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Abstract 
Domaas, S., Orell, P., Kytökorpi, M., Myklebost, M.R., Erkinaro, J., Gjelland, K.Ø. 2024. Evalu-
ation of fish trap and guiding fence efficiency in the River Tana in 2023. NINA Report 2387. 
Norwegian Institute for Nature Research. 

Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) is an anadromous species which spawns in rivers and 
whose fry migrate to sea shortly after emergence from the gravel. It is native to the Pacific Ocean 
but was repeatedly translocated to the White Sea during the latter half of the 20th century. Pink 
salmon has a strict 2-year life cycle, and odd-year populations have in recent years become 
invasive in the Eastern Atlantic. In the River Tana/Teno, a large Norwegian-Finnish watercourse 
and one of the world’s most important rivers for Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar), the spawning run 
was estimated at more than 50 000 pink salmon in 2021.The Norwegian Environmental Agency 
therefore decided to install a large trap-fence system in the river in 2023 to remove as much pink 
salmon as possible whilst letting native salmonids through. 

The Norwegian Institute for Nature Research (NINA) in co-operation with Natural Resources 
Institute Finland (Luke) was given the task to monitor how the ascending and descending fish 
responded to the trap and guiding fences. A suite of sonars, camera systems with and without 
artificial intelligence (AI) capable of recognising fish, snorkelling, and drones were used for the 
fish monitoring. The results were compared to sonar counts of migrating fish further upstream in 
the watercourse. 

A rapid build-up in fish numbers and activity was seen in the area immediately downstream to 
the trap following the trap installation. However, after a short dip, increasing numbers of fish 
passing the Polmak fish counting station (about 20 km upstream the trap) indicated that the 
guiding fences were “leaking” fish. Daily numbers of migrating fish observed in the western chan-
nel at Seidaholmen corresponded well to daily numbers observed at Polmak, indicating that this 
was the main route for fish bypassing the trap. During the trap operation period, at least 108 700 
fish migrated past Polmak, most of these pink salmon. Whilst there was such a large trap bypass 
migration, the trap catch numbers were moderate 7 666 (6.6% catch efficiency). This large dis-
crepancy made it clear that: 1) both pink salmon and native migratory fish species showed a low 
willingness to enter the trap, and 2) the flexible fences used in both channels were not capable 
of stopping the pink salmon from migrating further up the River Tana. However, it was evident 
that native salmonids were held back from their normal upstream migration for some time, and 
it is not known to what extent this may have had negative consequences for the following migra-
tion and spawning period. Better entrance positioning and more trap entrances is needed to 
improve the willingness to enter the trap and bypass solutions. 

Some kelts were observed holding positions on the upstream side of the fences, but none used 
the downstream migration openings. Smolt schools swam back and forth along the upstream 
side of the fence and only used the downstream migration solutions to a limited extent. It is not 
known for how long kelts and smolts were held back. The Tana/Teno Atlantic salmon populations 
are considered as vulnerable populations. Successful return of native anadromous spawners as 
well as good smolt and kelt survival are all critical to population recovery. It is not known if these 
factors were negatively influenced by the trap with flexible fences in 2023, but future solutions 
with fixed fences have potential for significant negative effects. In the case of future use of in-river 
fish traps aimed to eliminate pink salmon, uttermost care must be taken to reduce the impact on 
the native salmonids. There is a large knowledge gap about realized trap effects on native salm-
onids. Further studies are thus needed to investigate trap and guiding fence effects on e.g.  in-
dividual holding times and mortality risk, as well as migration behaviour and spawning success. 
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Sammendrag 
Domaas, S., Orell, P., Kytökorpi, M., Myklebost, M.R., Erkinaro, J., Gjelland, K.Ø. 2024. Evalu-
ation of fish trap and guiding fence efficiency in the River Tana in 2023. NINA Rapport 2387. 
Norsk institutt for naturforskning. 

 
Pukkellaks (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) er en anadrom fiskeart som gyter i elv mens yngelen drar 
på beitevandring i havet straks etter at den kommer opp av gytegropen. Opprinnelig utbredel-
sesområde er i Stillehavet, men den ble gjentatte ganger introdusert til Kvitsjøen i andre halvdel 
av 1900-tallet. Pukkellaks har en streng toårig livssyklus fra den selv blir lagt som egg til den 
returnerer fra havet for å gyte. Generasjoner som gyter i oddetallsår har hatt en kraftig økning i 
Øst-Atlanteren i de senere år og arten er blitt en invasjonsart. I Tanavassdraget, et av verdens 
viktigste laksevassdrag, ble det i 2021 registrert mer enn 50 000 pukkellaks. Miljødirektoratet 
bestemte seg derfor for å installere en fiskefelle i Tanaelva i 2023 for å fjerne så mye pukkellaks 
som mulig mens lokale fiskearter skulle slippes forbi. Norsk institutt for naturforskning (NINA) 
fikk i samarbeid med det Finske Naturressursinstituttet (Luke) i oppdrag å overvåke hvordan 
oppvandrende og nedvandrende fisk ble påvirket av fella og ledegjerdene. For å gjennomføre 
dette ble det brukt et arsenal av sonarer, videokameraer med og uten innebygd kunstig intelli-
gens, observasjon ved snorkling og filming med drone. Resultatene fra overvåkingen ble sam-
menlignet med resultater fra sonarovervåking lenger oppe i vassdraget.  

En rask økning i fiskemengde og aktivitet ble observert nedstrøms fella og ledegjerdene like etter 
at disse kom på plass. Fiskeoppgangen forbi Polmak (20 km oppstrøms fella) ble redusert i noen 
dager, men tok seg deretter kraftig opp. Dette indikerte at ledegjerdene til fella ikke holdt igjen 
all fisk. Daglige tall fra sonar- og videoovervåking for oppvandring i det vestre elveløpet ved 
Seidaholmen var i godt samsvar med daglige tall for oppvandring ved Polmak, og indikerte at 
det var i det vestre elveløpet det meste av fisk passerte fella. I perioden fella var i bruk passerte 
det minst 108 700 oppvandrende fisk forbi Polmak, de fleste av disse var pukkellaks. I samme 
perioden ble det kun fanget 7 666 fisk i fella, noe som gir en fangsteffektivitet på 6,6 %. Denne 
store skjevheten indikerte at 1) pukkellaks og stedegne arter var lite villige til å gå inn i fella, og 
2) de fleksible plastikkrørgjerdene som ble brukt i vestre og delvis østre løp ikke hindret pukkel-
laks fra å vandre videre opp i vassdraget. Det var likevel klart at atlanterhavslaks ble holdt tilbake 
fra sin naturlige oppvandring i noe tid, men det er ikke kjent i hvor stor grad dette hadde negative 
konsekvenser for påfølgende gytesuksess. Flere og bedre plasserte felleinnganger er nødvendig 
for å sikre at oppvandrende laks og andre stedegne fiskearter vil gå inn i fella, og dermed bli 
sluppet gjennom.  

Støinger ble observert på oversiden av ledegjerdene, men ingen ble observert i nedvandrings-
åpningene. Smoltstimer ble observert svømmende fram og tilbake langs ledegjerdet, og disse 
brukte i noen, men liten grad nedvandringsåpningen. Det er ukjent hvor lenge vinterstøinger og 
smolt ble holdt tilbake av ledegjerdet. Å sperre en elv med fiskefelle har stort potensiale for ne-
gativ påvirkning, men vi vet lite om de faktiske effektene. Oppkonsentrasjon av smolt ovenfor 
gjerdet kan tiltrekke seg predatorer og dermed øke smoltdødeligheten her. Laksebestandene i 
Tanavassdraget er sårbare bestander. Suksessfull gyting, samt god overlevelse og vekst hos 
smolt og støinger er alle sentrale faktorer for å bygge opp igjen laksestammene. Hvorvidt disse 
faktorene ble negativt påvirket av fella med fleksible ledegjerder i 2023 er ukjent, men fremtidige 
løsninger basert på faste ledegjerder har vesentlig skadepotensiale. Dersom det igjen skal byg-
ges fiskefelle i Tanavassdraget, må det derfor legges stor vekt på gode løsninger som sikrer 
minimal påvirkning på vandringen til stedlige arter. Det er en stor kunnskapsmangel om fellepå-
virkning på stedegne arter, og studier av felle og ledegjerders påvirkning på blant annet opp-
holdstid, overlevelse, vandringsadferd og gytesukksess er nødvendig. 
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Foreword 
Non-native species are in general unwanted in nature management, and especially so if an alien 
species becomes invasive. The non-native pink salmon has been present along the Barents Sea 
coast for several decades after the first introduction to the White Sea, but in the recent years 
there has been a dramatic increase in pink salmon numbers. The management of invasive spe-
cies is, however, a challenging task, and efforts to control the pink salmon population growth is 
not any exception to this. Pink salmon has in a few decades gained a wide geographical occur-
rence distribution, but very little is known as to which extent the pink salmon coming to rivers 
along the Norwegian coast was reared in the White Sea area or if they are the result of pink 
salmon spawning in Norwegian rivers. Whereas pink salmon stocking is ended in the White Sea 
and Kola area, the pink salmon is seen as a resource in Russia. It seems unlikely that there will 
be taken any measure to reduce pink salmon population growth by Russian management. The 
Norwegian authorities can take measures to reduce pink salmon spawning success in Norwe-
gian rivers (and Finnish for the Tana/Teno watercourse), and such efforts was taken in many 
rivers in Troms and Finnmark counties the summer of 2023. The most widely used method was 
installation of fish traps in the rivers, with the aim of removing all or as much as possible pink 
salmon, while releasing native salmonids caught in the trap back to the rivers. The largest pink 
salmon run was expected for River Tana/Teno, but in Norway there is no experience with building 
and operating fish traps in such big rivers. The Norwegian Environmental Agency 
(Miljødirektoratet) therefore decided to run an evaluation study, focusing on how the trap and 
guiding fences influenced the migration of native salmonids. NINA and Luke have for many years 
studied and monitored salmonid populations in the Tana/Teno watercourse, and we thank the 
agency for commissioning the trap evaluation study to NINA and Luke in cooperation. We are 
also grateful to Joachim Henriksen, who provided drone footage from the trap and guiding fence 
areas for us to use in our analyses. 

 

Tromsø, 12. December 2023 

Karl Øystein Gjelland, senior scientist 

Project leader 
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1 Introduction 
Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) is native to the northern parts of the Pacific Ocean but 
has recently become an invasive species to Europe (Diaz Pauli et al. 2023). Pink salmon has 
the shortest life cycle of any salmonid species, with a strict two-year life cycle from spawning of 
one generation to spawning by their progeny. As with most other Oncorhynchus species, pink 
salmon is semelparous. This means it spawns only once during its lifetime and dies shortly after 
spawning. This causes strictly separated odd- and even year pink salmon populations, with no 
interbreeding between the populations.  

Pink salmon was introduced to Europe by Russians who started stocking them to the White Sea 
area in the late 1950s, with the first returns of adult spawners occurring in 1960. This year, large 
catches of pink salmon were reported both from the White Sea as well as from the Finnmark 
coast, with more sporadic catches further south on the Norwegian coast (Berg 1961). Stocking 
continued for many but not all years until 2000 (Zubschenko et al. 2004 in Niemelä et al. 2016), 
with tens of millions of fertilized eggs being transferred from the Pacific during the period 1959-
1964, and smaller numbers in most years until 1989. A part of the stocking program was based 
on returning pink salmon bred in the White Sea, hence stocking from successful survivors in the 
White Sea area took place and may have included both second, third, fourth generations and so 
on. Successful pink salmon smolt outmigration was documented in river Neiden already in 1976 
(Bjerknes 1977), but it is unknown whether spawning populations in Norwegian rivers have been 
self-sustaining in any way. Successful natural establishment of odd-year pink salmon occurred 
in White Sea rivers in the 1980’s (Gordeeva et al. 2015) whereafter the species have spread out 
to both east and west from the White Sea (Armstrong et al. 2018; Diaz Pauli et al. 2023; Lennox 
et al. 2023, Sandlund et al. 2019, Skóra et al. 2023a,b). In 2017, there was a large increase in 
both the distribution and abundance of pink salmon throughout large areas in western Europe 
(Sandlund et al. 2019, Diaz Pauli et al. 2023). During the recent years the most dramatical in-
crease in pink salmon numbers have been observed in Northern Norway, including the large 
River Tana.  

In 2017 registered catches of pink salmon from rivers across Norway far exceeded what had 
been considered normal catches in previous years, but the registered catch of 6 549 pink salmon 
(Berntsen et al. 2020) was in retrospect trivial to the catches registered in both 2019 and 2021. 
From 2017 to 2019, there was a threefold increase in total registered catches in Norway. This 
growth continued, with a remarkable seven-and-a-half-fold increase from 2019 to 2021, resulting 
in a combined registered catch (both at sea and in rivers) of over 150,000 pink salmon in Norway. 
(Statistics Norway 2022a, 2022b).  

As a non-native species, pink salmon is unwanted in Norwegian nature and its invasive risk 
category has been defined as “very high” by Artsdatabanken (Forsgren et al. 2023). There are 
considerable concerns that large numbers of pink salmon in the north may cause even larger 
returns in the next generation, and that pink salmon may proliferate to salmon rivers further 
south. Therefore, actions have been implemented to remove and decrease pink salmon spawn-
ing in Northern Norway. Although efforts to remove pink salmon on spawning grounds started 
already in 2007 (Muladal 2010), such efforts were relatively limited for many years. But in 2021, 
over 100 000 pink salmon were caught due to extraordinary efforts with the use of homemade 
traps, nets, and seines in rivers in Troms and Finnmark (County Governor of Troms and Finn-
mark, 2022). 

In the Tana River (Norway’s second largest river, catchment area 16 377 km2, mean annual 
discharge 197 m3s-1) in Northern Norway (70% of catchment) and Finland (30% of catchment), 
pink salmon has been included in the catch reports since 1974. Except of the years 1981, 1982 
and 1984, catches of pink salmon have been reported annually. Although the variation has been 
large, mean annual reported catch was 446 kg in odd years during the period 1989-2007 
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(Sandlund et al. 2019), which translates to 200-300 pink salmon assuming a mean weight of 1.5-
2 kg. Parallel with the observations of increased nationwide catches of pink salmon across Nor-
way in 2017 significant increase in catch was also seen in the River Tana (Johansen 2018). With 
the introduction of the sonar monitoring station in Polmak (Anon. 2023 p.18-19) in 2018 it became 
possible to monitor and make estimates of ascending pink salmon numbers in the Tana water-
course. These estimates showed a dramatic development suggesting a tenfold increase with 
estimates growing from just below 5 000 in 2019 to 50 000 in 2021 (Anon. 2021). Given this 
trend in population growth, there was a concern that the influx of pink salmon into the Tana 
watercourse in 2023 might escalate to as much as 500,000 individuals.  

