tangible performance measures.  

KAP Study Tasks 

Task 1: Survey design 

The KAP study survey questions were developed based on the findings from the related M&C 

Panel workshops conducted on CWT improvement project in 2017 and 2018 (M&C Panel, 

2018). This work highlighted three main barriers to entry for fishers to submit heads: whether 

fishers were (1) ready, (2) willing, and (3) able to submit salmon heads to support the CWT 

Program. The initial draft of questions was refined with the help of staff from DFO, principally 

Kathryn Fraser (Head, Mark Recovery), Erik Grundmann (Aquatic Science Technician), and 

Rob Houtman (Fishery Monitoring Biologist). The survey questions and design are found in 

Appendix A.  

Task 2: Survey deployment 

We deployed the survey using an independent third party without regulatory authority over 

fishers to circumvent potential response bias introduced by ingrained distrust or conflicts and 

to increase the willingness of harvesters to participate in the surveys. The firm we used was 

Prairie Research Associates (PRA), based in Winnipeg, MB. Our online survey was deployed 

as an additional optional survey at the end of DFO’s Internet Annual Recreational Catch 

(iARC) reporting program. The screen displayed at the end of the iARC survey is shown in 

Figure 2-1, and asks the question “would you like to participate in a voluntary questionnaire 

about Chinook and Coho Salmon sustainability and management?” 
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Figure 2-1: Screen capture of the question that would lead from the iARC survey to the CWT 

survey.  

Task 3: Survey analysis & Write-up 

Results from the survey were reviewed from the data and summarized. PRA provided the 

data, which were first scrubbed by DFO for any personal identifiers. Each respondent has a 

unique identifier (while remaining anonymous), with only information provided on the type of 

licence (i.e., age-class, residency, and duration of the licence), and survey answers. We did 
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not exclude answers from respondents who did not complete the entire questionnaire for this 

analysis; however, we did exclude missing answers from each question. 

 

We explored whether answers varied by age-group or residency status by examining licence 

type data. We pooled the duration of the licences (short-term and annual) to simplify our 

analysis.  

 

Analyzing survey results assuming answers are independent can be unrealistic (Holt et al., 

1980). In survey analysis, it is common to make comparisons between different segments of 

respondents to look for associations between these and the questions of interest (Holt et al., 

1980). To provide a more granular analysis, we tested whether respondents were more likely 

to give a particular answer based on their licence group or their response to a different 

question (e.g., whether they submitted a salmon head in the past). We used a Pearson’s Chi-

Squared test of independence, which analyzes a contingency table comprised of two 

categorical variables and evaluates if there is a significant association between categories.1   

 

For the purposes of the statistical analyses, the age groups considered are defined by the 

RAA (resident annual adult) and RAS (resident annual senior) licence types only, excluding 

all other licence types (28% of respondents) because the age group is not specified for short-

term licences and the groups for non-resident seniors and adults were too small (1.4% and 

1.1% of total sampling population, respectively). Additionally, we pooled the answers for 

question ten (i.e., willingness to submit heads) into three groups: willing (very willing and 

willing), unwilling (very unwilling and unwilling), and don’t know. 

 

We were interested in analyzing if there was a relationship between knowledge of the CWT 

Program and the SHRP (questions 3 and 4), and if there was a relationship between age 

groups and knowledge of the two programs. Additionally, we looked for associations between 

perceived importance of reporting catch and returning salmon heads (questions 8 and 9) and 

willingness to participate in the program (question 10). We also tested whether age groups 

were associated with participation willingness. Finally, we looked into relationships between 

willingness to participate in the SHRP and barriers for submission of salmon heads (question 

11).  

 

2.2 Improving Web Presence  

An effective outreach strategy for the CWT Program relies on leveraging communication 

channels that target the fishing community. The communication channels currently used for 

this program are largely passive in nature and rely on a small amount of online information, 

print promotion in fishing regulations, and posters at some fishing sites, launches, and 

marinas. While these existing materials work very well as prompts, they are somewhat less 

effective for first-time engagement with a program. This is especially true because the CWT 

 

 
1 http://www.sthda.com/english/wiki/chi-square-test-of-independence-in-r  
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Program began nearly 30 years ago (i.e., over a generation ago); many of the community 

members engaged and committed to that program may not be nearly as active and a new 

cohort of users have had less exposure to the program.  

