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Last year the writer discussed the fishing for & one year period on Fife Leake,
Michigan. Since that time emnother yeart's census on this leke has been concluded
and comparstive date for fishingrduring the two seasons are now aveilsble. The
census was again teken by a crem" of specially selected men from the Fife Lake CeCeCoe
camp under Foreman Erwin Moody's direction end was similer to the census of the
previous year; details of taking the census are therefore omitted in this discussion.
Only summer fishing, extgnding from June 25th to September 30th end winter fishing
for the period the leke was ice-covered are here considerede It is assumed that
all fishermen were seen in summer except & few (less than 57) who fished at nighte
Of those who were seen all except 91 were contacteds Records for these 91 fisher-
men sre not included below except in the final table where the fishing of those
not contected is regarded as having been average in every respect, All fishermen
were seen end contacted in wintere

Blanks used for recording the date were similar to those used the previous
yesr except that the items "heavy wind", "light wind", and "calm" were edded under

wegather,
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Data for the surmer fishing are summerized briefly below. Taebles and graphs

have, for the most pert, been omitted,

Number of fishermen.-~Census returns were obtained for a total of 3,594

fisherman-deays, 2,831 for men, end 763 for womene. A deily average of 3647 persons
fished the leke for the 98 day periode

Number of fish, catch per hour, fish per fishermen, and average size of all

fishe==The 3,594 fishermen-days yielded & total of 11,375 fish heving an average
length of 841 inches, caught at the rate of 1,27 fish per hour, The‘fishermen
averaged 3,2 fish per day's fishing (2.5 hours per fishing dey)e The catch per
hour veried from 2,2 the first week to 0.7 late in the season,

Analvysis of the catch by species (see Table 1)e=~The number of fish of each

species caught, their average size, and the catch per hour of each species are
shown in Taeble 1, There was considerable fluctuation in sverage size and in catch
per hour from week to week for each of the various species, but the fluctuation
was ordinarily not uniforme Most specles were taken most readily the first week
of the season. Fishing for bluegills end sunfish was best in mid-season, The
catch included 782 smallmouthed bass, having an average length of 13.1 inches and
teken at the rate of one fish per 11 hours of fishing; 470 largemouthed bass,
having an average length of 1346 inches and teken at the rate of one fish per

20 hours of fishing; 3,696 bluegills, average size 7.0 inches and caught at the
rate of epproximately one fish per 2 L/? hours of fishing; 1,418 sunfish, average
size 6,7 inches, ceught at the rate of one fish per 6 hours of fishing; 2,384 rock
bass, average size 745 inches and taken one every 4 hours; 2,340 perch, average
size 7«3 inches long and teken at the seme rate as the rock bass; also 154 walleyes,
53 northern pike, 72 bullheads, and 6 bleck crappies, The four large geme species

represented 1248% of the entire catche
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TABLE le. ANALYSIS OF THE CATCH., FIFE LAKE, SUMMER OF 1935*

Dete Smallmouth bass  Largemouth bass Bluegill Suniish
Pewded Noe Avee Per Noe Ave, Per Noe Aves Per No., Ave, Per
Teken size hre taken size hre taken size hre taken size hre
June 25«30 83 13,5 ol2 90 13,9 13 190 7eb e26 128 Tel 18
July 1=7 52 1344 05 37 142 03 207 6.8 +18 136 648 012
July 8-14 91 1343 09 82 13,0 +08 325 649 31 63 6.7 «06
July 15=21 67 12.6 «09 42 13,1 06 341 6.7 o246 122 6.4 «l7
July 22-28 29 11,6 «05 32 12.6 05 410 7el o64 856 65 ol3
July 29-Auge 4 47 1l.6 «07 22 13,1 «03 396 7e0 «58 183 Geb 027
Auge 5«11 80 13,8 «07 49 1346 05 647 Tel «80 258 65 024
buge 1218 1356 1343 0ld 41 14.4 «04 468 740 «49 168 649 18
Augo 19-25 96 14.0 .09 27 13.2 002 428 6.9 .39 174 6.6 .16