As a measure to minimize pink salmon spawning population size in the Tana system, 
Miljødirektoratet (the Norwegian Environmental Agency) decided to install a large trap-fence sys-
tem to the lower reaches of the Tana River in 2023. This trap and associated fences were in-
stalled at Seidaholmen just downstream to Tana bru and covered the river cross-section from 
shore to shore. The overall aim of using this system was to catch and remove most pink salmon 
ascending the Tana River and at the same time let the descending and ascending native species 
pass and continue their migration. The task of constructing and running the Seidaholmen trap-
fence system were given to the Norwegian Veterinary Institute in cooperation with 
Miljødirektoratet.  

Constructing and running a trap system in a large river with high numbers of migrating fish is a 
complicated task, and this was the first time such an operation was run in Norway. 
Miljødirektoratet therefore decided to have a study aimed to assist the trap operation and evalu-
ate trap effects on the migration of native fish. This task was given to the Norwegian Institute for 
Nature Research (NINA) in co-operation with Natural Resources Institute Finland (Luke). Whilst 
the experiences in trap operation and fish handling at the trap will be documented in a separate 
report (Sandodden et al. 2023), this report presents results from the monitoring system devel-
oped for the evaluation of fish behaviour and migration patterns near the trap and associated 
guiding fences. This includes both down- and up-migration, as well as trapping efficiency. Some 
recommendations for future fish traps and monitoring needs are given based on the influence on 
native fish species. Potential ecological effects of pink salmon on native species were beyond 
the scope of this work.  
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2 Methods and monitoring sites 
The Tana/Teno river (Norwegian/Finnish) is a Norwegian-Finnish watercourse, partially forming 
the border between the two countries, with a watershed area of 16 377 km2. The mean annual 
discharge at the lower reaches (Polmak nye (234.18.0) measuring station; sildre.nve.no) of the 
river is approx. 197 m3s-1. The Tana system is one of the most important Atlantic salmon (Salmo 
salar) rivers in the world and has about 1 200 km of river available for salmon, 211 km in the 
Tana mainstem and approx. 1 000 km in larger and smaller tributaries throughout the watershed 
(Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1. Estimated adult salmon distribution area in the Tana/Teno watercourse with the largest 
tributaries named. The Tana/Teno starts where Kárášjohka meets Anárjohka and drains in the 
Tana fjord in the north, making up 211 km of the total available river stretch of about 1 200 km. 
The filled circle marks the location of the fish trap during the summer of 2023. The filled triangles 
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mark the location of sonar monitoring stations. The Polmak location monitors the Tana/Teno 
main stem.  

 

The Tana/Teno watercourse had a relatively early spring in 2023 with a discharge peak of 1 630 
m3s-1 on May 18th followed by a very dry summer with water discharge levels below the 25th 
percentile through most of June and July (Figure 2). Three summer spates occurred in late July 
and August. The Tana/Teno watercourse has a long-term median flood value of 1 720 m3s-1 but 
has a large variation in flood peak discharge levels. Over the last six years (2018-2023) flood 
peaks have ranged from 860 m3s-1 (2019) to 2 345 m3s-1 (2020). As well as variation in flood 
peak values, the timing of the flood peaks have also varied greatly between years. Over the last 
six years the flood peak has occurred from May 15th (2019) to June 8th (2020); typically, higher 
peak floods coincide with later timing in the spring, and earlier spring floods typically result in 
lower peak levels. 

 

 
Figure 2. Water discharge (solid line) as measured at The Norwegian Water Resources and 
Energy Directorate’s (NVE) Polmak nye (234.18.0) measuring station in Tana in the period 
01.05-31.08.2023. Dashed line represents the 50th percentile whilst the coloured area below and 
above it represents the 25th-75th percentile water discharge measured at this station on the given 
days. The dotted lines represent the measured water discharge on the given days in the years 
2018-2022. Dash-dotted line shows water temperature at the same measuring station in 2023. 
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2.1 Trap-fence structures and monitoring overview 
Miljødirektoratet (the Norwegian Environmental Agency) decided that the pink salmon (On-
corhynchus gorbuscha) trap-fence system was to be installed at Seidaholmen in Tana bru ap-
prox. 35 km upstream from the river mouth. At Seidaholmen the river runs in two separate chan-
nels, on the eastern and western side of the island (Figure 3). The trap-fence evaluation and 
monitoring activities were concentrated to three main locations (Figure 3): 1) the area down-
stream and around the trap-fence structure in the eastern river channel, 2) the area around the 
fence in the western river channel and 3) the southern part of the western river channel. In addi-
tion to the forementioned areas the sonar monitoring site at the Buolbmát/Polmak (Anon. 2023 
p.18-19) by the Natural Resources Institute Finland (Luke) had a key role in the evaluation pro-
gram (Figure 3, location a).  

The eastern channel fence structure (Figure 3, location 1) consisted of a rigid wood and alumin-
ium fence (hereafter called rigid fence) and a short section (approx. 20 m) of flexible fence on 
the western end of the rigid fence (Figure 4) (see Sandodden et al. 2023 for a detailed descrip-
tion of the fences). The trap entrance (tunnel opening) was located approx. 1/3 river-width dis-
tance from the eastern shore (Figure 3, trap opening). The construction of the fence structure 
was completed on June 28th, with the tunnel and trap cages completed the morning after. How-
ever, it quickly became evident that the initial setup of the entrance tunnel and trapping facility 
was unsatisfactory. Consequently, the tunnel, along with the trap cages were relocated almost 
two meters upstream and positioned more into the current on the 4th and 5th of July. In the west-
ern channel (Figure 3, location 2) the flexible fence was installed on June 22nd with small adjust-
ments the following days. 
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Figure 3. Map on the left: The River Tana fish trap installation area in Tana (red filled rectangle), 
a) Luke’s sonar counting site with video supplement at Polmak/Buolbmát. Orthophoto on the 
right: The trap-fence system (solid lines) and monitoring locations (white squares) around the 
Seidaholmen/Sieiddásuolu (Seidaholmen is the long island dividing the river into an eastern and 
a western channel), 1) location monitored using ARIS and DIDSON, FRS cameras, and 
Seavision cameras in different combinations and times throughout the period from pre-trap op-
eration to end of trap operation, 2) location monitored using FRS camera, Timespace and 
Seavision cameras, and 3) Location monitored with DIDSON and FRS. See Chapter 2.2 for 
information on monitoring equipment.  
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Figure 4. The eastern channel trap-fence system. The eastern channel trap-fence system con-
sisted of a solid wooden structure supporting aluminium frames with aluminium tubes (top pic-
ture) and a short section (approx. 20 m) of flexible fence (bottom picture) on the western side of 
the fence. The bottom picture also shows the initial downstream migration solution in the eastern 
channel that was closed on the 30th of June, whilst the top picture shows the second downstream 
migration solution which was opened at different times throughout the trap operation period. Top 
photo was taken June 27th, 2023, and the bottom picture June 29th, 2023. Photos: S. Domaas, 
NINA. 

The eastern channel has three deeper runs across its cross section, one closer to the eastern 
riverbank, a second halfway across the channel, and the third and deepest one towards the 
western bank (Figure 5). A bypass opening in the eastern fence to enable upstream migration 
of salmon and sea trout was located close to the western end of the aluminium fence in the 
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deepest channel (Figure 5, yellow rectangle). This opening was used on regular basis between 
July 3rd and August 14th.  

 

 
Figure 5. Drone photo taken of the trap-fence system (facing upstream) in the eastern channel 
on July 11th, 2023. Here the three deeper runs are visible as darker parts downstream of the 
trap-fence, one very close to the bank on the left-hand side, the second in the middle of the photo 
and the third on the right-hand side of the photo just left of where the flexible fence starts (black 
fence seen extending out of the photo on the right, indicated by yellow bracket extended out of 
the photo). In addition, both sonars used during this study, the ARIS unit on the left and the 
DIDSON unit on the right, both highlighted with yellow circles, are indicated. The yellow rectangle 
marks the bypass location in the fence. Photo: Joachim Henriksen, Tana.  

 

In the western channel a 500-600 meter long flexible fence, like the one in the eastern channel 
but with approx. 60 mm. spacing between the plastic pipes, was installed, spanning across the 
whole channel (Figure 6). The area at the western channel fence was characterized by sandy 
bottom and relatively shallow and even depths. An opening intended as a downstream migration 
solution, like the one in the flexible fence in the eastern channel, was created close to the western 
shoreline. 
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Figure 6. Drone photo taken from the north end on the Seidaholmen looking south towards Tana 
bru on July 28th. In the downstream part of the western channel (to the right) the black flexible 
fence is visible spanning from the sand banks on the island to the stone banks on western shore. 
Photo: Joachim Henriksen, Tana. 

 

2.2 Monitoring equipment 
In this study two types of sonars from the same manufacturer (Sound Metrics Corp.) were used: 
an ARIS explorer 12001 and a DIDSON 300m(2). For further information on the use of sonars in 
the Tana, and the workings of the ARIS, see Domaas et al. (2024) (Norwegian only). The sonars 
will from here on mostly be referred to as ARIS and DIDSON. 

For this study a total of eight Seavision SV-AQV130 underwater cameras3 capable of 4K record-
ing supplied with lights4 were used with two NoVus NHDR-4308-H2 eight channel digital video 
recorders (DVR)5. Four Seavision cameras were paired to each NoVus DVR. These two camera 
sets, á 4 cameras, are from here on referred to as Seavision set 1 or set 2. An additional four 
underwater cameras capable of 720p recording were used with a Timespace X300 four channel 
DVR6. The four cameras used with the Timespace DVR are from here on referred to as 
Timespace.  

The sonars and video cameras mentioned above required manual data analyses, and due to the 
large amount of data gathered throughout the monitoring period and limited resources, all data 
have not been analysed. In addition to the sonars and traditional underwater cameras, three Fish 

 
1 http://www.soundmetrics.com/products/ARIS-sonars/ARIS-explorer-1200 
2 http://www.soundmetrics.com/Products/DIDSON-Sonars/DIDSON-300m 
3 https://www.seavision.no/_files/ugd/a4979a_ec7ccc4048684c188bb9407c7068b18b.pdf 
4 https://www.seavision.no/lys 
5 https://www.novuscctv.com/en/products/5327/NHDR-4308-H2 
6 https://www.tspace.co.uk/timespace_x300.asp 

http://www.soundmetrics.com/products/aris-sonars/aris-explorer-1200
http://www.soundmetrics.com/Products/DIDSON-Sonars/DIDSON-300m
https://www.seavision.no/_files/ugd/a4979a_ec7ccc4048684c188bb9407c7068b18b.pdf
https://www.seavision.no/lys
https://www.novuscctv.com/en/products/5327/NHDR-4308-H2
https://www.tspace.co.uk/timespace_x300.asp
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Research System7 (FRS) cameras capable of autonomous fish recognition by use of artificial 
intelligence (AI) were used. To separate the three FRS cameras, they are from here on referred 
to as FRS 1, FRS 2 or FRS 3. The FRS camera consists of a 3MP machine vision camera which 
is run by a microcomputer with an AI accelerator chip for edge computing. The FRS camera has 
proven reliable in a large variety of conditions in rivers and fjords across Norway. It is made from 
robust materials and has an anti-fouling system that ensured clean lenses through the project 
period. The cameras have integrated custom lights that can be dimmed and programmed to the 
user's needs. In addition, it has a pressure and temperature sensor. The AI machine vision runs 
directly on the camera to reduce the amount of bandwidth / data usage. The AI was trained 
before installation by annotating thousands of fish images taken under a large variety of condi-
tions. The dataset consisted of 50 000 annotated images, and the algorithms were trained on a 
powerful server. The resulting algorithm (or program) from those images is small in size and 
works well on a microcomputer. The machine vision is constantly being tuned and updated with 
new images, and the algorithms are updated remotely. 

Joachim Henriksen, a private person living in the area, made video recordings using a DJI Mini 
3 Pro drone on some days when weather conditions allowed the use of a drone. The drone 
footage gave a top-down view of the trap and surrounding area, which under good lighting con-
ditions with little wind, was suitable to identify fish. Henriksen helpfully made his drone footage 
available for our use in this report.  

 

2.3 Monitoring at the trap-fence in the eastern channel 
Monitoring in the eastern channel around the trap-fence structure was done using an ARIS, a 
DIDSON, two FRS cameras, two Seavision camera sets and systematic diving along the fence 
and in the area immediately downstream the fence (0-200 meters). In addition, drone footage 
from the area downstream the trap and fence taken by Joachim Henriksen on June 30th (1 min 
3 s) and July 11th (6 min 20 s) was available. 

The monitoring at the trap-fence was active and equipment was moved frequently throughout 
the monitoring period to cover the areas found most relevant at the time (Figure 7). The moni-
toring was focused on (but not limited to) five main areas: 1) The area downstream the fence 
along the eastern bank, 2) the flexible fence and the area surrounding it, 3) the deepest run 
downstream the western part of the fence (visible in Figure 5), 4) the trap entrance and the 
surrounding area (ARIS visible in Figure 5), and 5) the bypass opening in the western part of 
the fence (location of opening marked in Figure 5). 

In addition to the monitoring effort described above, frequent snorkelling in the area was done to 
gather information on species composition and identify if fish were aggregating in certain areas. 
Systematic snorkelling of the three deeper runs of the eastern channel was (most often) con-
ducted by two snorkellers drifting on a line close to each other with the snorkeller on the right 
covering the right sector and vice versa. Only fish close enough to be identified to species were 
counted, this meant that results from snorkelling was heavily dependent on visibility, which varied 
from about five meters at the clearest to less than two meters at the murkiest. Drifting in the two 
easternmost runs was conducted from the fence until the snorkeller ran aground in the shallow 
areas located downstream the fence, typically 50-100 meters. Drifting in the westernmost, and 
deepest run was conducted from the fence until 200 meters downstream where the snorkeller 
would swim ashore.  