 

To complement these materials, the program would benefit from a dedicated website for 

public information. An internet search for the Salmon Head Recovery Program conducted in 

2019 yields only one DFO website (http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/shrp-prts-

depots-eng.html) as a source of official information, containing only a two-sentence 

description of the program, a long text list of Salmon Head Recovery Depots, and a simple 

request to “Contact the Salmon Sport Head Recovery Program for more information” (Figure 

2-2). There is only slightly more information at the page referred to (http://www.pac.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/salmon-saumon-eng.html), which in turn is difficult to find. There is not 

enough information here to help prospective participants understand the reasons behind the 

program, learn how they can and should participate, and see examples of the benefits they 

are likely to receive from participating (i.e., information letters, how the data is used in 

management). This is a major gap in a monitoring program that relies largely on volunteer 

participation by the public. 

 

 

http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/shrp-prts-depots-eng.html
http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/shrp-prts-depots-eng.html
http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/salmon-saumon-eng.html
http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/salmon-saumon-eng.html
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Figure 2-2: The first 'hit' when searching for "Salmon Head Recovery Program" (accessed late 

2019) 

Web Presence Tasks  

Task 1: Develop writing for online materials 

As part of the parallel CWT Improvement Project, an overview of the CWT Program has been 

drafted. However, this document needs to be revisited to make it more palatable to the 

general public. This task would be to work with popular science writers to review and revise 

the overview, including generating eye-catching graphics.  

Task 2: Develop the website  

Consult with website designers to determine the best practices for deploying effective web 

content.  
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3 Results 

3.1 KAP Study 

Sampled Population 

The sampled population comprised 1,028 survey respondents. Of the respondents, the 

majority were residents of British Columbia (87%), and most had annual licences (74%) 

(Figure 3-1). Seniors (age 65+) represented 21% of the total respondents, while adults from 

age 18 to 64 comprised the rest. 96% of the sampled population (988 respondents) completed 

the questionnaire, while the other 4% did not respond to some of the questions.  

 

We believe the respondents are representative of the population of fishers in recreational 

fishery because of how respondents were chosen. 

 

 

Figure 3-1. Proportions of licence groups from the sampled population. 

Survey Answers 

The survey questions were split into three main categories: (1) ready, (2) willing, and (3) able. 

Questions 1 to 6 represented how ready respondents were to submit salmon heads. 

Questions 7 to 10 reflected how willing respondents were to submit salmon heads. Questions 

11 and 12 reflected how able respondents were to submit salmon heads. In the results, we 

present the answers pooled across all licence types. We split the answers by licence type, 

with results shown in Appendix B.  
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Are respondents ready? 

Q1: How many days per year do you catch and keep Coho and/or Chinook Salmon?  

Most respondents spent 3 to 5 days of effort each year fishing for Coho and/or Chinook 

Salmon (Figure 3-2). However, between 20% and 23% of respondents catch or keep Coho 

or Chinook Salmon less than one day per year. 

 

Figure 3-2. 2020 survey results for Question 1 – on how many days per year do you catch and 

keep Coho and/or Chinook Salmon? (n=1028).  
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Q2: Where do you get information about fisheries programs and regulations?  

The main source of information on fisheries programs and regulations were DFO’s website 

and social media accounts. This was followed by local expertise (e.g., local guides), other 

anglers, and signs and posters (Figure 3-3). When looking at the answers by licence group, 

the information sources ranked similar. However, notably, for the group of fishers with short-

term licences, local expertise was just as popular as DFO’s website/social media accounts 

(Appendix B). 

 

Figure 3-3: 2020 survey results for Question 2 – Where do you get information about fisheries 

programs and regulations? (n=1017).   
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Q3: How aware were you of the Coded Wire Tag Program?  

Regarding knowledge about the CWT Program, 73% of respondents knew at least a little 

about the program, while 27% had not heard about it before the questionnaire (Figure 3-4). 

In general, results did not vary by licence group; however, 42% of respondents who are 

residents and have a short-term licence were not aware of the CWT Program, and only 4% 

of them knew it well (Appendix B). The short-term licence holders represented approximately 

27% of the recreational fishing from boats in the 2019/20 licence year (A. Rahme, pers 

comm).  

 

 

Figure 3-4: 2020 survey results for Question 3 – How aware were you of the Coded Wire Tag 

Program? (n=1006).   
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Q4: How aware were you of the Salmon Head Recovery Program?  

More respondents were aware of the Salmon Head Recovery Program compared to the CWT 

Program; 80% of fishers said to know at least a little about it, and 20% acknowledged not 

hearing about the program before the survey (Figure 3-5). Respondents who did not hear 

about the program before did not answer questions 5 to 7. 