Auge 26-Septs 1 58 1246 14 2¢ 14,2 06 169 T3 «40 31 6,8 007

Septe 2«8 9 11,9 405 2 12,0 01 95 648 #5853 39 6.5 22
Septe 9-15 16 14.6 ol5 8 1542 07 4 668 #04 17 Tel 16
Sept. 16=22 17 12,0 .12 9 14,2 L06 10 79 07 13 6.8 09
Sppte 23-30 2 14,0 05 5 14,0 W12 6 T J14 1 9.0 (02

Total or A‘V'erage 782 13.1 009 470 13.6 .05 5696 7.0 .41 1418 6.7 .16

Date Rock bass Perch Walleye No;?ﬁ:rn Bullhead
Beriod Noe Avee Per Noes Ave, Per To. Aves Fer Tfoo—Ives 0o —IEVT,

taken size hre tekensize hre taken size hr., taken size taken  size

July le7 308 7.6 027 402 Tel 35 11 2348 LO1 4 2443 8 949
July 814 298 742 29 260 Te2 o258 15 2245 W01 1l 20,0 20 843
July 15-21 159 7.5 22 100 70 14 15 19,1 .02 1 24,0 <’ o
July 22-28 177 742 28 52 70 08 28 21,3 S04 2 18,.F 2 10,0
July 29-Aug. 4 174 6.9 26 103 Te2 JdE 32 2263 405 5 2248 3 12,7
Aug. 5-11 223 6.9 21 241 7.1 22 21 21,3 W02 8 22,1 8 10.1
Aug. 12218 135 7.€ 14 313 7ol 33 7 19,6 LO1 7 2340 6 12,2
Auge 15-25 166 7.3 15 190 7 03 A7 1 25,0 tre 4 20,0 4 10,0
Aup, 26-Sept, 1 46 7.6 o1l 148 764 3D 5 18,8 .01 1 1740 2 11,5
Septe 2-8 18 7.3 »10 22 6.8 Jd2 1 26,0 LO1 2  21e5 e Y
Septo 8-15 6 8.3 006 22 8.2 .21 Py 0o PYY 5 25'4 CY XX )
Sept. 16422 39 7.8 23 14 7.4 10 oo XY (XX 6 16.5 oo (X X}
Q,ept. 23-30 17 9.1 .40 31 7.5 .72 2 16‘0 .05 2 16.5 o9 [ X R )
T3 o325 154 21le3 02 B3 21,45 72 10,0

Total or Average 2384 7.5 o2T7 2340

——
—— ot

Black crappies were also taken, They constituted an insignificent portion of the
total catch,
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Methods of fishing and kinds of bait used (see Tables 2 and 3)e==Approximately

95% of the fishermen used only one method in their day's fishinge Of the records
indicating only one method 697 were for still fishing, 23% were for trolling, and
8% for casting. The method which yielded the most fish also yielded the smallest;
the method which produced the fewest fish also produced, by a narrow margin, the
largeste

Worms were used as bait more extensively than all other baits combinede They
took the most fish per hour, also the smallest fish; Minnows, plugs, spinners,
artificial flies and minnows were also useds The number of fish teken per hour

by different types of baits was inversely proportional to the average size of

fish takene
TABLE 2, GENERAL DATA ON METHODS OF FISHING,
FIFE LAKE, SUMMER OF 1935

Reptse covering Fish taken Fish per Fish Ave, length Repts. indicating
Method each method* by each day's per of fish no fish caught

Noe 7z method fishing  hour inches Toe A
Trolling 770 23 1095 1.4 0.6 11,2 383 50
Casting 281 8 339 1.2 Oe5 11,3 170 60
Still-fishing 2346 69 9558 4,1 1.6 Te6 733 31