A downstream migration opening was initially created in the section of the flexible fence (Figure 
7, area 2), close to the western shore but that was quickly closed (June 30th) in fear of pink 

 
7 https://www.mohntechnology.no/product/fish-research-system-frs/ 

https://www.mohntechnology.no/product/fish-research-system-frs/
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salmon using it to bypass the trap. However, visual observations of smolts shoals swimming 
along the upstream side of the fences indicated that a downstream migration opening was 
needed. Therefore, an alternative opening was made close to the eastern bank (upstream to 
area 1 in Figure 7) by removing the aluminium poles from one of the aluminium frames in the 
rigid fence, see photo in Figure 4. This opening was opened and closed throughout the trap 
operation period and was considered to be a less likely migration route for pink salmon. Moni-
toring of this opening was not prioritized, in favour of monitoring areas further west in the channel 
with much higher pink salmon and Atlantic salmon densities and activity.  

 

 

 

Figure 7. Composed overview of the monitoring efforts in the eastern channel trap-fence area 
of the River Tana (Eastern side of Seidaholmen/Sieiddásuolu in Tana). In the left figure we see 
a timeline showing when and which areas different monitoring equipment was monitoring, with 
the number in each panel heading corresponding to the number in the blue-shades monitoring 
areas on the aerial photo to the right. Each Seavision set was comprised of one recorder and 
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four underwater cameras, the numbers in the parenthesis behind Seavision represents the num-
ber of underwater cameras installed in the different areas.  

 

2.3.1 Activity measurement at the site 
Due to the nature of the area (particularly its size) and the behaviour of the fish, a ‘traditional’ 
monitoring with sonar, i.e., counting migrating fish as they swim past the location, was not always 
a suitable method. For these cases, the relative abundance and activity in the area was used to 
make an abundance/activity index. The index was based on hourly activity as seen on the sonar 
echogram, and classified into five categories, where 1 meant very little activity and 5 meant a lot 
of activity (Figure 8). The mean daily abundance/activity was estimated by calculating the mean 
abundance/activity from every fourth hour of the day (i.e., six hours a day). Comparing daily 
mean abundance/activity estimates between days within an analysed period is a good way to 
show change in abundance/activity over time, but comparing between different analysed periods, 
and particularly locations, might not be comparable due to e.g., different movement patterns, 
sonar range etc.  

 

 

Figure 8. Five, one-hour long echograms illustrating what classifies as the five abundance/ac-
tivity classes (y-axis) used for making the abundance/activity index. The top echogram repre-
sents “very little” activity (abundance/activity class 1), and the bottom echogram represents “a 
lot” of activity (abundance/activity class 5). In each echogram the y-axis represents the distance 
from the sonar and the x-axis is time. The white streaks seen in the echograms are primarily fish, 
meaning more white streaks in the echogram = a higher abundance/activity of fish in the area.  

 



NINA Report 2387 
 

21 

2.4 Monitoring at the fence in western channel  
Monitoring at the western channel fence was done using an FRS camera, the Timespace camera 
set and one Seavision set as well as occasional diving along the fence. In addition, the drone 
footage made available by Joachim Henriksen was used. The FRS-camera was installed at the 
opening intended as a downstream migration solution to monitor the migration of smolts, kelts 
and other native species, as well as uncovering whether pink salmon would take advantage of 
the opening and ascend through it. The Timespace and Seavision cameras were installed up-
stream along the flexible fence to uncover whether pink salmon would swim through it. The cam-
eras were installed 20, 28, 32, 38, 53, 71, 82 and 94 meters from the shore (relative to the water 
levels on July 10th) (Figure 9). The FRS-camera was installed on June 22nd and removed on the 
August 14th, the Timespace set was installed on July 10th and removed on August 14th, and the 
Seavision set was installed on July 20th and removed on August 2nd.  

 

 
Figure 9. Orthophoto of the area north of Seidaholmen/Sieiddásuolu in Tana. The solid line rep-
resents the approximate placement of the flexible fence made to guide fish into the eastern river 
channel. The filled triangle represents the approximate placement of the migration opening and 
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the FRS camera monitoring it. The filled diamond (being overlapped by the triangle) marks the 
position of the box where the DVRs were installed, and the filled circles marks the position of the 
eight underwater cameras installed in the area.  

Drone footage was available from certain days from June 30th to July 28th (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Dates and length of available drone videos from the fence area in the western channel. 

Date 30.06 3.07 7.07 8.07 9.07 10.07 11.07 12.07 17.07 20.07 23.07 27.07 28.07 

Length (m:s) 02:13 01:53 03:39 01:03 13:37 14:24 04:48 03:54 01:59 18:52 02:34 08:23 05:24 

 

2.5 Monitoring of ascending fish in the western channel 
To get relative numbers and species distribution of up-migrating fish that had passed the flexible 
fence in the western channel, a DIDSON was used together with an FRS camera at the upstream 
end of the western channel (Figure 10). Both the DIDSON and the FRS-camera were installed 
in the period July 12th to August 14th. 
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Figure 10. Orthophoto of the chosen location for monitoring ascending fish in the western river 
channel at Seidaholmen/Sieiddásuolu in Tana. The location of the DIDSON sonar with its range 
(2.5–22.5 meters), as well as the FRS camera are marked and illustrated as according to the 
legend (bottom left corner). The range of the FRS-camera is unknown, as we don’t know exactly 
how far from the lens the AI is capable of recognizing fish.  

 

2.6 Operational support 
One of the goals with the monitoring was to provide operational support for the trap managers, 
e.g. by notifying the trap managers if there was a lot of fish approaching the trap. The operational 
support was given by daily dialogues with the present daily leader at the administration office at 
the trap site. Some feedback was also provided by email. An interim report describing the mon-
itoring results as per July 25th was delivered on July 27th, 2023. 
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3 Results 
3.1 Downstream migration 
3.1.1 Smolts 
The opening intended for downstream migration at the downstream end of the guiding fence in 
the western river channel was kept open throughout the trap operation period, whereas the orig-
inal opening in the eastern channel (see Figure 4, bottom photo) was closed on June 30th. Data 
from June 22nd to July 18th from the FRS camera used to monitor migration through the western 
channel opening (Figure 11) was analysed. No smolt migration data was gathered from the 
eastern channel primary opening before it was closed and no resources were used to monitor 
the secondary opening (see Figure 4, top photo) in the periods it was open.  

In the western channel, a total of 6 078 Atlantic salmon smolts were observed on the FRS cam-
era upstream the opening during the period 22.06-18.07. Of these, 1 265 smolts (21%) were 
observed descending through the opening, whereas 79% of the observed smolts continued 
swimming back and forth upstream the flexible fence. Hence, some of these may have been 
counted several times. All approaching smolts came swimming along the fence. No smolts were 
observed swimming between the sticks outside the opening, but only the immediate area around 
the opening was monitored. The most intensive migration occurred on June 24th with a total of 
1 658 observations, with 356 smolts descending through the opening (Figure 12). Albeit being 
a large watercourse with varying migration routes and lengths depending on spawning site, the 
observed smolt migration peak period was rather narrow. As much as 75 % of the observed 
smolts migrated through the opening in the period from the 24th to the 29th of June. Based on the 
smolt migration pattern from Utsjoki (video monitoring), the trap operation with guiding fences 
and downstream migration openings covered most of the smolt migration window. As well as 
showing a rather narrow migration peak within the analysed period, the smolt surprisingly 
showed a preference to migrate through the opening during night (Figure 13), even though there 
was midnight sun throughout the whole monitoring period. 
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Figure 11. The downstream migration solution in the western channel. The top picture shows 
the flexible fence spanning across the western channel at the northern end of Seidaholmen. The 
downstream migration solution can be seen as a larger gap/opening in the flexible fence (indi-
cated by the blue arrow). The bottom two pictures are taken by the underwater FRS camera 
installed at the location to monitor both ascending (left picture: example of a brown trout (Salmo 
trutta) ascending on July 7th, 01:37) and descending (right picture: example of a smolt descend-
ing on July 7th, 14:26) fish through the migration solution. Top photo: S. Domaas, NINA. Bottom 
photos: Mohn Technology. 
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Figure 12. Count of registered smolts migrating downstream through the opening in the flexible 
fence in the western river channel in the period 22.06-18.07.2023. There is reason to believe 
that the FRS system did not work as it should on June 25th as no videos from that date were 
saved. On June 26th however, multiple videos were saved and smolts were registered above the 
fence, but none were recorded going through the opening. 



NINA Report 2387 
 

27 

 
Figure 13. Plot showing date and time of when smolts were observed migrating down through 
the opening (open circles, size represents number of smolts) in the flexible fence in the western 
river channel in the monitored period (22.06.-18.07.) in 2023. The darker the background colour, 
the higher preference for migrating down through the opening at the given date and time. 

 

3.1.2 Kelts 
Unlike the smolts, not a single kelt was recorded migrating down through the migration opening 
in the western channel flexible fence. Some kelts (7) were however observed on the FRS camera 
close to the opening during the period 22.06-18.07, and a few more fish tails potentially belonging 
to kelts were also observed on this camera. The spatial and temporal coverage of the drone 
footage was better on the downstream side compared to the upstream side of the flexible fence, 
but no large kelt gatherings were observed upstream to the fence. Groups of 4-12 fish in kelt 
size were observed upstream the fence throughout the observation period, though (Figure 14). 
On July 28th the number of fish holding upstream the fence had increased to over 20, but some 
of these were pink salmon. Overall, kelts were observed on camera (FRS, Timespace, Seavision 
and/or drone) in all of the three main monitor locations (see Figure 3) throughout most of the 
monitoring period, with the latest observation being as late as August 5th (Figure 14). Towards 
the end of July, some of the observed kelts had considerable amounts of fungus infection. 

 

3.1.3 Other species 
During the period 22.06-18.07, other species such as grayling (Thymallus thymallus) (198 ob-
servations), brown trout (Salmo trutta) (24), European flounder (Platichtys flesus) (15), whitefish 
(Coregonus lavaretus) (10), pink salmon (10), and stickleback (Gasterosteidae) (2) were also 
observed by the FRS-camera at the opening intended as a downstream migration solution. Of 
171 larger graylings, 18 passed downstream, 10 upstream and 143 did not pass through the 
opening during this period. Of 16 non-juvenile trout, 2 passed upstream and 3 downstream, 
whereas 11 did not move through. None of the whitefish were observed passing through this 
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opening. Two pink salmon were observed passing downstream through the opening, none ob-
served passing upstream through the opening during the period 22.06-18.07.  
The data gathered after 18.07 (thousands of video clips) has not been systematically analysed, 
but contains hundreds of pink salmon video clips, quite a few video clips of grayling and trout, 
and at least one of an Arctic charr moving downstream through the opening.  
 
 

 
 

Figure 14. Top photo: Drone footage showing eight salmon upstream the flexible fence in the 
western channel on July 8th, 2023. Except for maybe one, all these salmon show typical charac-
teristics of kelts – being thin. Bottom left: A salmon believed to be a kelt observed in conjunction 
with the down migration solution in the western channel flexible fence on the night of August 5th, 
2023. Bottom right: A salmon believed to be a kelt in the northern monitor location in the western 
channel (location 3, Figure 3) on July 13th, 2023. Top photo: Joachim Henriksen, Tana. Bottom 
photos: Mohn Technology. 

 



NINA Report 2387 
 

29 

3.2 Ascending fish approaching the eastern fence and trap 
3.2.1 General observations 
The numbers of fish gathering downstream the eastern fence (Figure 3, monitoring location 1) 
varied throughout the monitoring period. Exact fish numbers could not be quantified because of 
smaller and larger schools of fish moving frequently back and forth along and below the fence 
and further downstream. However, an increase in estimated mean daily abundance/activity (see 
chapter 2.3.1) in area 1 (see Figure 7) was seen in the period from the 26th to the 30th of June. 
On both June 26th and 27th the estimates for the mean daily abundance/activity were very low. 
On the 28th the hourly abundance/activity levels varied from 1 to 4, and the estimated mean daily 
abundance/activity increased to 2.33. On the 29th and 30th the abundance/activity subsided, and 
the estimated mean daily abundance/activity lowered to 1.67 for both days (Figure 15).  

 

 

Figure 15. Estimated mean daily abundance/activity (see Chapter 2.3.1) in area 1 below the 
trap in the eastern channel (see Figure 7) in the period 26.06-30.06.2023.  

 

The estimated mean daily abundance/activity in area 4 (see Figure 7) in the period 05.07-
21.07.2023 varied between days (Figure 16), and the days with the highest activity were July 
11th, 13th, and 18th.Throughout the period, there were also significant differences in observed 
abundance/activity between hours within the same days.  
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Figure 16. Estimated mean daily abundance/activity (see Chapter 2.3.1) in area 4 below the 
trap tunnel in the eastern channel (see Figure 7) in the period 05.07-21.07.2023. 

 

3.2.2 Fish behaviour at the trap entrance 
Judging from the observed activity downstream the trap it was clear that the trap-fence system 
was creating a holdup for fish migrating upstream. By looking at the ARIS sonar data from the 
trap entrance (Figure 7, area 4), it became clear that the fish would not enter the trap as both 
smaller and larger schools were observed moving towards the trap entrance tunnel without en-
tering it.  

The sonar data showed that during the most intensive migration peak below the eastern fence 
(10th-15th of July), schools of fish would swim towards the fence and trap opening, but when 
reaching it turned back and retreated. Schools were also observed approaching the tunnel en-
trance from the western side, swimming along the fence, but these also turned away and re-
treated when reaching the tunnel entrance. As the number of fish increased in the ARIS obser-
vation area, the more frequent were the back-and-forth movements immediately downstream to 
the fence and trap. 

By a closer inspection (FRS camera data) of fish behaviour around the tunnel we saw at least 
two patterns of movement pre tunnel adjustment (4th and 5th of July). One observed pattern was 
where schools would move towards the tunnel area from the west close under the fence, but 
when reaching the tunnel turned downstream and swam out of the entrance area (Figure 17). 
The other pattern was schools approaching the tunnel from downstream, but rather than entering 
the tunnel, congregated in the corner formed at the right side of the tunnel where the tunnel met 
the fence, before swimming out of the trap entrance area to the west (Figure 18). 
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Figure 17. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing a school of pink 
salmon approaching the tunnel from the west. The school was swimming along the fence ap-
proaching the tunnel before heading downstream as they met the tunnel. Pictures are taken on 
July 1st, 2023, pre tunnel adjustment (4th and 5th of July). Pictures: Mohn Technology. 
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Figure 18. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing how a school of 
fish approaching the trap from directly downstream, rather than entering the tunnel, went into to 
the corner formed on the right side of the tunnel where they met the fence. Pictures are taken on 
July 1st, 2023, pre tunnel adjustment (4th and 5th of July). Pictures: Mohn Technology. 