 

When looking at the answers by licence group, the results showed a higher proportion of 

respondents with a short-term licence that had not heard about the program for both residents 

and non-residents (39% and 31%, respectively; Appendix B). R 

 

Figure 3-5: 2020 survey results for Question 4 – How aware were you of the Salmon Head 

Recovery Program? (n=1004).   

There was a significant relationship between respondent’s answers for questions 3 and 4 

(Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 = 1101.3; p < 0.001). There was a positive association 

(Pearson residual > 2.0) between both questions; 76% of respondents who were not aware 

of the Salmon Head Recovery Program were also unaware of the CWT Program. Additionally, 

60% of respondents who were well aware of the Salmon Head Recovery Program were also 

well aware of the CWT Program (Figure 3-6).  
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Figure 3-6: Awareness of CWT and Salmon Head Recovery programs. 

The survey analysis also showed a significant relationship between the age group variable 

and awareness of the CWT Program (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 = 11.246; p = 0.01). 

There is a strong positive association (Pearson residual > 2.0) between knowing a fair amount 

about the CWT Program and the group with an RAS licence type. There was also a significant 

relationship between age group and awareness of the SHRP (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; 

X2 = 8.0097; p < 0.05). Notably, more adults knew at least a little about this program, 

compared to the CWT Program.   
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Figure 3-7: Awareness of the CWT Program by age group. 

 

Figure 3-8: Awareness of the SHRP by age group. 

Q5: Where do you get information about the Salmon Head Recovery Program?  
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The primary source of information for the SHRP was identified as signs and posters, followed 

by DFO’s website/social media accounts, and local expertise (Figure 3-9). For respondents 

with a short-term licence, local expertise was the most popular source of information 

(Appendix B). 

 

 

Figure 3-9: 2020 survey results for Q5 – where do you get information about the Salmon Head 

Recovery Program? (n=805) 

  



 

 
2 3  |  P a g e  

 

Q6: Do you recall keeping a hatchery salmon with a missing adipose fin in the last 3 years?  

Results from question 6 showed most respondents (56%) did not recall keeping a hatchery-

marked Chinook or Coho Salmon with a missing adipose fin; therefore, these respondents 

did not answer question 7 regarding submission of salmon heads to a Salmon Head Depot.  

 

 

Figure 3-10: 2020 survey results for Q6 – Do you recall keeping a hatchery salmon with a missing 

adipose fin in the last 3 years? (n=803) 
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Are respondents willing? 

Q7: Did you submit the head to a Salmon Head Depot? 

Most respondents who kept a hatchery-marked salmon in the last three years did submit the 

salmon head to a Salmon Head Depot. However, a considerable proportion of respondents 

did not submit the salmon head or don’t remember doing so (Figure 3-11). Notably, the 

proportion of respondents who did not submit the salmon head was higher in the group of 

respondents who are residents and have an RAA (i.e., adult) licence type (34%) than the 

group with an RAS (i.e., senior) licence (25%) (Appendix B). 

 

 

Figure 3-11: 2020 survey results for Q7 – Did you submit the head to a Salmon Head Depot? 

(n=354) 
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Q8: How important do you think it is to report your catch for sustaining healthy salmon 

populations?  

Respondents answered two questions regarding actions linked to sustaining healthy salmon 

populations: reporting their catch (Figure 3-12) and submitting salmon heads (Figure 3-13). 

Although results from these questions were similar, more respondents believed reporting their 

catch was very important (66%) compared to submitting salmon heads (51%). Additionally, 

respondents were more uncertain about the importance of submitting salmon heads (8%) 

than the importance of reporting their catch (3%).    

 

 

Figure 3-12: 2020 survey results for Q8 – How important do you think it is to report your catch for 

sustaining healthy salmon populations? (n=999). 
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Q9: How important do you think it is to submit salmon heads for sustaining healthy salmon 

populations?  

 

 

Figure 3-13: 2020 survey results for Q9 – How important do you think it is to submit salmon heads 

for sustaining healthy salmon populations? (n=998). 
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Q10: How willing or unwilling would you be to submit heads from your catch?  

After learning more about the Salmon Head Recovery Program from the questionnaire, most 

respondents (55%) are very willing to submit salmon heads from their catch in the future but 

8% remain unwilling or very unwilling to do so (Figure 3-14).  

 

 

Figure 3-14: 2020 survey results for Q10 –How willing or unwilling would you be to submit heads 

from your catch? (n=998). 