%
This computetion does not include those records indicating the use of several methods
of fishing in one day or not indicating which method was useds
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TABLE 34 GENERAL DATA ON EFFECTIVENESS OF
VARIOUS KINDS OF BAIT USED,
FIFE LAKE, SUMMER OF 1935*

Noe of % getting Hrs. per Catch per Noe of Ave, size

Bait used records no fish fishing day hour fish teken of all fish (in.)
Artificial:

Spinner 137 52 263 0.5 169 11,2

Plug 412 62 244 X 352 12,7

Art, fly 25 36 1.9 1.1 53 944
Naturel:

Minnows 701 34 246 1.2 2067 849

Worms 1747 28 246 1.7 7467 T4

Insects 14 ‘ 14 3e3 1.6 77 844

*

Yot including those records for which no bait was listed or records indiceting use
of several baits in one fishing day.

Largemouthed bass were most successfully fished for with plugs; smallmouthed
bass and perch with minnows; rock bass, sunfish and bluegills with worms; walleyes

with spinner; and northern pike equally well with spinner and with minnowse. Data

for only the four most used baits (worms, minnows, spinners, and plugs) were
utilized in making these determinations,

Relation between fishing and weather (see Table 4)e.--The records indicated

three sets of weather conditions, with reference to clearness (clear, cloudy, rain),
roughness (heavy wind, light wind, calm), and temperature (cold, mild, warm). One
item in each category was checkede A large number of combinations of the nine
weeather conditions are possible, but data were compiled only for each condition
irrespective of the others, Fish, in general, were best caught when the weather
was mild, when there was a lizht wind and when the sky was clear. Whether fishing
was best on a mild, clear day with light wind is not kmowmn since the combination

of three factors may not necessarily produce good fishing even though each factor
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mey be best when not considered in combination with the others,
The weather conditions under which each species bit best were:
Largemouthed Bass: Mild, light wind, raine
Smallmouthed Bass: Cold, little preference with respect to wind
and cloudinesé.
Rock Bass: Mild, calm, clear, Bit very poorly in cold weather,
Bluegill: Mild, windy, clear, Bit least in rainy weather,
Sunfish: Werm, light wind, clear, Bit least in cold weather,
Perch: Mild, light wind, rain., Poorest when cold and when calm,
Walleyes: Mild or warm, calm, clear,
Northern Pike: Cold, WNumber taken were too few to show other
preferencese
Bullhead: No apparent preferences, Number too few to permit
comparisone

It should be understood that the estimates of temperature are with respect
to summer temperature, a "cold" day is not cold in compaerison with winter or
ennual temperature,

A comparison of water temperature and fish catch and a study of Table 4
suggests certain interesting correlations, If adequate data were available for
each species, they would probably show that species characteristic of young or
"middle aged" lakes such as pike, walleyes and smallmouthed bass were g;érreadily
taken when the weather was cool while fish characteristic of o0ld lakes, e, Ze
bluegills, sunfish and largemouthed bass, were caught most when the weather was

quite warm,



TABLE 4, NUNMBER OF FISHERMEN, CATCH PER HOUR FOR ALL FISH AND
FOR EACH SPECIES, UNDER VARIOUS WEATHER CONDITIONS,
FIFE LAKE, SUMIER OF 1935

Catch per hour
Total no, Hours (eatch
Noe of of fish fished |per -3 -
Weather fishermen taken our, 2 2
11 o o :§
fish 2 2 Y
P L 0
5 5 % b < o i kS
|5 g M o « 2 Q Q
5] — 0 ot -] < ko
HrEEEEEE R
ﬁ § o o~ [ o o =4
] ] ~ /M 5] & = = m
Cold 68 156 174 1/4] 90 004 12 «08 038 09 | 637 tre 04 01
Mild 2008 6753 4756 3/4 1,42 o007 09 033 o4 16 «30 002 01 01
Warm 1468 4293 3912 1.10 04 «08 20 ¢38 o17 | 21 02 02 tre
Heavy Windl G 2
vy Wind 1038 886 3/4]|1417 04 | o09 | 20 | 448 | o14 | L19 01 01 | 401
Light Wind 1962 5954 4896 1,22 «05 «08 20 W14 ol7 | 425 01 01 «01
Celm 848 2293 2104 1/2{1,09 04 «09 23 39 o14 | &17 «03 «01 tre
Clear 1929 6354 4897 1/2{1,30 #05 «08 27 044 o17 | #25 02 01 01
Cloudy 1477 4434 3647 1/4|1422 «05 09 25 38 o15 | 27 «01 01 01
Rain 156 415 363 1/4|1le44 07 09 | 25 29 e10 | 29 «01 01 01
Catch per hour for entire season irrespective of weather |05 09 27 o4l «16 | o286 o02 01 01