 

After the tunnel adjustment (4th and 5th of July) schools were observed behaving a lot of the same 
as pre-tunnel adjustment. However, rather than being lead away from the tunnel entrance when 
approaching from the west, or aggregating in the corner when approaching from downstream, 
fish would swim up to the tunnel entrance and scatter before swimming downstream out of the 
tunnel entrance area (Figure 19). 



NINA Report 2387 
 

33 

 
Figure 19. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing how a school of 
fish approaching the trap from directly downstream, and rather than entering the tunnel, they 
scatter in all directions before swimming downstream again. Pictures are taken on July 10th, 
2023, post tunnel adjustment (4th and 5th of July). Pictures: Mohn Technology. 

 

3.2.3 Snorkelling counts below eastern trap-fence structure 
Snorkelling counts below the eastern fence revealed indications of species-specific distribution 
and preferences in area use. With only a few exceptions, the westernmost run was the run where 
most fish were observed, and this run had the highest proportion of Atlantic salmon (Table 2). 
The easternmost run had the lowest overall observations of fish but had the highest observed 
proportions of pink salmon. In the middle run, the distribution between the two species were 
more even. When snorkelling the westernmost channel, it was also quite clear that pink salmon 
were dominating in the first 20-50 meters immediately downstream the fence whilst Atlantic 
salmon were dominating in the remaining 200 meters that were frequently dived. Schools exclu-
sively consisting of pink salmon were rarely observed, as there almost always was one or more 
Atlantic salmon mixed in. 
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Table 2. Overview of snorkelling results from diving downstream the trap in the period 03.07-
21.07.2023. *Not dived because of fishermen fishing in the run (>180 meters downstream the 
trap). The three runs are the three deeper channels found in the area downstream of the trap 
(see Figure 5). The numbers are not perfectly standardized, since the visibility (water transpar-
ency) varied throughout the period and to some extent within the observation area. The number 
of snorkellers also varied, normally two or three repeating drifting in each channel. 

  Eastern run Middle run Western run Sum 

Date Atlantic 
salmon 

Pink 
salmon 

Atlantic 
salmon 

Pink 
salmon 

Atlantic 
salmon 

Pink 
salmon 

Atlantic 
salmon 

Pink 
salmon 

03.07 3 10 30 30 250 50 283 90 
05.07 0 0 8 20 180 20 188 40 
07.07 0 4 46 13 110 25 156 42 
08.07 0 0 1 24 130 1 131 25 
10.07 0 93 0 10 60 167 60 270 
11.07 0 0 0 11 * * 0 11 
12.07 0 0 10 2 133 61 143 63 
14.07 1 7 5 1 46 21 52 29 
17.07 0 0 1 1 8 18 9 19 
20.07 1 11 14 0 45 2 60 13 
21.07 0 0 6 2 49 5 55 7 

 

 

Whilst snorkelling gave information on the number of observed fish downstream the trap, the 
counts were limited by visibility and relatively low spatial coverage of the total area downstream 
the trap. Taking these limitations into consideration, high fish counts below the trap indicates that 
there were high numbers of fish in the area, but on the other hand low counts wouldn’t neces-
sarily mean that there were low numbers of fish in the area. This is evident when comparing the 
snorkelling results with drone footage from the same days, e.g., July 11th, at least 152 fish can 
be seen in the middle channel whereas only 11 pink salmon were counted during the snorkelling.  

Snorkelling along the fence revealed individuals of both pink salmon and Atlantic salmon seeking 
migration routes (openings) along the fence (Figure 20) as well as standing still below the fence. 
The snorkelling also revealed the presence of other species than just Atlantic salmon and pink 
salmon. During snorkelling, grayling, European flounder and brown trout were observed, and 
maybe the most interesting observation were pure schools of whitefish close under the fence 
(Figure 21). 
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Figure 20. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing a pink salmon 
approaching and “prodding” the fence with its nose realizing the gap is too narrow. Pictures are 
taken on July 11th, 2023. Pictures: S. Domaas, NINA.  

 

 
Figure 21. A school of 12-15 whitefish observed under the trap on July 11th, 2023. Photo: S. 
Domaas, NINA. 
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3.2.4 Fish behaviour at the flexible fence section in the eastern channel 
Mixed schools with both pink salmon and Atlantic salmon were observed downstream the flexible 
fence section in the eastern channel, but not as frequent as below the solid fence section. This 
may likely be due to the flexible fence being in a shallower area close to the riverbank. Pink 
salmon were however observed swimming through the flexible fence (Figure 22) on multiple 
occasions during the periods the flexible fence section was monitored (Figure 7, area 2). 

 

 
Figure 22. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing a pink salmon 
forcing its way through the flexible fence located in the eastern channel on July 2nd, 2023. The 
rigid fence can be seen in the background as a ‘brighter’ section in the continuation of the flexible 
fence. Pictures: Mohn Technology. 

 

3.2.5 Fish behaviour at bypass openings 
As seen in Table 3 the bypass opening was opened frequently throughout the whole trap oper-
ation period. In addition to the bypass opening there was an opening around the trap tunnel 
entrance whilst it was being adjusted on the 4th and 5th of July. The opening around the tunnel 
was monitored with an FRS-camera, and 32 fish were counted swimming up through the opening 
whilst one fish was counted going down during the period from 17:17 on the 4th to 08:15 the 
following morning. Six of the fish were identified as pink salmon, and judging from the size, 
schooling, and swimming behaviour of the remainder of the observations, they were likely pink 
salmon as well. 
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Table 3. Overview of bypass periods, number of segments the opening consisted of (the number 
of aluminium frames removed, eventually from how many frames the aluminium tubes were re-
moved from), used monitoring equipment to register passing fish, and analysis progress (per-
centage of the period analysed) on the respective monitoring equipment. NA = Not used/installed 
at location. The 30th and 31st of July and parts of the 1st of August was not monitored due to not 
knowing about the opening.  

Date From To Segments Sonar FRS Seavision 
3.07 19:50 00:00 3 100 % 100 % NA 
4.07 00:00 18:00 3 100 % 100 % NA 
7.07 17:45 00:00 3 100 % 100 % NA 
8.07 00:00 17:00 3 100 % 100 % NA 

12.07 17:00 23:00 1 NA 100 % NA 
21.07 19:30 00:00 2 50 % 100 % NA 
22.07 00:00 09:00 2 50 % 100 % NA 
30.07 09:00 21:00 2 NA NA NA 
31.07 09:00 21:00 2 NA NA NA 
1.08 09:00 21:30 2 52 % 0 % NA 
2.08 08:40 21:30 2 97 % 0 % 0 % 
3.08 09:00 22:10 2 65 % 0 % 0 % 
4.08 09:10 22:10 2 100 % 0 % 0 % 
5.08 09:00 22:20 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 
6.08 14:20 22:10 2 100 % 0 % 0 % 
7.08 12:30 22:30 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 
8.08   0 0 % 0 % 0 % 
9.08 17:20 00:00 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 

10.08 00:00 09:30 2 5 % 0 % 0 % 
11.08 12:30 22:30 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 
12.08 09:00 21:00 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 
13.08 09:00 21:00 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 
14.08 09:00 21:00 2 0 % 0 % 0 % 

 

 

3.2.5.1 3rd-4th and 7th-8th of July bypass 
During the period from 19:50 on the 3rd to 18:00 on the 4th of July, and the period from 17:45 on 
the 7th of July to 17:00 on the 8th of July, three sections of the trap were completely removed as 
seen in Figure 23.  
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Figure 23. The bypass opening made by removing three sections of the fence for the bypass of 
Atlantic salmon and other native species on the 3rd and 4th of July 2023. On the picture we see 
the tail of a pink salmon and an Atlantic salmon following closely behind. Photo: Mohn Technol-
ogy. 

 

From the 3rd to the 4th, a total of 965 fish were counted migrating up through the bypass opening, 
whilst on the 7th to the 8th 986 fish were counted migrating up and 65 migrating down. Common 
for both periods seem to be that fish preferred to go through the opening during late evening/early 
night (Figure 24).  
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Figure 24. Overview of hourly counts through the bypass opening on the 3rd-4th and 7th-8th of 
July 2023. X-axis: hour of the day (be aware of the date change at 00:00 and its placement on 
the axis). Y-axis: counts of up (above 0) and down (below 0) migrating fish. In the first period 
only upstream migrating fish were included in the count. The highest number of down migrating 
fish counted in a single hour in the second period was ten.  

 

Although the intention of the bypass opening was to let Atlantic salmon and sea trout pass the 
trap, the species distribution of the fish passing the trap suggests that as much as 69 % of the 
fish passing in the first period (3rd-4th of July) were pink salmon, whilst Atlantic salmon and other 
species accounted for 29 % and 2 % respectively. The same numbers for the second period (7th-
8th of July) was very similar with values of 65, 32 and 3 % respectively. And although fish were 
observed swimming through the bypass opening, it was evident that most Atlantic salmon held 
back when reaching the fence structure rather than swimming straight through the bypass open-
ing (Figure 25). 
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Figure 25. Pictures showing a gathering of Atlantic salmon directly downstream of the bypass 
opening on July 8th, 2023. Pictures: S. Domaas, NINA. 

 

3.2.5.2 The 12th of July bypass 
During July 12th the aluminium poles from one section were removed to create the bypass open-
ing as seen in Figure 26. This period was monitored using an FRS camera, giving a count of 53 
fish migrating up (unable to identify to species due to challenging light conditions), 4 fish migrat-
ing down where two of them were whitefish, and 28 fish swimming upstream the fence (three 
pink salmon, ten graylings and one whitefish, and the rest unidentified).  
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Figure 26. The bypass opening made by removing the aluminium poles from one section of the 
fence for the bypass of Atlantic salmon and other native species on July 12th, 2023. Photo: Mohn 
Technology. 

 

3.2.5.3 The 21st and 22nd of July bypass 
During the period from 19:30 on July 21st to 09:00 on July 22nd, aluminium poles from two sec-
tions were removed to create an opening as seen in Figure 27. Sonar data from every other 
hour from the bypass period gives an estimate of net up migration of 20 fish, whereas the FRS 
data gives a species distribution of 57 % pink salmon, 29 % Atlantic salmon and 14 % trout. From 
the sonar data we can see fish of all size classes below the fence, and whilst smaller fish swum 
through the opening, the bigger fish were more reluctant and did not. Further analysis revealed 
that 88% of the fish swum under the frame whilst the rest swum through it. 
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Figure 27. The bypass opening created by removing the aluminium poles from two aluminium 
frames for the bypass of Atlantic salmon and other native species on July 21st and 22nd, 2023. 
Photo: Mohn Technology. 

 

3.2.5.4 The August openings 
Onwards from July 30th two segments of the fence were opened almost daily for variable periods, 
mainly from 9 to 21 (Table 3). Sonar data from August 1st to 4th as well as August 6th was ana-
lysed, giving a total of 2 195 fish migrating up and 113 fish migrating down. The daily counts 
varied from 212 (August 6th) to 703 (August 3rd) fish, and variations were also seen between 
hours.(Figure 28). In the hour before, or in the same hour as the bypass opening was opened, 
it was clear that fish had accumulated downstream the fence  (Figure 29).  The sonar data also 
showed that the immediate response to the workers nearing the opening was for fish to clear the 
area (also visible in Figure 29).  When fish were passing, large, tight schools were observed to 
pass through the opening. Larger individual fish, presumably salmon were also passing through 
(i.e., Figure 30), but these larger individuals were most often observed standing still or moving 
back and forth below the fence without going through the bypass opening. In August the number 
of downstream passing fish increased. These fish were mainly small sized and presumably sta-
tionary grayling or pink salmon. 
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Figure 28. Overview of hourly counts through the eastern fence bypass opening on the given 
dates (header). X-axis: hour of the day. Y-axis: counts of up (above 0) and down (below 0) mi-
grating fish. ‘Up’ and ‘Down’ gives the total counts for the given dates. 
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Figure 29. Sonar (ARIS) echograms from the area below the bypass opening in the period im-
mediately before and after the bypass opening was opened on the 2nd, 4th, 6th and 9th of August 
(lower left corner of echograms). In each echogram the y-axis represents the distance from the 
sonar and the x-axis represents time (each echogram is 60 minutes long). Blue horizontal lines 
indicate the 10-meter distance from the ARIS, which is the distance from the ARIS to the bypass 
opening. The orange vertical lines represent the approximate time the opening was completely 
open (all aluminium poles removed from the two sections). The white streaks seen in the echo-
grams are primarily fish, meaning more white streaks in the echogram = a higher abundance/ac-
tivity of fish in the area. The abundance or activity of fish in the area decreased in the period 
immediately after personnel from the trap operation team came to open the bypass opening. 
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Figure 30. Sequential series of pictures (from top left to bottom right) showing a large salmon, 
measured to 98 cm on the sonar, making its way through the bypass opening on August 5th, 
2023. As we can see, the aluminium frame did pose as a challenge, requiring some agile swim-
ming from the larger salmon to pass under it. 

 

3.3 Ascending fish in the western river channel  
3.3.1 Fish numbers and behaviour at the flexible fence 
Large amounts of fish in all size classes were observed downstream to the western fence on 
multiple occasions. The first drone footage was made on June 30th, and is not comprehensive 
for the area. At least 70-100 fish, many of them too large to be pink salmon, can be discerned in 
the videos. Next drone footage was made on July 4rd, this time also covering only parts of the 
river channel width. Still, more than 125 fish, many of them large, were seen downstream to the 
fence. Drone footage from July 7th cover areas very close to the fence, and reveals more than 
150 fish. On July 9th, 400-500 fish could be seen on a larger overview of the flexible fence and 
the downstream area (Figure 31). For the next days no overview of the area were available, but 
200-300 fish could be seen close to the fence on July 12th. By July 17th, numbers close to the 
downstream side of the fence were 50-100, and by July 20th numbers close to the fence were 
apparently 30-50 fish, but higher water level and poorer water transparency made counting more 
difficult. Similar numbers were observed on July 27th and 28th, which were the last days with 
drone footage available. 