The relationship between perceived importance of catch reporting and willingness to submit 

salmon heads was significant (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 = 32.428; p<0.001), with a 

positive association (Pearson residual > 2.0) of respondents who think catch reporting is not 

important and unwillingness to participate in the program.  

 

Similar to the previous test, the relationship between perceived importance of submitting 

salmon heads for sustaining healthy salmon populations and willingness to submitting salmon 

heads in the future was significant (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 = 510.91; p<0.001). There 

was also a positive association (Pearson residual > 2.0) between respondents who did not 

think submitting salmon heads was important and unwillingness to do so. Additionally, there 

was a negative association (Pearson residual < -2.0) between respondents who thought 

submitting salmon heads was important and unwillingness to do so in the future.  
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Figure 3-15: Perceived importance of catch reporting and willingness to submit salmon heads in 

the future. 

 

Figure 3-16: Perceived importance of submitting salmon heads and willingness to do so in the 

future. 



 

 
2 9  |  P a g e  

 

The test between age groups and willingness to participate in the SHRP did not show a 

significant relationship (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 = 0.014755; p>0.05), meaning that a 

particular age group is not expected to respond differently than the other (Figure 3-17). 

 

 

Figure 3-17: Age groups and willingness to submit salmon heads in the future. 

There also was no significant relationship between respondents who have submitted salmon 

heads in the past and their willingness to do so in the future (Pearson’s Chi-squared Test; X2 

= 0.43918; p>0.05). Notably, a similar proportion of respondents are willing to participate in 

the program in both groups (respondents who have submitted before: 94%; respondents who 

have not submitted before: 92%) (Figure 3-18).  
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Figure 3-18: Experience submitting salmon heads in the past and willingness to do so in the 

future. 
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Are respondents able? 

Q11: What would prevent you from participating in the Salmon Head Recovery Program?  

The top factors participants identified that would prevent them from participating in the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program are not knowing where to submit salmon heads, the 

inconvenience of submitting, and the use of heads for food or bait (Figure 3-19).  

 

Only 6% of respondents (12 respondents) who have submitted salmon heads in the past are 

unwilling to do it again, mainly stating “nothing would prevent them from participating”, but 

also they do not know where to submit, and submitting is inconvenient (Figure 3-21). Results 

also showed that keeping salmon heads for food or bait appears to be the main reason why 

some respondents who have not submitted heads in the past are unwilling to do it in the future 

(Figure 3-21Figure 3-21). Very few thought there was not enough information about the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program (90 respondents).  

 

 

Figure 3-19: 2020 survey results for Q11 – What would prevent you from participating in the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program? (n=993) 
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Q12: What could DFO do to increase participation in the Salmon Head Recovery Program?  

At the end of the survey, respondents identified some actions DFO could implement to 

increase participation in the program. The top actions identified were providing more 

accessible head depots, providing online access to information, and making a mobile app 

(Figure 3-20). These were also the top reasons for respondents unwilling to participate and 

have submitted heads in the past and respondents who have not participated before but are 

unwilling to do it (Figure 3-22). 

 

 

Figure 3-20: 2020 survey results for Q12 – What could DFO do to increase participation in the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program? (n=988)
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Figure 3-21: 2020 survey results. Breakdown of answers for questions 7 (head submitted?), 10 (are you willing to submit a head?), 

and 11 (what are the barriers?). 
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Figure 3-22: 2020 survey results. Breakdown of answers for questions 7 (head submitted?), 10 (willing?), and 12 (what could DFO 

do?). 



 

 
3 5  |  P a g e  

 

3.2 Online Presence  

Our team consulted with Josh Dunford, a principal for brand and digital strategy at a well-

known Vancouver-based digital marketing agency – Burnkit (https://burnkit.com/). We sought 

advice on the best way to improve the online presence of web-based content for coded-wire 

tags and the Salmon Head Recovery Program.  

 

Mr. Dunford strongly advised us to build upon the existing web presence, though meagre, to 

ensure we did not split the audience. The risk of creating confusion about where to consume 

knowledge on coded-wire tags and the Salmon Head Recovery Program by placing this on 

the Fraser Basin Council’s website, or a unique web address, was too great. Therefore, we 

worked with the DFO to incorporate new content on their webpages.  

 

We developed the content for the webpages based on science communication content 

developed for pamphlets about coded wire tags (Appendix C). Physical copies of this 

pamphlet were produced to be distributed to interested parties under a separate project. 

However, if you would like a copy of the pamphlet, please reach out to either Brian Ma 

(bma@essa.com) or Erik Grundmann (Erik.Grundmann@dfo-mpo.gc.ca) 

 

Therefore, we worked with DFO staff, to provide draft material for their internal web pages. 