1
Data on roughness were not recorded early in the season,
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Comparison of males and females as fishermene--It was determined in the

previous paper that fewer women than men took no fish. The data were anelyzed
in greater detail for the 1935 fishinge It was found that for three of the

14 weeks men took more fish, in proportion, than women, for two weeks both took
equal numbers, on all other weeks the women caught more fish per hour than men,
For the entire season the catch was 144 fish per hour for women and 1,2 fish
per hour for mene The women fished for a slightly shorter average period than
the men (243 and 2,5 hours respectively) but nevertheless caught more fish per
fishing daye. A comparison of these data with data for the general Michigan
oreel census indicates that Fife Lake is unusual in this respects In generel,
women do not ocateh as many fish as men,

With the exception of the last two weeks, when few people fished, the males
invariably caught fish of a larger average sizes It is probable that women
primarily still~fished with worms while a greater proportion of men used other
methods or other baits which produced fewer but larger fishe The average size
of fish ceught by males end females was 8e3 and 7,5 inches respectively,

Comparison of residents and noneresidentse--Of the 3,584 records, 1,249 or

approximately 357% were for non~residents. The list of states and number from

each state ares

Ohio - 596 Permsylvenie - 44
Indiape - 318 ¥Mimmesota « 3
I1linois - 229 Maryland - 2
Kentuoky - 656 Iowa - 1

It will be noted that most of the non-residents were from three states, Ohio,
Indiaps and Illinois, with Ohio contributiﬁg approximetely one~helf of the entire

number,
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Residents from a large number of commnities fished the lakes By approximate
air-line distence the number represented in each 25 mile "zone" ere as follows:

Distance from Fife Lake (Air~line) Number of records

0 = 25 miles 1117
26 - 50 " 9
B0 - 78 M 6
75 - 100 " 12

100 - 125 " 89
125 -« 150 ¥ 182
160 - 176 " 122
175 « 200 " 795
200 « 226 ™ 2
No answer 2
Not determined 9

It is interesting to note that with few exceptions the fishermen either were
local or were from 100 or more miles sway. Of the large number in the 175 - 200
mile mne, 704 were from Detroit. Including the non-residents, over half of the
fishing on Fife Leke was by persons living over 175 miles by aeir-line (probably
over 200 miles by road) from the lake,

The catch per hour and average size of fish ceught were almost identical
for residents and non-residents, the residents having a very slight advantage in

bothe XNon-residents took approximetely & third of the fishe
COMPARISON OF FISHING - SUMMERS OF 1934 AND 1935

There were some rather marked differences in the fishing for the two seasons,
expecially in the composition of the catch. Whether or not changes in the catch
reflect changes in the fish population is not kmown but some relationship probably
exists between the two. A comparison of some of the factors is made belows;

Nugiber of fishermene--Including the fishermen seen but not contacted, a total

of 2,580 fisherman-deys are recorded for 193%; 3,685 for 1935, an increase of

43% in 1935 over the previous season, This chenge is probably largely attributable
to en increase in the number of resorters eand tourists as a result of improved
financial conditionse In 1934 women accounted for 23.5% of the fishing; in 1935,