Although the area coverage was only partial for most of these days, the numbers reveals a pat-
tern of increasing fish numbers from Jun 30th to July 9th downstream to the flexible fence in the 
western river channel, whereafter the fish numbers in the area decreased. Fish numbers on the 
downstream side were always many times as high as numbers on the upstream side, indicating 
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a hold-back effect. As observed for the eastern river channel, fish were observed holding position 
both close to, and far downstream to the flexible fence. The observed holding behaviour was 
every now and then broken up by highly active swimming, potentially as a result of aggressive 
behaviour. Some fish with wounds were observed, but we cannot know if these were acquired 
before the fish arrived the area. Moreover, both fish schools and single fish were observed 
searching along the fence, apparently looking for bypass opportunities. Although this rarely led 
to fish intrusion through the fence, it sometimes did (Figure 32). The share of large fish (thus not 
pink salmon) was higher in the beginning and end of the period with drone footage than at the 
peak of fish abundance around July 9th-12th, potentially indicating that pink salmon left the area 
faster than Atlantic salmon. On July 20th and July 23th 19 fish were observed on the Seavision 
cameras swimming through the flexible fence each day. Some additional fish were observed 
coming into the video frame from a direction suggesting that they also swam through the fence, 
although the fence itself was not visible at this angle. If each of the camera covered approx. 2-3 
m, the four camera together covered around 5% of the river channel width of about 200 m at the 
flexible fence. Scaling fish numbers observed traversing the fence up to full river width reveals a 
daily fence traversal by fish on the scale of 400 fish for each of these two dates, but we don’t 
know how representative the observe numbers were for the other parts of the flexible fence. 

 

 
Figure 31. Drone footage showing hundreds of fish gathered downstream to the flexible fence 
in the western river channel at the northern end of the Seidaholmen, on July 9th, 2023. Blue 
arrows indicate flow direction in the pictures. The fish are visible as darker lines against the bright 
sand. In the big photo we can roughly 300 fish, many of these relatively close to the fence, but 
as indicated by the zoomed in picture showing the (approximate) area in top left corner of the 
big photo, there were many fish concentrated into small areas further downstream as well.  An-
other large concentration of more than 100 fish was also found further west in this video. The 
counting of fish in parts of the picture area was made in more zoomed-in videos. Photos: Joachim 
Henriksen, Tana. 
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Figure 32. Drone footage, from top left to bottom right, showing a total of five fish (circled), 
possibly pink salmon, swimming through the flexible fence spanning the western channel at Sei-
daholmen within a 15 second time window on July 11th, 2023. Photo: Joachim Henriksen, Tana. 

 

3.3.2 Migration up the western channel  
The monitoring done with the DIDSON and an FRS camera in the southern end of the western 
channel (see Figure 10) revealed considerable numbers of fish migrating up the western river 
channel. These fish must have passed the flexible fence further downstream in the western 
channel, which indicates that the western channel flexible fence was heavily leaking. During the 
peak migration days (12.07-14.7.2023), just after installing the monitoring equipment, thousands 
of fish were counted migrating up past the location (Figure 33). Migration activity, however, de-
creased quickly within a few days, with a net up migration estimate of 1 548 fish on July 15th and 
a daily net up migration average of just 140 fish from July 16th to July 25th.  
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Figure 33. Net ascending fish counts by the FRS camera (upper graph) and the DIDSON sonar 
(lower graph) in the western channel (west of Seidaholmen) during the period 12.07-25.07.2023. 
Following days are estimates based on counts with partial temporal coverage: July 12th FRS and 
DIDSON 15%, July 13th DIDSON 50% (11:27-24:00), July 15th DIDSON 67% (all even hours and 
the four first odd hours of the day), July 19th DIDSON 88 % (all even hours and the first nine odd 
hours), July 20th-22nd DIDSON 50% (all even hours), and July 23rd DIDSON 25% (00:00-02:50 
and 21:05-24:00). Be aware of different scales on the y-axis on the two graphs. On July 15th 

there was a net-downstream movement of 11 fish in the ‘other’ category registered on the FRS-
camera, whilst it on July 18th was a net-downstream movement of one fish in the same category, 
on all other days the net-upstream migration was zero or higher for all categories. 

 

Further, the species data gathered with the FRS-camera suggests a species distribution of 90 % 
pink salmon, 2 % Atlantic salmon, and 8 % other species, in the period July 12th to July 25th. That 
means that for every Atlantic salmon identified throughout the analysed period, on average, 44 
pink salmon were identified migrating up past the monitor location. However, there is an uncer-
tainty in whether the species distribution among the species-identified observations are repre-
sentative for the sonar observations. 
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Also, worth keeping in mind, is that the above-mentioned fish numbers are based on what passed 
within the 20-meter-long sonar window, meaning that the DIDSON, at most, covered about 1/4 
of the western channel’s width, which at the lowest discharge levels was about 80 meters. At 
slightly higher discharge levels the small island that was there during the lowest discharges be-
came flooded, and the total width of the western channel increased to approx. 220 meters, mean-
ing the sonar would cover less than 1/10 of the channel width. Even a conservative spatial up-
scaling of four times would mean a quadrupling of the sonar counts, giving an estimate in the 
order of 91 000 ascending fish, or 82 000 pink salmon during the monitoring period. 

 

3.4 Ascending fish numbers at Polmak, Anárjohka and Kárášjohka 
3.4.1 Polmak 
Sonar monitoring of ascending fish numbers have been conducted since 2018 in Polmak by Luke 
(Anon. 2023), approx. 55 km from the river mouth and 20 km upstream from the Seidaholmen 
trapping site. The count in 2023 was performed in good environmental conditions in the period 
from May 30th to August 31st. For species discrimination purposes four underwater cameras were 
also used in the sonar window in the period from May 31st to August 31st. 

The run estimate of ≥ 40 cm fish was 142 000 individuals based on sonar counts (Figure 34), 
before school density correction (see further below). The majority (92%) of fish belonged to size 
groups 40-50 cm and 50-65 cm. The first peak in up-migrating fish was observed in late-June, 
the highest peak during the period from July 10th to July 15th, and the last peak in early August 
(Figure 34).  

Based on the sonar counts and species proportions from the video data, the run size of Atlantic 
salmon at Polmak was estimated (preliminary estimate, analyses have not been fully completed) 
to be approx. 19 000 individuals and the run size of pink salmon approx. 120 000 individuals. 
The first pink salmon were observed in Polmak on June 18th, but their numbers started to in-
crease on June 23rd. 

In the case of the pink salmon the video data revealed a significant underestimation of pink 
salmon numbers from sonar data. This underestimation was caused by pink salmon swimming 
in large and dense schools that were not possible to count precisely from the sonar images 
(Figure 35). When using school size correction factor derived from the underwater video data 
combined with synchronous sonar data analyses, the pink salmon run estimate past Polmak was 
in the order of 170 000 individuals in 2023. 
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Figure 34. Daily counts (net upstream) of fish in four size categories based on the Polmak sonar 
monitoring 30.5.-31.8.2023, combined with daily trap catches at Seidaholmen as negative 
counts. For comparison, daily counts at the Polmak sonar from 2021 (all size groups >45 cm) is 
shown with a black line. The start of the fence building at Seidaholmen is indicated by the blue 
vertical dotted line, and the grey-shaded area indicates the period of trap operation. 

 
 

Figure 35. Still image 
from an underwater cam-
era installed to Polmak 
sonar counting window in-
dicating pink salmon 
schooling behaviour. The 
schools were large and 
dense compared to 
schools of Atlantic 
salmon. Photo: Panu 
Orell.  
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3.4.2 Comparison between Polmak and Seidaholmen, western channel 
Results from several of the different monitoring methods can be compared to evaluate how well 
the estimates agree. The FRS-camera in the western channel at Seidaholmen (Figure 10) had 
a very low range, probably between 1-2 m for the AI to recognize fish. For the sonar, the 20-
meter sonar window (range: 2.5-22.5 m) was much higher. Still, there was a very strong corre-
lation between the FRS counts and the sonar counts (Figure 36a). Linear regression (R2 = 0.96) 
indicated a highly significant relationship for the regression slope (Pslope=0 <<0.001). We don’t 
know how much time pink salmon and Atlantic salmon spend on the 20 km migration from Sei-
daholmen to Polmak, but it is very clear that the Polmak sonar counts correlate to the Sei-
daholmen western channel sonar counts for the corresponding dates (Figure 36b). Linear re-
gression also indicates a highly significant relationship between the Seidaholmen western chan-
nel sonar counts and the Polmak sonar counts (R2 = 0.80, Pslope=0 << 0.001). Assuming that the 
migrating fish spread randomly across the river channel cross-section, as supported by the 
strong relationship between FRS counts and sonar counts with very different observation range, 
the daily counts from the 20 m sonar window were multiplied by 4 to scale up to net daily up-
stream migration estimates. This revealed a close to 1:1 relationship between the Seidaholmen 
western channel migration estimates and the Polmak estimates for most dates (Figure 36c). 
This indicates that the high number of migrating fish observed at Polmak passed Seidaholmen 
through the flexible fence in the northern end of the western channel. 

 

 

Figure 36. Comparison of FRS to DIDSON sonar in the Seidaholmen western channel (a) and 
DIDSON sonar in the Seidaholmen western channel with Polmak sonar (b and c) for the period 
12.07-25.07.2023. a) Comparison between daily net upstream migration estimates at Sei-
daholmen as assessed by the FRS-camera and by the DIDSON sonar. Blue dots represent daily 
estimates, numbers in thousands. Red line indicates linear regression line with 95 % confidence 
interval indicated by grey shading. b) Comparison between daily net upstream counts as as-
sessed by the DIDSON sonar in the Seidaholmen western channel with net upstream migration 
assessed by sonar at Polmak. Blue dots represent daily estimates, numbers in thousands. Red 
line indicates linear regression line with 95 % confidence interval indicated by grey shading. c) 
Same figure as in b, but with Seidaholmen net daily upstream migration estimates obtained by 
daily counts multiplied by 4 to scale up from 20 m analysis range to 80 m river channel width. 
The black line indicates line of unity, i.e., the numbers observed at Polmak would be the same 
as the numbers observed at Seidaholmen, western channel. 

 

3.4.3 Kárášjohka and Anárjohka 
The net upstream migration in the Kárášjohka and Anárjohka tributaries was assessed by sonar 
monitoring combined with underwater video for species discrimination. The species composition 
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difference between the two tributaries was large (Figure 37). Whilst there was a strong domi-
nance of Atlantic salmon and few pink salmon in Kárášjohka, there were much more pinks, as 
well as more individuals from other species, in Anárjohka. The first pink salmon appeared in 
Anárjohka on June 23rd, and in Kárášjohka on July 1st. In Kárášjohka, a total of 370 pink salmon 
passed the sonar counting site on upstream migration, but there was some traffic back and forth 
and some may have been counted several times as the net upstream counts for pink salmon 
was 133. However, quite a few pink salmon heading downstream were observed during August, 
presumably many of these had already spawned. The pink salmon counts in Anárjohka were 
more than tenfold higher than Kárášjohka, with a gross upstream migrating pink salmon count 
of 4 759. Again, there was substantial fish movement up- and downstream at the monitoring site, 
resulting in a net upstream count of 3 805 pink salmon. Some of the downstream migrating pink 
salmon were clearly spent and dying.  

 

 

 

Figure 37. Net daily upstream migration at the monitoring localities in Kárášjohka and Anárjohka, 
2023. The species proportions were assessed using 4 underwater video cameras at each mon-
itoring locality. Counts of downstream migrating salmon and brown trout >45 cm before July 1st 
were removed before calculating net upstream migration, as these were considered to be kelts 
(“støing”) and hence could mask the counts of early migrating spawners. Further details and 
results from the Kárášjohka and Anárjohka 2023 monitoring sites will be given in a separate 
report (see also Domaas et al. 2024).  
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As observed in Polmak, there was a reduction in daily counts of upstream migrating fish both in 
Kárášjohka and Anárjohka in early July, with a following large increase in fish numbers by mid-
July dominated by pink salmon (Figure 37). Few Atlantic salmon reached Anárjohka and Ká-
rášjohka during the first half of July (Figure 37, Figure 38 and Figure 39).The cumulative up-
stream migration to Kárášjohka and Anárjohka by Atlantic salmon ≥65 cm in July and August is 
shown in Figure 39, compared to previous year as well as to water discharge measured at 
Polmak. June is excluded, since salmon reaching Anárjohka and Kárášjohka by June had 
passed Seidaholmen before the trap interception. Fish ≥65 cm are almost exclusively Atlantic 
salmon (Domaas et a. 2024), smaller fish were excluded in order to avoid uncertainties about 
the species composition. The cumulative upstream migration of Atlantic salmon in the first half 
of July was the lowest observed in any of the monitoring years, the same goes for the water 
discharge levels in first half of July (Figure 39).  

 
 

 
Figure 38. Same counts as in Figure 37 (Anárjohka) but excluding pink salmon to better see the 
pattern of other fish migration.  

 
 
3.5 Fish trap catch efficiency 
Our observations show that a much higher number of fish passed Seidaholmen in the western 
channel than were caught in the trap. Some fish also passed through the flexible fence in the 
eastern channel, as well as through the bypass openings in the rigid fence opened to let Atlantic 
salmon and trout pass upstream. After initial modifications of the trap entrance, the trap was in 
operation from July 5th to August 14th. During this period, a total of 7 666 fish were caught in the 
trap. During the corresponding period, the net upstream migration estimate (without school size 
correction) at the Polmak monitoring site was 108 700. This gives a trap catch efficiency of at 
most 6.6%. The river between Seidaholmen and the Polmak monitoring site has multiple spawn-
ing sites (Johansen et al. 2021) where an unknown fraction of pink salmon that passed Sei-
daholmen likely spawned. During a helicopter survey at this stretch 29th of July, at least 750 pink 
salmon were observed in this river section (Pierre Fagard, TF, pers. Comm.). Some additional 
pink salmon may have ascended Polmak river, however we do not have indications that a large 
fraction of the pink salmon that passed the fences at Seidaholmen spawned downstream to 



NINA Report 2387 
 

54 

Polmakholmen. The largest pink salmon aggregations were observed in the Sirbmá area and on 
the river stretch between Utsjoki and Borsejohka. 