The webpage(s) can be found at:  

https://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pacific-smon-pacifique/science/research-

recherche/cwt-mmc-eng.html 

and  

https://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/salmon-saumon-eng.html  

(under the Salmon Head Recovery tab) 

 

with sample screen captures of the webpage shown in Figure 3-23 and Figure 3-24. 

Importantly, on Google searches for ‘coded wire tag’, this content is now the first hit, which 

was the desired outcome. Furthermore, the CWT program is linked to from the Pacific salmon 

pages, the fisheries management pages, the Pacific Salmon Treaty page, and the science 

section of the DFO website.  

 

 

https://burnkit.com/
https://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pacific-smon-pacifique/science/research-recherche/cwt-mmc-eng.html
https://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pacific-smon-pacifique/science/research-recherche/cwt-mmc-eng.html
https://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/salmon-saumon-eng.html
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Figure 3-23: Screen capture of the landing page for the improved coded-wire tag website.  
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Figure 3-24: Screen capture of online content for the Salmon Head Recovery Program on the 

DFO salmon webpage.  

4 Conclusions 

The Coded-Wire Tag (CWT) Program and Salmon Head Recovery Program (SHRP) will 

continue to play an important role in sustaining Chinook and Coho Salmon in the Pacific 

Northwest for years to come. The findings from our report support this conclusion.  

4.1 Are Fishers Ready?  

Yes. Our results suggest awareness of the CWT Program and SHRP has increased since 

2010 and 2015. DFO deployed a BC Tidal Waters survey in 2010 and 2015, asking the 

question “Are you aware of the Sport Head Recovery Program?”. In 2010, 69% of 

respondents were aware of the SHRP (Appendix B, Figure B1). In 2015, 58% of the 

respondents were aware of the SHRP (Appendix B, Figure B2). Our results suggest 80% of 

the fishers sampled knew about the SHRP, which is higher than 2010 and 2015. However, 

this may not be an apples-to-apples comparison, as the BC Tidal Waters survey asked the 

question differently (i.e., yes/no only), and may have adopted a different survey methodology.  

 

Results from the 2020 survey demonstrate many fishers were aware of the CWT Program 

(73%) and SHRP (80%). However, only a few knew it well (13% and 20% of the total, 
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respectively). Most fishers knew the programs only a little (CWT: 42%; SHRP: 41%). There 

was a strong correlation between the level of awareness of the two programs; i.e., those that 

knew the SHRP well often knew the CWT Program well. Importantly, a considerable 

proportion of respondents (CWT: 27%; SHRP: 20%) had not heard about these programs 

before the survey. This highlights the need to increase efforts in spreading information about 

the programs through different communication channels. 

 

When looking at the answers by licence group, the results showed a higher proportion of 

respondents with a short-term licence had not heard about the program for both residents 

and non-residents (39% and 31%, respectively; Appendix B). For respondents with a short-

term licence, local expertise was the most popular source of information (Appendix B), 

suggesting short-term licences may be tied to guided fishing trips and therefore reliant on 

guides for information. Conversely (or in addition to), tackle shops play an important role in 

providing information to casual fishers.  

 

Overall, most fishers obtained information about the programs from DFO’s website and social 

media accounts, local experts, other anglers, and signs and posters (Figure 3-9). This is 

consistent with where fishers obtain information about fisheries programs and regulations 

(Figure 3-3).  

4.2 Are Fishers Willing?  

Yes. Most fishers were willing to submit salmon heads in the future (89%), with only 8% either 

unwilling or very unwilling, and 3% uncertain (Figure 3-14). However, this high number is 

misaligned with the actual number of fishers that had submitted salmon heads in the past 3 

years, which was only 59% (Figure 3-11). Stratified by age, a higher percentage of seniors 

(65+) had submitted heads within the last 3 years (75%), while only 66% of adults (<65 years 

old) had submitted heads. The misalignment in the proportion of willing participants and 

those that submitted heads suggest the barriers to head submission cannot be 

ignored. For example, fishers may not be able to easily submit their heads. Additionally, 

results showed a positive relationship between perceived importance of catch reporting and 

submitting heads and willingness to participate in the SHRP. Communicating how these 

actions are important for sustaining healthy salmon populations could help increase the 

willingness to participate amongst fishers. 

4.3 Are Fishers Able?  

Maybe. Most fishers who submitted heads before responded that nothing keeps them from 

participating in the SHRP. However, the biggest barriers identified for salmon heads 

submission were not knowing where to submit, inconvenience, and keeping heads for food 

or bait (Figure 3-19). Surprisingly, the majority of fishers who said to be unwilling to participate 

also responded that nothing keeps them from participating. However, some unwilling fishers 

did identify barriers, mainly not knowing where to submit and inconvenience (Figure 3-21). 

 

The top action identified for increasing participation was to provide more readily accessible 

(or more) head depots or information on where those depots are. In addition, providing online 



 

 
3 9  |  P a g e  

 

access to information about the specific head submitted or maps of where tagged stocks are 

being caught and incorporating information of head recovery labels into a mobile app were 

also important identified actions.  

 

Currently, the most developed mobile app is the FishingBC app developed by the Sport 

Fishing Institute of BC (Figure 4-1), accessible for iOS 

(https://apps.apple.com/ca/app/fishingbc/id1202047514?ls=1) and Android 

(https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.sportfishingbc.fishingbcapp&hl=en). 

Development is currently underway for the inclusion of some information on the CWT 

Program and SHRP, and potentially where salmon head depots are located. This 

development may help close the gap of how accessible head depots are for fishers.  

 

 

Figure 4-1: Screen capture of the FishingBC app on the Sport Fishing Institute of BC website 

(accessed April 25, 2021).  

4.4 Other Improvements 

Our efforts to improve the online presence of the CWT Program and SHRP should help 

increase awareness of the program. This content is linked to from the Pacific salmon pages, 

the fisheries management pages, the Pacific Salmon Treaty page, and the science section of 

the DFO website. Our development of online content is consistent with the results from our 

survey, which demonstrated DFO’s webpages and social media pages continue to be biggest 

source of information for fishers (Figure 3-9). Additionally, it is consistent with the advice from 

https://apps.apple.com/ca/app/fishingbc/id1202047514?ls=1
https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.sportfishingbc.fishingbcapp&hl=en
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experts in digital marketing, indicating that efforts to raise awareness of the CWT Program 

and SHRP need to be centralized.  

4.5 Recommendations  

6. Use effective science communication to access your audience through the DFO 

website. The major source of information for information on fishery regulations, the 

Salmon Head Recovery Program, and the Coded-Wire Tag Program is the DFO website 

and social media pages. Providing more linkages between these sources of information, 

as well as other science initiatives, can help inform the public. In particular, it is important 

to emphasize the linkage between these programs and healthy salmon populations rather 

than the ties to policy and federal obligations. This is the central way that DFO 

communicates with its audience – take advantage of it through effective science 

communication! Furthermore, do not split the audience by creating more websites to 

access information. Keep it centralized.  

7. Provide online feedback about head submissions. Fishers are interested in seeing 

information about the head they returned and where other tagged salmon have been 

caught. This, in turn, can reassure fishers their contributions are important.  

8. Increase information on and access to head depots. The largest barrier to entry for 

fishers wanting to participate was either missing infrastructure (i.e., inconvenience) or 

uncertainty of where salmon head depots were located. These challenges could be 

mitigated by providing access through smartphones, many of which now come enabled 

with GPS capabilities. Having a list of depots up to date, with GIS coordinates, could help 

fishers locate the salmon head depot closest to them.  

9. Continue development of a mobile application for smartphones. We encourage 

increased collaboration between the developers of the FishingBC mobile application from 

the Sport Fishing Institute (SFI) of BC and DFO.  

10. Conduct the KAP survey on a semi-regular basis to determine if the attitudes to the 

CWT Program and SHRP change over time. We have provided enough documentation 

to deploy the survey again, and we provide the sample R code to do so as well. This KAP 

study can be thought of as a ‘baseline’ survey to understand current attitudes towards 

CWTs. If this study were conducted at a later date, this could lead to comparisons post-

project around some tangible performance measures.  
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Appendix A – Survey Sample 

See Attachment 1.
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Appendix B – Additional Survey Figures 

 

Figure B1: Sankey diagram of the responses (%) among total recreational fishers from DFO’s 2010 B.C. Tidal Waters survey. 
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Figure B2: Sankey diagram of the responses (%) among recreational fishers from DFO’s 2015 B.C. Tidal Waters survey. (A. 

Quigley, Statistics Canada) 
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Appendix C – ‘This Little Tag’ Brochure 

For a personal copy, please email Erik Grundmann at Erik.Grundmann@dfo-mpo.gc.ca  

mailto:Erik.Grundmann@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
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