21¢2% of the records were for women,



Hours fished and catch per houre--Records show a total of 6,187 3/4 hours of

fishing in 1934 and & totel of 8,971 1/2 hours in 1935, The totel catch was some=
what larger in 1935, comsisting of 11,375 fish as compared with 10,656 in 1934,
The actuel catch was almost identicel for the 2 years since a greater percentage
of fishermen was not contacted the first summer (see Table 5). The difference
in total catch was not nesrly so grest, in proportion, as the difference in
number of fishermen and number of hours fishede The total crop was slightly larger
in 1935 but the catch per fishermen end catch per hour were lower during that
seasone The catch per hour in 1934 was 1,72, in 1935 1,27, a decrease of approxiw
mately 35% over 1934,

An increese of 43% in fishing accounted for en increase of less than 2% in
the total cl;op removed (including data for fishermen seen but not contacted.)
If only & very small per cemt of the total fish population were caught annuelly,
it might be anticipated that twice the number of fishermen would teke, approxi-
mately, twice the number of fishe The fact theat & very considerable increase in
fishing failed to produce an apprecisble increase in the total number of fish
teken, suggests the possibility that the lske is being fished to capacity, that
the annual crop is large compared with the total population of fishe This is
further suggested by the fact that the 1935 caught fish averaged smaller than the
1934 fish (8.1 inches and 8433 inches, respectively)e

Comparison of the catch by speciese--Differences in the fish catch of the two

seasons were relatively great, They may be noted by a comparison of the figures

given below:
Total number of fish taken

1934 1935
Smellmouthed Bass 992 788
Largemouthed Bass 294 470
Bluegill 1970 3696
Sunfish 1016 1418
Rock Basgs 2129 2384
Perch 3755 2340
Walleye 119 154
Northern Pike 48 53

Bullhead 303 72
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The total number of bass each year weas almost the same but the number of small-
mouthed bass declined decidedly in 1935, while the number of lergemouthed bass
increased decidedly. The number of bluegills almost doubled while the sunfish end
rock bass each increased considerably. The Perch catch dropped decidedly in 1935,
The total catch of the four species of pan fish combined increased somewhat in
1935 (8,872 in 1934, 9,838 in 1935), In both the bass and the pan fish, there is
sane evidence in support of the contention that as one species declines another
(competing species) increases. The proportion of the four large predator species
combined was almost identical for the two seasons. It may be, of course, that these
changes in the catch are not in proportion to changes in the actual fish population.
Walleyes and northern pike both increased in the catch, but these two species were
not taken in sbundence either year. The decided change in the figures for bullheeads
mey be of very little significance, Since most bullheads are apparently caught
after dark, the catch is dependent on the amount of night fishing for bullheads and
the figures are dependent also on the smount of night fishing covered by the census,

Average size of fish teken:

1934 1935
Smallmouthed Beass 12,25 1341
Largenouthed Bass 1345 1346
Bluegill Tel 7.0
Sunfish 6.8 ‘ 67
Rock Bass 749 7e5
Perch Te4 763
Walleyes 20.1 2143
Northern Pike 21,8 21,5
Bullheads 1065 1040

In general, the average size for each species did not vary much. The smalla-
mouthed bass and walleyes both increased considerably, while pan fish decreased slightly
in sizee The catch per hour dropped for the fish as & whole; increases and decreases
in the per hour catch were, neturally, in proportion to increases and decreases in
the total catch,

VMethods and baitse=-~-There was considerable veriation in effectiveness of the

different methods and baits and in the number using them, but the two seasons agreed
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perfectly in one imporbant respect: in both years the method or bait teking the
largest fish took also the fewest per hour and was the least likely to take any fish
at all; the reverse was true for the method or bait taking the smallest fish, and
similar relationships invariably applied for methods and baits taking fish of
intermediate sizes

Fech year most fishermen still-fished, but trolling and casting increased
decidedly in 1935 as compared with 1934, Trolling and casting produced relatively
similar results each year in catch per hour, but in 1934 trolling produced the fewest
and largest, while in 1935 casting replaced trolling in these respectss The catqh
per fishing day for trolling end casting was better in 1935 than in 1934, while the
cateh for still-fishing and for fishing in general declined,