 

 

Figure 39. Cumulative counts of Atlantic salmon ≥65 cm length in Kárášjohka, years 2018-2023 (upper), 
Anárjohka years 2021 and 2023 (middle), compared to daily mean discharge at Polmak (lower) in the period 
from 1. July to 1. September.   
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4 Discussion 
4.1 Downstream migration 
The installation of guiding fences both in the eastern and western channels had an immediate 
effect on smolt migration behaviour. Smolts were observed swimming along the aluminium fence 
already during the installation, although the spacing between the aluminium bars was sufficient 
to let smolt through unharmed. In the western channel, schools were observed swimming along 
the fence shortly after the fence was completed and in front of the FRS-camera installed in the 
opening made for downstream migration. Moreover, observations from the different monitoring 
surveys conducted at Seidaholmen trap-fence system and other on-site observations clearly in-
dicated that the Seidaholmen fence systems slowed down the downstream migrations of both 
smolts and kelts that had not passed before the fence installation. The alternative hypothesis 
would be that these fish would stop in the area anyway, which we are not aware of any support 
for. Whereas smolt schools swam relatively close to the fence and were frequently observed on 
the FRS-camera for the downstream migration solution, kelts seemed to keep somewhat more 
distance to the fence. Whereas the tail of a kelt was seen every now and then by the FRS-
camera at the opening for downstream migration, kelts were not observed moving through this 
opening in the fence.  

Smolts, on the other hand, were observed to pass through the opening intended for downstream 
migration. But many schools passed back and forth along the fence for quite some time, seem-
ingly rather cautious and hesitating to pass through it. As soon as one smolt decided to swim 
through, the rest of the group usually followed. The overall low numbers of fish passing through 
the opening for downstream migration indicate that most smolts and kelts likely have passed 
Seidaholmen trough the fences elsewhere. Both smolts and kelts would be able to swim trough 
the flexible fences without harm.  

Delays caused by human-made structures during downstream migration can cause significant 
problems to fish (Aarestrup & Koed 2003, Marschall et al. 2011, Thorstad et al. 2012). Firstly, 
timing of smolt migration is likely evolved to ensure that the fish reach its marine feeding grounds 
at optimal times when suitable food resources are readily available and environmental conditions 
are favourable (McCormick et al. 1998). Delays in arrival can result in reduced growth and ele-
vated mortality rates. Secondly, the extended time spent in rivers increases the energy expendi-
ture of fish and may expose fish to predation which increases their mortality rates. Mortality rates 
can increase significantly if predators aggregate in areas where downstream migration is delayed 
(Cheng et al. 2022), a phenomenon also seen e.g. at hydropower bypasses in the River Rhine 
(pers. Comm. Oliver Selz, Federal Office for the Environment, Switzerland). We do not know for 
how long the smolts were held back by the fences, but find no reason to assume that the smolt 
shoals would have stopped in the area if there was no fence. An accumulation of smolts at the 
fence may attract a range of predators. The kelts and brown trout observed just upstream to the 
fence are two obvious threats, but other predators such as loons, mergansers and gulls were 
also observed foraging in the area. Predation from naturally occurring predators may not be a 
problem in an Atlantic salmon population that reaches its spawning target, but predation mortality 
may make it difficult to rebuild a salmon population that has come to a low or critically low level, 
as is the case for most Atlantic salmon populations in the Tana watercourse (Anon. 2023, 
Vitenskapelig råd for lakseforvaltning 2022). Factors that increase predation will make it even 
more difficult to rebuild the population. Predation on downstream migrating smolt may be an 
important factor limiting recruitment in the Tana salmon populations (Gjelland et al. 2024, Sven-
ning et al. 2020, 2023).  

For energetic reasons, it may be very unfavourable for kelts to be held back in the river (Baktoft 
et al. 2020). Kelts may show high swimming activity and swim far away from the fence or weir in 
search for a bypass opportunity (Baktoft et al. 2020), thus the number of kelts observed close by 
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the fence may not reflect the number of kelts held back from their downstream migration. Pro-
longed freshwater stay may make the kelts more vulnerable to Saprolegnia parasitica infection, 
a fungus-like organism in freshwaters that may be lethal to salmon and have caused declines in 
many wild salmonid populations (van West 2006). Seawater entrance would inhibit further growth 
of this pathogen (van West 2006). Increased stress levels may reduce the sea survival for kelts 
(Bordeleau et al. 2018), but we don’t know how the stress levels of kelts are influenced by the 
fences. In the Tana system kelts migrate earlier in the season than smolts, and although there 
may be considerable year-to-year variation, their downstream migration is mostly over by late 
June (Niemelä et al. 2000). Considering the period of the trap operation, a large fraction of kelts 
had thus likely migrated past the trapping site before the trap was operational. Kelts may there-
fore to a larger extent than smolts have escaped the trap interception in 2023. But for the ones 
who had not, the observations of kelts holding upstream the fences indicate that the trap was a 
migration hindrance delaying their return to the sea.  Smolts on the other hand normally migrate 
between mid-June and late-July (Orell et al. 2007, Rikstad & Niemelä 2009), coinciding with the 
Seidaholmen fence and trap operation period. Therefore, a larger fraction of migrating smolts 
than kelts were delayed by the fences. The extent of delay may also have varied between the 
groups as well as between individuals.  

To which extent the downstream migration by smolt and kelts will be intercepted by a trap oper-
ation in future applications will thus depend the time of the trap installation, factors initiating the 
smolt and kelt downstream migrations as well as the trap design, Overall, the poor status of 
salmon populations in the Tana system makes the Atlantic salmon highly vulnerable to any in-
creased predation or other kinds of mortality (Vitenskapelig råd for lakseforvaltning 2022).  

  

4.2 Upstream migration  
As with the downstream migration the Seidaholmen trap-fence system clearly delayed and at 
least temporarily stopped the upstream migrations of fish. This phenomenon has been observed 
at many man-made structures even in sites that do not seem to be physically difficult for salmon 
to pass (Thorstad et al. 2008 and references therein). Rather large quantities of fish were ob-
served accumulating below the fences shortly after the installation of the trap-fence systems. 
This was documented by several methods below the eastern fence, where most of the monitoring 
was done, but also by drone footage in the western run. Schools of fish were observed roaming 
upstream, downstream and sideways, and even pushing against the rigid fence likely seeking 
for a way upstream. Pink salmon dominated in numbers, but the Atlantic salmon were counted 
in the hundreds in the eastern channel already on July 3rd. Although Atlantic salmon mostly pre-
ferred to keep somewhat more distance to the trap, and pink salmon were more frequently ob-
served in shallower areas, there was no clear segregation between Atlantic salmon and pink 
salmon schools. The pink salmon seemed more agile and were at times frenetically swimming 
around. Still, they were very reluctant to enter the fish trap, and Atlantic salmon extremely rarely 
did so. These observations lead to the decisions to make a bypass opening in the rigid fence, 
that were kept open for periods, to give the Atlantic salmon a chance to pass upstream. 

We do not have data on individual holding times. But the many fish observed holding quite far 
downstream to the trap indicates that the fish preferred to retreat some distance away from the 
trap, or potentially hesitating to approach. One explanation could be fish avoiding the substantial 
noise produced by the metal tubes and other metal structures in the trap in the eastern channel. 
Noise may be stressful to fish (e.g. de Jong et al. 2020) and sound deterrents are used many 
places to guide fish (e.g. Jesus et al. 2021). We do not know which sound frequencies the metal 
structures generated, but if some was in a frequency that resonates with the swim bladder it 
could be unpleasant for the fish to approach. The trap also had quite some influence on the flow 
and turbulence conditions. On the other hand, the flow conditions seemed to be one important 
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factor explaining how the fish approached the eastern fence. The deepest channel led fish to the 
western side of the eastern channel, quite far away from the trap entrance, and this was where 
most of the fish, in particular Atlantic salmon, approached the fence. This was also the area 
where the bypass opening was made. What was the most important proximate que for deterring 
fish from entering the trap remains an open question. Fish were observe holding positions quite 
far downstream to the fence also in the western river channel, however the investigated area 
here did not stretch many hundred meters below the fence as in the eastern run.  

Drone footage revealed large gatherings of fish downstream the guiding fences, often in accord-
ance with the snorkellers observations. But we also experienced situations when relatively few 
fish were observed by the snorkeller, but numerous fish were observed by the drone. This illus-
trates the challenge of the typically low visibility range in the River Tana. In both underwater 
video and drone footage fish were observed forcing their way through the flexible guiding fences 
both in the western and eastern river channels. This showed us that although the guiding fences 
had a clear guiding effect as revealed by underwater video and diving, they were not sufficient 
to hold back all fish. They also largely failed in guiding the fish over to the eastern channel as 
intended, since a lot of the fish chose to hold below the western fence and eventually forced its 
way through. Due to the lack of individual-based data we don’t know the typical hold-back time 
for the different species, nor the proportion of fish that never passed. But the high numbers of 
migrating fish passing Polmak sonar site indicates that most fish made it through the flexible 
fence in the western channel, at times also helped by the bypass opening made in the eastern 
fence. Holes made by the water flow under the flexible fence anchoring chain could also be a 
potential bypass route, but we do not have any footage showing that this happened. The flexible 
guiding fence thus has some benefits and some pitfalls; it makes much less noise than the alu-
minium fence, it does not catch debris etc, and it guides fish. Also, it does not harm fish swimming 
through. The fact that fish can force their way through is obviously also the reason it fails in 
confining the fish to the downstream side. The observations made in this study however indicate 
that the flexible fence works well as a guiding fence for the purpose of leading fish towards the 
centre of the river channels, as it is used for the sonar monitoring locations in the Tana tributaries 
(e.g., Domaas et al. 2024). 

The large increase in fish numbers downstream to the fences in early July was seen both in the 
eastern and western run and indicates that fish ascending rates from the sea were higher than 
the rate at which fish passed the fences through the deliberately made bypass openings and 
through the flexible fences. On the other hand, fish numbers downstream to the western fence 
decreased after July 12th, and during the following days large numbers of fish were observed 
migrating up the western channel. This wave of migrants seemed not to be correlated to any 
changes in water discharge, but likely reflects a migration peak from the sea. To which extent 
this migration peak was delayed at the trap and fences is difficult to say, but the highest migration 
peak at Polmak appeared later in 2023 than in 2021 when there was no trap and fences. Two 
migration peaks observed at Polmak around the 20th of July and early August in 2023 coincided 
with increases in water discharge. It might well be that fish that had been reluctant to pass the 
fences found it easier to do so at higher water discharge, but this remains speculations. These 
two peaks were seen as migration peaks by Atlantic salmon in both Kárášjohka and Anárjohka. 

The effects caused by the delays below the Seidaholmen trap-fence system for salmon and trout 
are largely unknown but there are several potential problems (see e.g. Thorstad et al. 2008). In 
the Tana system different salmon populations have their own temporal migration patterns indi-
cating local adaptations (Vähä et al. 2011). These adaptations are probably advantageous for 
salmon enabling them to migrate during optimal environmental conditions and to arrive at proper 
times to spawning grounds. In addition, entry to small tributaries (very shallow river mouths) from 
the Tana main stem is often dependent on suitable water levels which may occur within a narrow 
temporal window (Vähä et al. 2011). A delay early in the migration may at worst hinder entry to 
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such small tributaries. Discharge dependent passage of certain riffles and waterfalls have been 
observed in other rivers too (Thorstad et al. 2008 and references therein). Warm water during 
the active migration, which was the case in Tana in 2023, may cause additional energetic cost 
to migratory fish, especially if migration is delayed. This potential effect is largest for the head-
water populations with long migration distances. It also can’t be ruled out that some of the up-
stream migrating salmon turns back at obstacles and migrate to other rivers to spawn (Croze 
2005, Thorstad et al. 2008). Individuals often differ in boldness and other behavioural traits, so-
called behavioural syndromes, may have had evolutionary advantages (Sih et al. 2004). Such 
differences are likely to lead to differences in delay time for migrating Atlantic salmon about to 
travers a manmade structure such as the trap and fences. Thus, we might expect that some 
individuals experienced short delays, whereas others were delayed much longer. 

Sea migrating trout use the lower reaches of the Tana main stem as its overwintering (both non-
maturing and maturing individuals) area and migrations between river and the feeding grounds 
at the Tana mouth/Tanafjorden are frequent between spring and autumn (Orell et al. 2017). 
Catch statistics from the river stretch between Tana bru and the Norwegian-Finnish border (Nuor-
gam, Finland) shows that the upstream migration for both non-maturing and maturing individuals 
starts around mid-July and increases throughout August (Niemelä 2016). The Seidaholmen trap-
fence was situated within the overwintering area and would have been necessary to pass for 
migrating sea trout ascending further up the watercourse. It is thus reasonable to assume that 
the Seidaholmen trap-fence has caused changes and delays to sea trout migrations, both up-
stream and downstream. If so, these delays may cause similar effects to sea trout as they may 
cause to salmon. However, sea trout observations were much more sparse than Atlantic salmon 
observations in the analysed data. Very little data from August have been analysed, it is likely 
that we would have observed more sea trou in August. In the drone footage it is generally very 
difficult to separate sea trout from similarly sized Atlantic salmon or pink salmon. We observed 
several sea trout swimming through the flexible fence in upstream direction, and we observed 
one dead sea trout drifting towards the flexible fence from the upstream side. However, our an-
alysed data are too limited to draw strong conclusions on sea trout reactions to the guiding 
fences.     

 

4.2.1 Trapping efficiency 
The fish trap at Seidaholmen in 2023 had a very low pink salmon catch efficiency, based on the 
counts of fish (Polmak sonar) that bypassed the trap. The trapping efficiency was even lower for 
Atlantic salmon and sea trout, which is very problematic, as these fish should swim rapidly into 
the trap to be quickly released upstream. The two most important factors causing low catch 
efficiency were 1) the fish were very reluctant to enter the trap, likely as a consequence of a non-
optimal trap entrance placement and flow conditions at the entrance itself, and 2) the flexible 
fences were not capable of holding fish. None of these factors are trivial with obvious quick-fixes, 
and the adoption of one solution with some benefits will very often have other negative aspects. 
We will come back to this in the Recommendations-section (Chapter 4.5). 

 

4.3 Potential ecological impacts  
The ecological risks from the pink salmon invasion are treated elsewhere (see e.g. Sandlund et 
al. 2019, Hindar et al. 2020, Forsgren et al. 2023) and will not be discussed here. The return of 
adult spawners is important not only to start the next generation of anadromous fish, but it also 
brings nutrient-rich matter from the marine system to nutrient-poor rivers, headwaters and 
coastal ecosystems (e.g. Schindler et al. 2003, McLennan et al. 2019, Bernthal et al. 2022). 
Constraining the unhindered migration of fish in rivers through the installation of barriers disrupts 
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river connectivity, directly contradicting the overarching objective of most fish ecologists, namely 
the enhancement of river connectivity. Physical structures hindering unrestricted migration can 
exert significant impacts on both local and migratory fish populations (Thorstad et al. 2008). In 
this case this is per se the goal of the barrier for one of the species, the pink salmon. However, 
the ecological consequences of such pervasive management actions may be difficult to foresee, 
especially for already vulnerable populations such as the many threatened Atlantic salmon pop-
ulations in the Tana watercourse. We have pointed to the risks associated with delays in out-
migration both for smolts and kelts and upstream migration of adult fish. As the flexible fence did 
not work well for the purpose of holding and guiding the fish to the trap, another solution will be 
warranted. Using more robust solutions, as in traps in other rivers in the region, is likely to result 
in more fish with sores and abrases from pushing towards the fence. For the fish caught at the 
Seidaholmen trap during the summer of 2023 a wound frequency of 15% was reported, but it 
was not known to which extent these wounds were acquired before or after trap entrance (San-
dodden et al. 2023). Such wounds can lead to Saprolegnia infection challenges in freshwater 
and diffusion balance challenges in the sea. Such effects may result from physical contact with 
the trap installation or weirs but may also result from aggressive behaviour among stressed fish 
in front of the fences. Immune responses required to handle wounds comes in addition to the 
other energetic challenges associated with the spawning migration. Not all fish will incur prob-
lems, but it is important to consider the effects of these challenges on top of the many challenges 
Atlantic salmon and other anadromous salmonids face. For other fish species frequently ob-
served in the area, such as arctic grayling and whitefish, we know very little about their local 
ecology and habitat use and hence effect of the fence/trap.  

 

4.4 Operational support 
The operational support provided by the monitoring in this trap evaluation project proved highly 
important. The support rapidly identified that the trap entrance protruding downstream from the 
v-shaped guiding fence caused fish not to enter the trap at all. This was followed up by the trap 
management by moving the trap entrance upstream to the end of the v-shape, a modification 
that improved the function to some extent. However, the continued monitoring showed large 
amounts of Atlantic salmon downstream to the fences not willing to enter the trap. The opera-
tional support team therefore recommended to make an opening in the guiding fence to let these 
salmon through for continued spawning migration. The recommendations were followed up by 
the trap management, by making openings in the rigid fence for irregular periods. The Environ-
mental Agency also wanted the operational support to give “early warning” about high fish num-
bers approaching the trap, for the trap operators to be aware of increased workload at the trap. 
However, as the number of fish entering the trap continued to be low compared to the amount 
of fish observed downstream to the trap and bypassing the trap, the monitoring had little value 
as an indicator of the amount of fish entering the trap.   

The high numbers of fish surpassing the fence in the western run was also communicated to the 
trap management in the interim report, which was followed up by various efforts to improve the 
fence. However, these efforts seemed not to hinder the fish in traversing the fence in the western 
run.  

Overall, the monitoring and operational support worked well for evaluation of the trap and fences, 
whereas the poor willingness of fish to enter the trap made the numbers observed downstream 
to the trap a poor indicator of the number of fish entering the trap. The further actions that would 
be needed to make the trap function better and more efficient would involve major measures like 
large reconstructions of the trap-fence structures, which was out of the scope for the summer of 
2023. 
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Due to the number of people involved and complexity of the operation of the trap, e.g. the daily 
leader of the trap operation varied at any given day, we see a need for an administration plan 
and communication protocol between the actors before a project like this is to be carried out 
again.  

  

4.5 Recommendations  
4.5.1 Trap-fence system development 
As indicated above, a major concern regarding future use and development of the trap in the 
River Tana is the consequences for descending smolts and kelts as well as for ascending native 
spawners. A precautionary approach should be used in all management actions at the current 
salmon stock status in the Tana with salmon fisheries totally closed. If a trap is once again in-
stalled, there must be developed better downstream migrations solutions to aid the free and 
relatively undisturbed outmigration of smolts and kelts. We recommend developing a system 
with many downstream migration solutions in order to avoid concentrations of smolts and kelts 
in front of a single or a few routes; two or three of such openings will likely not suffice. Similarly, 
the nature of a varying flow situation throughout the summer combined with the large scale of 
the river necessitates a trap with several intakes/traps for upstream migrating fish. A solution 
with four or more trap entrances will be helpful in several ways; it creates several entrance op-
portunities for the fish, each that can be favourable for different flow conditions and different 
species/size groups, it can reduce the traffic necessary per entrance, giving a better potential for 
AI-guided automated sorting and native fish release without handling. Having multiple trap en-
trances not only provides alternative options for ascending fish but also serves as a reliable 
backup in case one trap fails or requires closure for repairs, ensuring a more resilient and effec-
tive system. A central consideration must be to ensure good flow conditions through the en-
trances, to make them attractive and to motivate fish to enter them. Local resources were in-
volved in the planning of the first trap in Tana, having these onboard during planning of potential 
future traps will be central to succsess. Local fishermen with long experience in catching Atlantic 
salmon with weir traps have a good understanding of how salmon use the river flow and should 
be consulted for advice on exact entrance locations. Getting the native fish to pass the trap and 
fences without delay and harm must have highest priority. The opportunity to pass a flexible 
fence will probably not be part of a future trap solution; what to do if the native fish won’t pass 
through the migration solutions must be planned together with monitoring and action thresholds 
as part of a comprehensive risk analysis.  

 

4.5.2 Monitoring program 
The current monitoring and evaluation of the trap-fence system was planned shortly prior to when 
the operation commenced. Consequently, we uncovered areas of improvement regarding coor-
dination and a need for an operational support protocol, e.g. the construction of the trap and 
guiding fences lacked coordination with monitoring actions. For upcoming trap operations, we 
suggest integrating monitoring from the initial planning stages. This proactive approach will not 
only enhance the effectiveness of the trap operation but also contribute to a more comprehensive 
evaluation of its impact on fish populations.  

The use of cameras is essential for species identification, and cameras were also highly valuable 
for evaluating fish behaviour at the fences. The sonar covers a much large water volume than 
cameras and can be used for fish counting and fish length measurement. Snorkelling was also 
very informative for information on fish distribution in the area, but we admittedly also underesti-
mated fish presence at times due too poor water visibility. Whilst we didn't initially plan for the 
use of a drone ourselves, the invaluable drone footage generously shared by Joachim Henriksen 
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from Tana provided us with highly beneficial observations and information. As the other methods, 
drones have some limitations with poor water transparency, especially at higher water levels, 
wind that create a rough scattering water surface, and also relatively short operation time. But 
the benefits of the bird’s-eye view were very well illustrated during the periods with low water 
flow, good light conditions and calm weather conditions with no or little wind.  

The current study and monitoring design had a significant limitation: a lack of information on 
individual behaviour. Whilst we almost consistently observed fish in front of the trap and guiding 
fences, we have no way to tell whether these are any of the same individuals observed 30 
minutes, 4 hours, or 2 days ago, etc. Furthermore, we were unable to determine if fish that ap-
proached the trap in the eastern channel and then returned downstream, continued to try the 
western channel or if those in the western channel never ventured up the eastern channel. More-
over, we don’t know if spawners gave up and returned to the sea to seek spawning opportunities 
in other rivers. This is an issue in most, if not all, rivers with migration barriers, i.e. the full-scale 
pink salmon traps used extensively in Norwegian rivers in 2023. The duration of the time smolts 
needed to pass the fence and the extent of their mortality risk in the area also remains unknown. 
Therefore, future trap monitoring studies should prioritize the inclusion of individual fish tracking 
through telemetry methods. Such an experiment should encompass a diverse array of fish from 
various sources, including downstream migrating smolts and kelts, as well as upstream migrating 
pink salmon and native salmonids.  

 



NINA Report 2387 
 

62 

5 References 
Aarestrup, K., & Koed, A. 2003. Survival of migrating sea trout (Salmo trutta) and Atlantic salmon 

(Salmo salar) smolts negotiating weirs in small Danish rivers. Ecology of Freshwater Fish 12: 169–
176. https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0633.2003.00027.x.  

Anon. 2023. Status of the Tana/Teno River salmon populations in 2022. Report from the Tana/Teno 
Monitoring and Research Group nr 1/2023. https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3041641. 

Anon. 2021. Status of the Tana/Teno River salmon populations in 2021. Report from the Tana Mon-
itoring and Research Group nr 1/2021. https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2834877. 

Armstrong, J.D., Bean, C.W. & Wells, A. 2018. The Scottish invasion of pink salmon in 2017. Journal 
of Fish Biology 93: 8–11. https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.13680.  

Baktoft, H., Gjelland, K.Ø., Szabo-Meszaros, M., Silva, A.T., Riha, M., Økland, F., Alfredsen, K., & 
Forseth, T. 2020. Can energy depletion of wild Atlantic salmon kelts negotiating hydropower facil-
ities lead to reduced survival? Sustainability 12: 7341. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187341. 

Berg, M. 1961. Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) in Northern Norway in the year 1960. Acta 
Borealia A Scientia 17: 1:24. 

Bernthal, F.R., Armstrong, J.D., Nislow, K.H., & Metcalfe, N.B. 2022. Nutrient limitation in Atlantic 
salmon rivers and streams: Causes, consequences, and management strategies. Aquatic Con-
servation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems, 32: 1073–1091. https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.3811 

Berntsen, H.H., Sandlund, O.T., Thorstad, E.B., & Fiske, P. 2020. Pukkellaks i Norge, 2019. NINA 
Rapport. 1821. Norsk institutt for naturforskning. https://brage.nina.no/nina-
xmlui/handle/11250/2651741.  

Bjerknes, V. 1977. Evidence of natural production of pink salmon fry (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha Wal-
baum) in Finmark, North Norway. Astarte 10: 5–7. 

Bordeleau, X., Hatcher, B.G., Denny, S., Fast, M.D., Whoriskey, F.G., Patterson, D.A., & Crossin, 
G.T. 2018. Consequences of captive breeding: Fitness implications for wild-origin, hatchery-
spawned Atlantic salmon kelts upon their return to the wild. Biological Conservation 225: 144–
153. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.06.033.  

Cheng, M. L. H., Hinch, S. G., Juanes, F., Healy, S. J., Lotto, A. G., Mapley, S. J., & Furey, N. B. 
(2022). Acoustic imaging observes predator–prey interactions between bull trout and migrating 
sock-eye salmon smolts. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 42: 1494–1501. 

County Governor of Troms and Finnmark. 2022. Tiltak mot pukkellaks i Troms og Finnmark. 
Oppsummering av tiltak utført av frivillige organisasjoner i 2021. https://www.statsforval-
teren.no/contentassets/92ed5100299c4d4caf705f45ea632684/rapport-fra-bekjempelse-av-puk-
kellaks-2021.pdf (accessed: 21.11.2023).  

Croze, O. 2005. Radio-tracking: a useful tool for the Aulne Atlantic salmon rehabilitation programme. 
In: Spedicato MT, Lembo G, Marmulla G (eds) Aquatic telemetry: advances and applications. Pro-
ceedings of the Fifth Conference on Fish Telemetry held in Europe, Ustica, Italy, 9–13 June 2003. 
FAO/COISPA, Rome, pp 13–24. 

Diaz Pauli, B., Berntsen, H.H., Thorstad, E.B., Homrum, E., Lusseau, S.M., Wennevik, V. & Utne, 
K.R. 2023. Geographic distribution, abundance, diet, and body size of invasive pink salmon (On-
corhynchus gorbuscha) in the Norwegian and Barents Seas, and in Norwe-gian rivers. ICES Jour-
nal of Marine Science 80: 76–90. https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsac224.  

Domaas, S., Gjelland, K.Ø, Johansen, N.S., Pedersen, S.L.K., Fagard, P., Ballesteros, M., Falkegård, 
M., Orell, P., Pohjola, J.P., Kuusela, J. 2024. Telling av laks i Tanavassdraget. Kárášjohka 2018-
2022, Lákšjohka 2018-2020, Máskejohka 2020 og 2022, Anárjohka 2021 og Iešjohka 2022. NINA 
Rapport 2296. Norsk institutt for naturforskning. https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3118520. 

Forsgren, E., Bærum, K.M., Finstad, A.G., Gjelland, K.Ø., Hesthagen, T., Knutsen, H. og Wienerroi-
ther R. 2023. Fisker: Vurdering av pukkellaks Oncorhynchus gorbuscha for Fastlands-Norge med 
havområder. Fremmedartslista 2023. Artsdatabanken. http://www.artsdatabanken.no/lister/frem-
medartslista/2023/1909.  

https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0633.2003.00027.x
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3041641
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2834877
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.13680
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187341
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.3811
https://brage.nina.no/nina-xmlui/handle/11250/2651741
https://brage.nina.no/nina-xmlui/handle/11250/2651741
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.06.033
https://www.statsforvalteren.no/contentassets/92ed5100299c4d4caf705f45ea632684/rapport-fra-bekjempelse-av-pukkellaks-2021.pdf
https://www.statsforvalteren.no/contentassets/92ed5100299c4d4caf705f45ea632684/rapport-fra-bekjempelse-av-pukkellaks-2021.pdf
https://www.statsforvalteren.no/contentassets/92ed5100299c4d4caf705f45ea632684/rapport-fra-bekjempelse-av-pukkellaks-2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsac224
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fhdl.handle.net%2F11250%2F3118520&data=05%7C02%7CKarl.Gjelland%40nina.no%7Cea106cd45e1f427936d408dc315a31b6%7C6cef373021314901831055b3abf02c73%7C0%7C0%7C638439510647501499%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6NgPiF%2F5FEurD%2F%2FFDz9ICxjHmsUZZQE1RfKE21olULo%3D&reserved=0
http://www.artsdatabanken.no/lister/fremmedartslista/2023/1909
http://www.artsdatabanken.no/lister/fremmedartslista/2023/1909


NINA Report 2387 
 

63 

Gjelland, K.Ø., Johansen, N.S, Orell, P., Kytokörpi, M., Grønmo, S. & Holter, T. 2024. Downstream 
migration success of Atlantic salmon smolts in River Tana, 2021. NINA Report 2396. Norwegian 
Institute for Nature Research. https://hdl.handle.net/11250/3118522. 