The use of artificial bait increased decidedly in 1935 as did the use of worms,
but minnows were used less extensively in 1935 than in 1234, this despite an almost
50% increase in the fishings Artificial flies and insects, while relatively effective
in taking fish were used by very few fishermen. For comparison the number of records,

eatch per hour and average size of fish for each bait are shown:

Number of records Cateh per hour Average length

1932 1535 1934 1935 1952 1935

Spinner 102 137 0.9 045 12,5 11,2
Plug 75 412 0e5 Oe4 1445 12,7
Minmows 857 701 1,9 1.2 8.4 8e9
Worms 832 1747 1.9 1.7 748 Ted
Insects 27 14: 1.7 1.6 9.3 8.4

The effectiveness of the various baits in taking fish differed relatively
little with relation to each other; all were loss effective in taking fish in 1935
than in 1934, Of the four most used baits, worms were most effective both years
in taking perch and smallmouthed basse Walleyes were best taken on spinners each
year. Largemouthed bass were best takemcon pligsecinw 1935, ionrspinere in ' 1gse, co
“Northern pike were largely caught on spinners in 1934 and equally well on spinners

and worms in 1935,



TABLE 5 COMPARISON OF ALL FISEING, FIFE LAKE, SUMMERS OF 1934 and 1935*

1934 . 1935
Total Fishing Per Acre Total Fishing Per Acre
Hours fished 6,676425 Bed 9,199 11,5
Noe of fishermen-deys 2,580 3e2 3,685 467
Hours per fishermanwdsy 246 Y 25 oco
Number of fish 11,460 14,3 11,666 14,6
Fish per fisherman-day 4.4 oo 32 ose
Fish per hour 1,72 vee 1,27 ese
Average size of all fish 8433 ece 8.1 ose
Perch 4539
Number 4640 5e1 2399 360
Perch per hour 61 ove 0626 oee
Averege size T ot eee Ted oco
, Rock Bass
; Number 2289 249 2445 3ol
j Rock Rass per hour O¢34 eoe 0427 ces
i Average size 769 see 7e5 PR
%
: Bluegill
| T Rumber 211§ 246 3789 447
f Bluegills per hour 0.52 ese 0.41 'YX ]
| Average size Tel oee 70 cee
é Smallmouthed Bass
i Number 1066 1.3 802 1,0
Smal].n)outhed Bass Per hour 0.16 ese 0.09 Y'Y ]
i Average size 12,25 oes 13,1 ese
! Sunfish
i Number 1092 1.4 1465 1.8
! Sunfish per hour 0016 veo 0.16 eee
! Average size 648 eee 6e7 veo
i Largenouthed Bass
Number 316 Oed 481 06
Largemouthed Bass per hour 06,04 ose 0405 ooe
Average size 13,5 ees 1346 eee
Bullihead
Number 326 Oe4 73 Dll
Lverage size 10,5 ose 10.0 Y
Northern FPike
Number 52 see 53 Y
Average size 2148 oce 216kv oee
Walleye
Tumber 128 0.1E 153 0e2
Average size 2041 coe 21,3 ese
Sucker
Number 10 eee s veo
Black Crappie
Number 16 oee 6

 —

et sttt
r— e —

-

Including date for fishermen seen but not contacteds It is assumed in this table that

fishing by those secen but not contacted was average in every respect,
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In Table 5 certein summery data for the two seesons are listed for comparisone
This teble includes data for the fishermen seen but‘not contacted as well as for
those whose records are available, It is assumed in this table that the fishing

of those not contacted was averege in every respect,

WINTER FISHING (WINTER OF '35 - '36)

Winter fishing extended from December 1, 1935 to April 30, 1936, During this
5 month period 191 fishermen fished the lake for a totsl of 1,002 3/4 hourse The
fishing ylelded a total of 136 fish taken at the rate of about 0.14 fish per hour,
The fish had an average length of 12,0 inches; the catch included 94 perch of an
averoge size of 7,0 inches, 40 northern pike averaging 24,0 inches long and
2 six-inch bluegills, TFife Lake produced, for the winter pericd about one fish
per 6§ acres,

Comparative daeta for the two winter seasons are given below. It will bte noted
that the catch per hour was almost identical for the two seasons; fishing was only
about half as intensive during the 1935-'36 season however, as during the 1933-134
season. Perch increased, in proportion, in the catch whidle northern pike decreasede
It may be safely concluded that the winter catch was too meager to deleteriocusly
effect the subsequent summer fishing,

TABLE 6o COMPARISON OF WINTER FISHING, WINTERS OF '33='Z4 AND *'35-36

1000124 To85- 126

Hours fished 2,098425 1,002,475
Noe of fishermen-days 487 191
Nos of fish 286 136
Fish per hour 0413 O.l4
Average size of all fish (inches) 16,9 12,0
Perch
" Number 133 94
Average size 9.0 7.0
Northern Pike
Number 116 40
Average size 2544 24,0

A few bullheads, walleyes, suckers and shiners were also taken in 1933-'34,
two bluegills were taken in 1935-'36, '
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

Factors limiting the production havs not yet been determined. Fife Lake
contalns extensive shoal area, extensive vegetation, and apparently a relative
abundance of foode It appears that the lake should produce several times the
number of fish per acre shown by the census. A biological, chemicael and physical
survey of the lake has recently been made. It 1s possible that this survey together
with a continued creel census will suggest reasons for the limited production,

Some of those individuals interested in the lake attribute limited production,
and especially a deoided.decline in northern pike fishing over a period of years,
to extensive illegal spearing in the outlet each springe If these reports are
true, tﬁz:é;z;ease in summer fishing for great northern pike is explained.

A considerable percentage of the fishing is directed toward catching the
larger species. The catch per azcre would be higher in number, though perhaps not
in pounds produced, if the fishing'we;zyggéirely for pean fish,

Several "improvements" have been made: gravel spawning beds were placed in the

lake and those properly located were used by the bass during the last spswming season;

brush shelters were harborlng many younc fish, especlally bluegills and rock bass,.

T ———— e

The improvements were vasballed by the Flfe Lake C'C'Cf_f§§?£> It will be of interest

to note whether or not these several species increase decidedly in the catch in

the next few years, even though it would be impossible to definitely prove that

these st;uptures were responsible for guch changes, o

/fife Lake has been stocked with severasl species of fishe Stocking records at
the Harrietta Hatchery indicate thet the lake was planted with bluegills fingeriings
almost every vear since 1929, with walleye fry in 1935 and '36, perch in 1932 and
1833, largemouthed bass in 1932 and '33, and a few smallmouthed bass in 1931. Half

e million Greet Lakes shiners were planted in 1935; none were recovered by our survey
party in 1936, Some plentings were made prior to 1929, Mre Chester Johnson who

has for some years been interested in fishing in this lake indicates that the first

walleyes (fry) were planted in 1927, that several yeers later an undersized walleye



was caught, and that since then the welleye catch has been increasing each year,
He indicates also that the walleyes are more or less uniform in size and that each
year the averege size increases. The census for 1934 and 1935 confirms his state-

ment for those two years regarding increase in size and number of walleyes takemn,

It would appear that the fish caught are the result of a single year's plant, It
‘ therefore appears that a part of the stocking program for Fife Lake, at least, was

| v

i successful,

| .

\ The creel census on Fife Lake is now nearing the end of itég third consecutive
seasone If it cen be continued for a period of years, coupled'ﬁith armual studies
of rate of growth, tegging operations to help determine total population and fish
movements, and with éther studies it will eventually provide much added information
to our Inowledge of fish conditions in the lake, consequently, to our ability to

manage the fish population of this and similar waters,
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