Gordeeva, N.V., Salmenkova, E.A., & Prusov, S.V. 2015. Variability of biological and population ge-
netic indices in pink salmon, Oncorhynchus gorbuscha transplanted into the White Sea basin. 
Journal of Ichthyology 55: 69–76. https://doi.org/10.1134/S0032945215010051.  

Hindar, K., Hole, L.R., Kausrud, K.L., Malmstrøm, M., Rimstad, E., Robertson, L., Sandlund, O.T., 
Thorstad, E.B., Vollset, K., de Boer, H., Eldegard, K., Järnegren, J., Kirkendall, L.R., Måren, I.E., 
Nilsen, E.B., Rueness, E.K., Nielsen, A., & Velle, G. 2020. Assessment of the risk to Norwegian 
biodiversity and aquaculture from pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha). Report from the Nor-
wegian Scientific Committee for Food and Environment (VKM) 2020: 01. 
https://brage.nina.no/nina-xmlui/handle/11250/2729831 

Jesus, J., Cortes, R., & Teixeira, A. 2021. Acoustic and Light Selective Behavioral Guidance Systems 
for Freshwater Fish. Water 13: 745. https://doi.org/10.3390/w13060745.  

Johansen, N.S., Muladal, R. & Varsi, H.-E. 2021. Kartlegging og uttak av pukkellaks fra Tanavass-
draget i 2019. Rapport 2021-01. Tanavassdragets fiskeforvaltning. 

Johansen, N.S. 2018. Fangstrapport for Tanavassdraget, sesong 2017. Rapport 2018-02. Tanavass-
dragets fiskeforvaltning. 

Lennox, R.J., Berntsen, H.H., Garseth, Å.H., Hinch, S.G., Hindar, K., Ugedal, O., Utne K.R., Vollset, 
K.W., Whoriskey, F.G., & Thorstad, E.B. 2023. Prospects for the future of pink salmon in three 
oceans: From the native Pacific to the novel Arctic and Atlantic. Fish and Fisheries 24: 759–776. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12760.  

Marschall, E.A., Mather, M.E., Parrish, D.L., Allison, G.W., & McMenemy, J.R. 2011. Migration delays 
caused by anthropogenic barriers: Modeling dams, temperature, and success of migrating salmon 
smolts. Ecological Applications 21: 3014–3031. https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0593.1.  

de Jong, K., Forland, T. N., Amorim, M. C. P., Rieucau, G., Slabbekoorn, H., & Sivle, L. D. 2020. 
Predicting the effects of anthropogenic noise on fish reproduction. Reviews in Fish Biology and 
Fisheries 30: 245–268. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-020-09598-9.   

McCormick, S. D., Hansen, L. P., Quinn, T. P., Saunders, R. L. 1998. Movement, migration, and 
smolting of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 55 
(Suppl. 1): 77–92. https://doi.org/10.1139/d98-011.  

McLennan, D., Auer, S.K., Anderson, G.J., Reid, T.C., Bassar, R.D., Stewart, D.C., Cauwelier, E., 
Sampayo, J., McKelvey, S., Nislow, K.H., Armstrong, J.D., & Metcalfe, N.B. 2019. Simulating nu-
trient release from parental carcasses increases the growth, biomass and genetic diversity of ju-
venile Atlantic salmon. Journal of Applied Ecology, 56: 1937–1947. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-
2664.13429 

Muladal, R. 2010. Tiltak mot pukkellaks i Karpelva, Komagelva og Vestre Jakobselv. Naturtjenester i 
Nord. Rapport-9. 

Naturtjenester i Nord. Rapport-9. 30 s.Prusov, S.V., & Zubchenko, A.V. 2021 Pink salmon in the 
Murmansk region. International Seminar on Pink Salmon in the Barents Region and Northern Eu-
rope 2021. NIBIO Svanhovd, 27-28 October 2021. County Governor of Troms and Finnmark, pp. 
20-24. https://www.statsforvalteren.no/contentassets/00239d2ba9f943fca27579b97da1021c/re-
port-pink-salmon-seminar-2021-with-appendix.pdf (accessed online on 01.12.2023).  

Niemelä E, Johansen N, Zubchenko AV, Dempson JB, Veselov A, Ieshko EP, Barskaya Yu, Novo-
khatskaya OV, Shulman BS, Länsman M, Kuusela J, Haantie J, Kylmäaho M, Kivilahti E, Arvola 
K-M, Kalske T 2016. Pink salmon in the Barents region. Fylkesmannen i Finnmark, Miljøver-
navdelinga, Rapport 3. 

Niemelä, E., Länsman, M., Hassinen, E., Kuusela, J., Johansen, N. S., Johnsen, K. M., Hantie, J. & 
Kalske, T. H. 2016. Sjøørreten (Salmo trutta, L.) i Tanavassdraget, fangst og økologi. Fylkes-
mannen i Finnmark, Miljøvernavdelinga, Rapport 1-2016. 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fhdl.handle.net%2F11250%2F3118522&data=05%7C02%7CKarl.Gjelland%40nina.no%7Cea106cd45e1f427936d408dc315a31b6%7C6cef373021314901831055b3abf02c73%7C0%7C0%7C638439510647511660%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=C2qdZ0C2ZOm1WrAJs8XBOYsX4vdFmKZqLaESD9Wj%2BmE%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0032945215010051
https://brage.nina.no/nina-xmlui/handle/11250/2729831
https://doi.org/10.3390/w13060745
https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12760
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0593.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-020-09598-9
https://doi.org/10.1139/d98-011
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13429
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13429


NINA Report 2387 
 

64 

Niemelä, E., Mäkinen, T.S., Moen, K., Hassinen, E., Erkinaro, J., Länsman, M. & Julkunen, M. 2000. 
Age, sex ratio and timing of the catch of kelts and ascending Atlantic salmon in the subarctic River 
Teno. Journal of Fish Biology 56, 974–985. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2000.tb00886.x.  

Orell, P., Erkinaro, J., Svenning, M., Davidsen J. & Niemelä, E. 2007. Synchrony in the downstream 
migration of smolts and upstream migration of adult Atlantic salmon in the sub-Arctic River Utsjoki. 
Journal of Fish Biology 71: 1735-1750. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2007.01641.x.  

Orell, P., Erkinaro, J., Kanniainen, T. & Kuusela, J. 2017. Migration behavior of sea trout (Salmo 
trutta, L.) in a large sub-arctic river system: evidence of a two-year spawning migration. In: Sea 
Trout: Science & Management (G. Harris. Ed). Proceedings of the 2nd International Sea Trout 
Symposium, October 2015, Dundalk, Ireland. Matador, Leicestershire, 396-409. 

Rikstad, A. & Niemelä, E. 2009. Tanalaksens vandringer: resultater fra merkinger av laksesmolt i 
Tanavassdraget 1974-1981. Fylkesmannen i Finnmark, Miljøvernavdelingen, Rapport 4–2009.  

Sandlund, O.T., Berntsen, H.H., Fiske, P., Kuusela, J., Muladal, R., Niemelä, E., Uglem, I., Forseth, 
T., Mo, T.A., Thorstad, E.B., Veselov, A.E., Vollset, K.W. & Zubchenko, V. 2019. Pink salmon in 
Norway: the reluctant invader. Biol Invasion 21: 1033-1054. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-018-
1904-z. 

Sandodden, R., Adolfsen, P., Vale Nielsen, K. 2023. Etablering og drift av pukkellaksfelle i Tanavass-
draget 2023. VI rapport 56/2023, the Norwegian Veterinary Institute. 

Schindler, D.E., Scheuerell, M.D., Moore, J.W., Gende, S.M., Francis, T.B., & Palen, W.J. 2003. Pa-
cific salmon and the ecology of coastal ecosystems. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 1: 
31–37. https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295(2003)001[0031:PSATEO]2.0.CO;2.   

Sih, A., Bell, A., & Johnson, J.C. 2004. Behavioral syndromes: an ecological and evolutionary over-
view. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 19: 372–378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009.  

Skóra, M.E., Jones, J.I., Youngson, A.F., Robertson, S., Wells, A., Lauridsen, R.B., & Copp, G.H. 
2023a. Evidence of potential establishment of pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha in Scotland. 
Journal of Fish Biology, in press. https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.15304.  

Skóra, M. E., Guðbergsson, G., Copp, G. H., & Jones, J. I. 2023b. Evidence of successful recruitment 
of non-native pink salmon Oncorhynchus gorbuscha in Iceland. Journal of Fish Biology, in press. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.15556. 

Svenning, M.-A., Johansen, N.S., & Borgstrøm, R. 2020. Predasjon på laksunger i Tana. Med hoved-
vekt på diett hos gjedde og sjøørret. NIINA Rapport 1648, Norsk institutt for naturforskning. 
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2671932.  

Svenning, M.-A., Domaas, S., Johansen, N. S., & Borgstrøm, R. 2023. Alders- og størrelsesfordeling, 
vekst, dødelighet og diett hos gjedde og ørret i Tanavassdraget basert på fiske i 2021. NINA Rap-
port 2298. Norsk institutt for naturforskning. http://hdl.handle.net/11250/3095119.  

Statistics Norway. 2022a. Sea catches of salmon and sea trout. Available from: 
https://www.ssb.no/jord-skog-jakt-og-fiskeri/fiske-og-fangst/statistikk/sjofiske-etter-laks-og-sjo-
aure (accessed: 21.11.2023).  

Statistics Norway. 2022b. River catch. Available from: https://www.ssb.no/jord-skog-jakt-og-fisk-
eri/fiske-og-fangst/statistikk/elvefiske (accessed 21.11.2023). 

Thorstad, E. B., Økland, F., Aarestrup, K., & Heggberget, T. G. 2008. Factors affecting the within‐
river spawning migration of Atlantic salmon, with emphasis on human impacts. Reviews in Fish 
Biology and Fisheries 18: 345–371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-007-9076-4.  

Thorstad, E.B., Whoriskey, F., Uglem, I., Moore, A., Rikardsen, A.H., & Finstad, B. 2012. A critical life 
stage of the Atlantic salmon Salmo salar: behaviour and survival during the smolt and initial post-
smolt migration. J. Fish Biol. 81: 500–542. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2012.03370.x.  

van West, P. 2006. Saprolegnia parasitica, an oomycete pathogen with a fishy appetite: new chal-
lenges for an old problem. Mycologist 20: 99–104. https://dx.doi.org//10.1016/j.my-
col.2006.06.004  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2000.tb00886.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2007.01641.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-018-1904-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-018-1904-z
https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295(2003)001%5b0031:PSATEO%5d2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.15304
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.15556
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2671932
http://hdl.handle.net/11250/3095119
https://www.ssb.no/jord-skog-jakt-og-fiskeri/fiske-og-fangst/statistikk/sjofiske-etter-laks-og-sjoaure
https://www.ssb.no/jord-skog-jakt-og-fiskeri/fiske-og-fangst/statistikk/sjofiske-etter-laks-og-sjoaure
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11160-007-9076-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2012.03370.x
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mycol.2006.06.004
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mycol.2006.06.004


NINA Report 2387 
 

65 

Vitenskapelig råd for lakseforvaltning 2022. Effekter av predasjon på laks. Temarapport fra 
Vitenskapelig råd for lakseforvaltning nr 8. 

Vähä, J-P., Erkinaro, J., Niemelä, E., Primmer, C. R., Saloniemi, I., Johansen, M., Svenning, M. & 
Brørs, S. 2011. Temporally stable population-specific differences in run timing of one-sea-winter 
Atlantic salmon returning to a large river system. Evolutionary Applications 4: 39-53. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2010.00131.x.  

Zubchenko, A., Veselov, A., & Kalyuzhin, S. 2004. Pink Salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha): prob-
lems in acclimatization in Europe, North Russia. Polar Research Institute of Marine Fisheries and 
Oceanography (PINRO), Murmansk (In Russian). 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2010.00131.x


NINA Report 2387 
 

66 

 



 

 



 

 

ISSN: 1504-3312 
ISBN: 978-82-426-1591-4 

2387 


	Abstract
	Sammendrag
	Contents
	Foreword
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods and monitoring sites
	2.1 Trap-fence structures and monitoring overview
	2.2 Monitoring equipment
	2.3 Monitoring at the trap-fence in the eastern channel
	2.3.1 Activity measurement at the site

	2.4 Monitoring at the fence in western channel
	2.5 Monitoring of ascending fish in the western channel
	2.6 Operational support

	3 Results
	3.1 Downstream migration
	3.1.1 Smolts
	3.1.2 Kelts
	3.1.3 Other species

	3.2 Ascending fish approaching the eastern fence and trap
	3.2.1 General observations
	3.2.2 Fish behaviour at the trap entrance
	3.2.3 Snorkelling counts below eastern trap-fence structure
	3.2.4 Fish behaviour at the flexible fence section in the eastern channel
	3.2.5 Fish behaviour at bypass openings
	3.2.5.1 3rd-4th and 7th-8th of July bypass
	3.2.5.2 The 12th of July bypass
	3.2.5.3 The 21st and 22nd of July bypass
	3.2.5.4 The August openings


	3.3 Ascending fish in the western river channel
	3.3.1 Fish numbers and behaviour at the flexible fence
	3.3.2 Migration up the western channel

	3.4 Ascending fish numbers at Polmak, Anárjohka and Kárášjohka
	3.4.1 Polmak
	3.4.2 Comparison between Polmak and Seidaholmen, western channel
	3.4.3 Kárášjohka and Anárjohka

	3.5 Fish trap catch efficiency

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Downstream migration
	4.2 Upstream migration
	4.2.1 Trapping efficiency

	4.3 Potential ecological impacts
	4.4 Operational support
	4.5 Recommendations
	4.5.1 Trap-fence system development
	4.5.2 Monitoring program


	5 References


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice





