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REPORT ON GENERAL CENSUS, 1935

Introduction

The data on which this report is based were taken primarily by the various
conservation officers and represent a "seampling" of Michigan fishing in 1935, Data
have been collected similarvily since 1928 (a few in 1927) when the general creel census
was initiated by the Depar’cmenf of Conservatione.

This report differs considerably from reports submitted for census during previous
years; however, the difference lies primarily in the inclusion of more data in the
current report rather thean in omission of kinds of deta used previously. Since the
general census has now been in progress for a period of years and therefore becomes
increasingly important because of the possibility of noting the trend of fishing over
a period of time, it is desireble that the 1935 data be recorded in such a mamnner that
comparisons mey be made with fishing during previous years,

The change in recording the census is due primarily to a change in the method
of tabulating. Formerly all data were compiled and recorded by hand or by use of a
calculating machine; the 1935 material was analyzed with the aid of sorting and tabu-
lating machinery used by the Department of Mathematices of the University of Michigane
This new method permits utilization of many date which could not be compiled in the

past because the great amount of time which would be required to make the tabulations

was not availables
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Districts

In the past the state was divided, for analysis of fishing, into three sections
with Town line 20 and the Straits of Mackinac serving as the two dividing lines, In
the present report the state is divided into 8 districts, so divided that the figures
for the former 3 districts may be obtained by adding the data for several of the
new districtse The districts are shown in Fige le District No., 1 consists of the
two lower tiers of counties except for the two most eastern counties in the tiers,
Districts Noe 2, 3, 4 and 5 are consecutively farther north in the Lower Peninsula,
District 5 including the upper two tiers of counties, District 6 includes a group
of counties on the east side of the state which are primarily former lake bottom and
which now contain vory few inland lakese. District 7 consists of the eastern half of
the Upper Peninsula (limestone) eand Distriet 8 includes the western half of the Upper
Peninsula (igneous rock)e It is believed that this arrangement of districts will add
to the value of the datas It was suggested that the hatchery districts might be used
as units but they are more artificiml then the present arrangement and therefore ap=-
pear to be less suitable then those used,

The state is dividéd into sections to indicate differences in speciss of fish
and in the catch per hour and other characteristics of the fishing in various parts of
the state. Also the date for districts are more reliable than the data for individual
counties since figures for the larger area are probably more representative,

The counties in each district are:

District 1 District 2 District 3 Distriot 4 District 5
Berrien Allegan Muskegon Menistee Antrim
Cass Berry Newaygo Wexford Otsego
St. Joseph Eaton Montecaln Missaukee Montmorency
Branch Inghem Mecosta Roscommon Alpena
Hillsdele Livingston Oceansa Ogemaw Charlevoix
Lenawee Osaklend Mason Iosco Emmet
Ven Buren Ottews Lake Benzie Cheboygan
Kaleamezoo Kent Osceola Leelanan Presque Isle
Celhoun Ionia Clare Grand Traverse
Jackson Clinton Gladwin Kalkaska
Washtenaw Shiawassee Crawford

Genesee Oscodsa

Lapeer Alcona
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District 6

wdu

District 7

District 8

Monroe M ger Menominee
Wayne Delta Dickinson
Macomb Schooleraft Merquette
Ste Clair Luce Iron
Sanilaec Mackinac Baraga
Huron Chippewa Houghton
Tuscola Keweensaw
Saginaw Ontonagon
Bay Gogebic
Arenac

Midland

Gratiot

Isabella

Reliability of Data

The velue of the data is limited by the extent to which the census wasi@resentative.
Obtaining & representative sample for a county is difficult; it involves consideration
of many factors: if the fishing in a county is 75% lake fishing, then only 257 of the
data should be for stream fishing; if 207% of the fishermen are women, an equal per=
centage of reports should be for their fishing; if 10% of all fishing is night fishing,
an equal percentage of the reports should be for night fishing. Sheets submitted
each month should be in proportion to the percentage of the year's fishing carried on
each month, Obviously, it is not to the discredit of the Conservation officers to
indicate that in meny counties the census date collected were not a true sample of the
actual fishinge The officers had many other duties to perform and could not always
give first consideration to the creel census.

It is also probeble that in the past the need for representative sampling was not
stressed and that the officers did not know that representative sampling was desireble,
In a county in the extreme southern part of the state, an officer provided date for
trout fishing only. He chose to show the rature of the unusual fishing rather than
the usual, and, in the absence of definite instructions, was @ntirely justified in doing so.

It should be repeated that dete for individual counties are not, in meny cases,
representative eand that figures for the districts or for counties having meny returns
are the more dependeble, In the anelysis of the date in this report, it should be

implied that, in many of the statements, the expression "if the date are representative"

is added to the statement,
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Detailed instructions have been issued for census teking in 1936 and a better
sampling will probably result,

Intensive Census

4&n intensive census was taken by crews of C+CeCs men in 1935 on a number of
lakes., These data were not included in this report because the census returns from
one small lake were often greeter then the returns from the remainder of the county
and the figures would therefore not have been representative. Figures for the ine
tensive census are being submitted in other reports,

Correlation with Other Informetion

To be of most value the date given here should be correlated with data for
previous yearse. Such correlation would tend to show the trend of fishing for each
species in each of the 3 major divisionse

The census shouldl also be correlated with stocking records. If, for instence,
en area had been planted heavily with blueglills for several years and if later the
census feiled to show an increase in the bluegill catch in the aree, there would be
some question as to the effectiveness of the stocking end as to the desirebility of
continuing it,

These several correletions are not made in this report but it is enticipated
thet they may be made at some later time,

Extent gf_the Date

The number of fishermen contacted in each county are listed in the first

colum of figures of Teble l. 1Isle Royal is treated as part of Keweenaw County rather

than separately as in the past reportse. The number of returns are indiceted briefly

below:
Number of returns: Number of Counties

0 - 100 42

100 -~ 200 13

200 = 300 12

300 = 400 4

400 - 500 2

500 = 600 0

600 « 700 3

700 - 800 1

800 - 9200 1

900 - 1000 1l

1000 - 1100 2
1100 - 1200 4]
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Number of returns Number of Counties
1200 - 1300 0
1300 -~ 1400 0
1400 - 1500 1
1500 - 1600 l
Table 1

Number of fishermen contacted, hours fished,

number of legel-sized fish caught, end cateh per hour,
all fishing, by counties

County Noe fishere Hours Legal-sized Cetch per
men fished fish caught hour
1, Alcona 13 51.0 70 1.4
2. Alger 10 45.0 62 1.4
3¢ Allegen 295 0368 2274 2e4
4. A.].Pena 14 38.0 32 008
be Antrim 131 499,.7 390 0.8
6. Arensac 99 506,45 118 0.2
7. Barry 164 "T28 45 1619 242
8. Barsasga 417 1539 .4 847 0.6
9. Bay 0 ese ose ese
10. Benzie 828 232246 2200 0.9
11, Berrien 21 64,0 250 369
- 12, Branch 209 854,.8 3683 443
i 13. Celhoun 0 soe XY [ XY ]
i 14, Cass - 23 104,5 235 242
i 1be Charlevoix 82 2563 017 36
. 164 Cheboygan 316 113049 1593 1.4
17, Chippewa 0 eee cos see
18, Clare 298 1304.1 1593 1,2
' 19, Clinton 135 317.1 367 1,2
20. Crawford 23 92,0 b8 0.6
: 21. Delta 7 22.0 41 1.9
H 22. Dickinson 51 161Q5 117 0.7
23¢ Eaton 198 736 O 662 049
! 24, Emmet 153 501 44 827 1.6
| 2Be Genesee 143 5l4,5 1249 244
| 264 Gladwin 688 165247 1650 1,0
i 27+ Gogebic 247 780 48 1038 1,3
! 284 Grend Treaverse 326 840,7 1083 1.3
! 29, Gratiot 71 215,5 249 1.2
i 30e Hillsdale 245 907 .6 1375 1.5
; 31le Houghton 215 756340 921 1.2
. 326 Huron 7 17,0 40 244
b 33 Ingham 1 1,0 see cee
, 344 Iosco b; 7 37 136,0 269 240
, 3Be Ionie 39 5844 55 0.9
i 36, Iron 174 706 .4 1143 1.6
37« Isabella 292 82145 1310 1.6
386 Jackson 132 462.,.1 804 1,7
39. Kalamazoo 137 266,9 817 3ol
40, Kalkaska 1 1.0



=T

Table 1 (Continued)

County Noe fisher- Hours Legal-sized Catch per

men fished fish caught hour
41, Kent , 659 2142,3 2101 1,0
42, Keweonaw 134 606,49 669 1.1
43, Lake 1432 472248 5627 1,2
44, Lapeer 202 107767 1446 1.3
45, Leelansu 464 1255.6 2448 19
46, Lenawee 61 29249 215 0.5
47, Livingston 0 XX XX eoe
48, Luce 84 309.1 565 1.2
49. Mackinaw 2 7 a0 10 1.4:
50. Macomb 0 ese oo [ XX ]
51, Manistee 97 34740 1399 4,0
52+ Marquette 2 540 9 1.8
53« Mason 349 1241 .6 2083 1.7
54,4 Necosta 707 2073 .4 4477 242
55, Menominee 115 290,56 311 1.1
56, Midlend 71 197.,0 288 165
57« Missaukee 1 7«0 15 201
58+ Monroe 198 446 4,8 1132 245
89+ lMontcalm 265 1200,5 1567 1.6
60, Montmorenoy 51 164,.8 184 1.1
6le Muskegon 1033 4094 .3 10705 246
62. Newaygo 9t4 3143,1 2784 049
634 Onkland 4] 244 40 409 1.7
64, Oceana 606 254842 7370 249
654 Ogemewr 266 870,0 1751 240
66+ Ontonagon 77 150.5 204 1.4
67+ Otsego 2 540 0 Y
68, Ottawa 27 117.5 408 3eb
69, Osceola 1093 3555,.1 5461 1.5
704 Oscoda 210 73867 737 1.0
71, Presque Isle 8 3640 21 0.6
72 Roscormon 1568 4088 40 4552 1,1
73. Saginaw 0] XY} ees oo
74, St. Clair 0 o oes ens
754 St JOSSPh 0 see LY X (R}
76 Senileae 0 see L) e
77« Schoolcraft 5 12,7 21 1,7
78+ Shiawassee 55 2610 4381 1,8
79+ Tuscola 84 28545 649 1,3
80, Van Buren 216 721,9 1586 22
81, Washtenaw 127 31063 569 1,8
83s Wexford 71 37045 366 1.0

Half the counties hed fewer them 100 returns, nine counties had no returns,

19 counties had fewer than 10 returase.

The 4 outstanding counties (over 1000 returns

each) were Roscommon (1568), Lake (1432), Osceola (M@gb), and Muskegon (1033),
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The number of hours of fishing recorded for each county are shown in the second
column of figures in Table 1,4 The number of hours were proportional, of course, to
the number of fishermen contacted, Since the fishermen were contacted at any time in
their day's fishing rather than at the end of their fishing (as in the intensive census)
the number of fish caught by the fishermen in their day's fishing and the average
length of their fishing day could not be determined.

The number of fish caught are shown in the third colum of figures in Table 1,
These represent, of course, the number of fish (legal-sized only) taken by the number
of fishermen in the number of hours indicated in the other columms,

The data by districts are:

District Noe of fishermen Hours fished Legal-sized fish caught

1 1171 4085,0 95634

2 1959 7133.0 11071

3 7415 2553548 43717
4 3905 11120.1 14948

5 757 259644 3964

6 1148 3549,9 4775

7 108 39348 699

8 1432 4994,0 5259

Total 17895 59408,0 93967

It will be noted that a total of 17895 fishermen were contacted in 1935, They
had fished a total of 59408 hours when contacted and had caught a total of 93967 fish
in that time, On the average, the fishermen had fished about 3 and one-third hours
when contacted by the officers,

District 7, comprising the eastern half of the Upper Peninsula was very poorly
represented, A more extensive census in this area would be especially desirable,
District 5 was also quite poorly represented. About 40% of the information was ob-
tained in District 3, Only 1148 fishermen were contacted in Distriet 6, but in pro-
portion to the amount of fishing in the district, the percentage contacted is probably

relatively high,
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Catch per Hour - All Fishing

The catch per hour for each county is listed in the last columm in Table 1,
The degree to which these figures are dependable is dependemt on the number of hours
of fishing listede. Where fewer than 200-300 hours of fishing are recorded, the figures
are probably relatively insignificant,

The cetch per hour, by distriets, weas:

District Catch per hour
1 243
2 1.6
3 1,7
4 1.3
5 1,5
6 1,3
7 1.8
8 1,1
Average for state 1e5

If pumbers of fish only are considered, fishing in District 1 was decidedly better
than in the other districts, The fishing in this area was largely lake fishing and the
catch was dominantly Bluegillse The lakes in this region are relatively productive
and it is not surprising that the catch there was higher than in other general areasg,

Fishing in Districts 2 and 3 was slightly above average, while fishing in
District 5 was almost exactly average. The relatively low catch in District 4 cannot
be explained with certainty, but a possible explanation may be thet data for Houghton
Lake fishing (which represented almost half of the fishing reported for the district)
showed fishing in this lake to be relatively poor in terms of catch per hour (about 1l.l
fish per hour) and that it lowered the average for the rest of the district, However,
since the average size of the fish taken in this lake is greater than in most, the
statement should not be considered as a reflection on the fishing in Houghton Lake,

The average would have been almost 1e5 fish per hour had the Roscommon County data
(almost entirely for Houghton Lake) been excluded. District 6 comprises, primarily,
the former lake bottom and contains relatively few lakes., Districts 7 and 8 are quite
different in character; the first is e limestone region, while the second is in an
area of igneous rocke Acid waters are more common to the western half of the Upper

Peninsule and are, in gemeral, considered less productive than alkaline waters,



Whether or not the large percentage of acid waters was the actual reason for poorer
production in Distriet 8 is not known, but certainly it is a plausible explanation

for the difference in the catch between the two areas in the Upper Peninsula,

Catch per Hour - Trout Waters

All waters were divided, for the compilation of the data, into trout and non-trout
waters., Generally this could be done without difficulty, at times, however, it was
not easy to decide whether or not a lake or stream was primarily a trout water. A
very small percentage of the waters may have been incorrectly designated, but, with
few exceptions, the designations were probably correct, Trout waters, as the term
is used here, include both laskes and streams, eny weter which is primarily trout water,
The number of fishermen contacted, number of hours fishing recorded, number of fish
ceught, and catch per hour for fishing in trout waters are listed by counties in
Table 2, Some figures are obviously not dependable because of paucity of data,

The figures for trout waters by districts are:

Catch per
District No, of fishermen Hours fished Legal«gized fish caught hour
1 25 9665 91 1.0
2 65 189,0 68 0.4
3 2467 870649 6218 0.7
4 542 173744 883 Oed
5 289 1015,1 982 0.9
6 227 7675 385 0.5
7 61 192,47 378 2,0
8 654 270046 3316 1.2

Totals 4330 15404,7 12321 0.8
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Table 2

Yumber of fishermen contacted, hours fished,
number of legalesized fish caught, and catch per hour,

trout waters, by counties

Noe fishere Hours Legal-sized Catoh per

County men fished fish caught hour -
l. Alcona 5 1645 0 0
2o Mlger 10 33 62 1.9
3¢ Allegan 12 43 4 Ol
4, Alpena (X1} ooy sce seo
5¢ Antrim 62 252.5 189 0.7
6e Arenac 95 47245 106 0.2
Te Barry ese 'YX} [ XX ons
8. Baraga 160 83445 502 0.6
9. Bay eve eseo oo ese
10, Benzie 153 47544 300 0.8
11, Berrien PR PPN Y Y
12. Branch 'YX YY) [ XX [ XX
13. Calhoun 'YX (XX LX) (X XY
14, Cass ' 16 77 73 0.9
15, Charlevoix 3 6 17 28
18, Cheboygen 190 62846 683 1.1
17, Chippewa *0p Y] (XY cco
13, Clare 91 47042 2156 0e5
19. Clinton [ XY ) [ XX} [ XX L XY
20e Crawford 19 70 43 0.6
21. Delta 153 16 35 2.2
22, Dickinson 34 112,5 67 0.6
23. Eaton oo oo oo oo
24, Frmet 25 96 76 0.8
254 Genesce P PP PYs ese
26, Gladwin 92 33246 169 0.5
27. Gogebic 39 117 513 2.7
284 Grand Treverse 97 198,5 103 045
29, Gratiot 22 4545 24 0.5
30, Hillsdale eces oo Y ces
31, Houghton 173 644,45 842 1.3
32 Huron 7 17 40 243
33¢ Inghem 1 1l 0 0
34, Iosco 17 6045 65 1,1
35 Ionia 1l 6 5 0.8
36, Iron 126 524,9 908 1,7
37 Isabella 103 23245 215 0.9
38, Jackson YY) 'Yy o cor
39, Kelamezoo ] 12,5 16 1,3
40, Kalkaska 1 1l 0] 0]
41, Kent 50 136 45 043
42, Keweenaw 89 36542 520 1.4
43, Leke 815 300949 1987 07
44, Lapeer (XY eee see ose
45, Ledlanau 42 168 56 043
46, Lenawee 1l 6 2 043

47 Livingston Y ess Y YY)
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Table 2 (Continued)

Noe fisher= Hours Legal-sized Catech per

County men fished fish eaught hour
48, Luce 41 130 260 240
49, Mackinew XY eose [ XX cey
50« Macomb ere sse oo o
51e Manistes YY) XX s ose
52, Marquette 1l 3 6 240
53¢ Mason 223 497.1 611 1.2
54, Mecosta 127 32146 516 1.7
554 Menominee 23 68 113 1.6
56, Midland YY) (XX} ese eve
57+ Missaukee 1 7 16 261
584 Monroe YY) eeo ooce ese
59+ Montcalm see ese (XX} [ XY )
60. Montmorency 9 32 17 0eb
6l. Muskegon 79 33845 227 0.7
62« Newaygo 641 1977 1388 07
63, Oakland 39 332 383 1.2
64, Oceana 107 53345 431 Oe8
65¢ Ogemaw 38 132 56 Oet
66+ Ontonagon 9 31 45 1,5
67+ Otsego coe ses oo ose
68¢ Ottawe XY oen ove YY)
69. Osceola 292 122845 684 Qo5
704 Oscoda 123 414 177 0.4
7le Presque Isle oo ee o oo ose
72+ Roscommon 9 13,5 28 240
T3s Saginﬂw ese ees eve YY)
74, St. Clair eee Xy oee (XX
750 St. Joseph XY} oo e ese XY}
76+ Sanilac oo Y ese e
77 Schooleraft 5 13,7 21 1.5
78+ Shiawassee see see Yy ose
79¢ Tuscola YY) oo eece ove
80, Van Buren eoe YY) ooe eoe
81, Washtenew YY) [ XX see (XY
82, Wayne ese Xy’ eee ess
83, Wexford 27 181 40 0.2

The 4330 fishermen who were contacted fishing in trout waters caught 12321 fish
in 15404,7 hours, an aversge catch of about 0e8 fish per hour, Most of the fish taken
in trout waters, naturally, were troute

Most of the records for District 1 were from one county (Cass) and the catch per
hour was therefore probably not representative for the entire area, The catch for the
other districts in the Lower Peninsula wvaried from 0.4 to 0.9 fish per hour., Fishing

in trout weters was decidedly better in the Upper Peninsula then in the Lower Peninsule
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end was best in the eastern half of the Upper Peninsula (District 7) where the
average catch was 2 fish per houre Since the records were few for this district,
however, the figure may not be representative of fishing in trout waters in this area,

Catch per Hour « None-trout Waters

Data on the cateh in non-trout waters, by counties, are shown in Table 3,

Teble 3

Number of fishermen contacted, hours fished,
mumber of legal-sized fish caught, end cateh per hour,
non~-trout waters, by counties

Noe. of fisher= No. of legal- Catch per

County men No. of hrs, sized fish hour

l, Alcona 8 3445 70 240

24 Alger ses see sey ess

3¢ Allegan 281 885,8 2270 246

4, Alpena 14 38 32 0.8

5 Antrim 68 24342 192 0.8

‘ 64 Arenac 4 34 12 0.4
; 7« Barry 164 72845 1619 242
8e B&raga 245 953 .4‘ 321 0 .3
9. Bay cos see ese sase
: 10. Benzie 654 181747 1818 1.0
; 11, Berrien 21 64 250 349
12+ Branch 209 854 .8 3683 443

13, Calhoun ese ess XY} eve

14, Cass 7 2745 162 549

154 Charlevoix 79 247 900 346

164 Cheboygan 120 478.8 873 1.8

: 17, Chippewa ese XY} see oo
| 18. Clare 201 81349 1361 1,7
; 19, Clinton 135 317.1 368 1.2
: 20, Crawford 4 22 15 0e7
21. Delte 2 6 6 1.0
; 226 Dickinson 17 49 77 1.6
23 Eaton 198 736 662 0.9

24 Trmnet 126 408 44 735 1,8

25. Genesee 143 514,5 1249 244

: 264 Gladwin 596 1329,1 1491 1,1
i 27+ Gogebice 208 66348 815 1,2
i 28, Grand Traverse 217 61747 935 1.6
' 29, Gratiot 49 170 225 1.3
; 30, Hillsdale 238 88048 1372 1.6
{ 31, Houghton 39 104,.5 74 0.7
E 324 Huron ose see (YY) (XX
33 Ingham ese sese eoe ese
1 34, Tosco 20 T5e5 204 27
| 354 Jonisg 38 52,4 5 0.1
; 36, Iron 48 181,.5 235 1,3
j 37. Isabella 187 583 1093 1.9

384 Jackson 132 462,1 804 1.7
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Table 3 (Continued)

No. of fishere No. of legale Cateh per
County men No. of hrs, sized fish hour
394 Kalamazoo 129 25444 801 3ol
40, Kalkesks ees L YX] ese XY
41, Kent 606 199343 2050 1.0
42, Xeweenaw 45 241,7 149 0.6
434 Leke 610 1681,.,4 3620 241
44, Lapeer 202 10777 1446 1.3
45, Leelanau 422 1087.6 2392 242
46, Lenawee 60 38649 243 0.5
47, Liv;lngs’con YY) XY XY eece
48. Tuce 43 17901 305 1.7
49, Mackinaw 2 7 10 1.4
50. Me.comb YY) e eoe ese
51, Manistee 97 347 1399 4,0
52, Marquette 1l 2 3 1.5
53+ Mason 216 744,45 1472 240
54, Mecosta 580 175148 3961 243
55+ Menominee 92 22245 198 049
56+ Midland 71 197 288 1.5
57. Missaukee oece eece XX eve
58. Monroe 189 43263 1120 246
59. Montcalnm 265 1200.,5 1967 1.8
60. Montmorency 42 132,8 167 163
6l. Muskegon 954 375548 10478 2.8
62, Newaygo 313 1056,.1 1396 2.3
63. Oakland 40 241 395 l.4
64, Oceana 499 2014,7 6939 3ok
65+ Ogemaw 206 670 1519 243
66+ Ontonagon 68 119,5 159 1.3
67« Otsego 2 5 0 0
68. Ottawa 27 11745 408 3¢5
69. Osceola 798 231146 4769 2el
70. Oscode 86 319.7 560 1.7
71+ Presque Isle 8 36 21 0.6
72« Roscommon 1559 407445 5524 1.3
73 Saginaw oee oo eeae ece
744 Ste Clair eece eoe YY) oo
75. Ste Joseph oo see (XX ose
7T6e Senlilac YY) YY) oo een
T7e Schoolcraft ceeo ess ose e
786 Shiawassee 55 261 481 1.8
79. Tuscola 84 285,45 649 2e3
80 Van Buren 216 719,49 1580 242
8l, Washtenaw 127 31043 569 1.8
824 Wayne 326 106041 989 069
83, Wexford 44 22545 326 1.4
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By districts the figures are:

Legal-sized fish Catch per
District No. of fishermen Hrs, fished caught hour
1 1138 396047 9440 244
2 1889 6924,8 10997 1,6
3 5032 1665944 37454 242
4 3317 9291,.7 13762 1.5
5 459 1584,7 2920 1.8
6 910 276349 4376 1.6
7 47 192,1 321 1.6
8 763 253749 2031 0.8
Total 13555 4391342 81288 149

A total of 13555 fishermen (fishing in non-trout waters) caught a total of
81288 fish in 43913,2 hours, an average of about 149 fish per hour. Fishing in non-
trout waters was best in District 1 and poorest in District 8, twice as poor in this

district as in the next poorest,

Comparison of Trout and Non-trout Waters

In comparing the several data below for trout and non-trout waters, it should
be remembered that some of the statements made apply only if the sampling was representea-
tive. It is believed that the figures given at least are fairly representative when
used for the districts only rather than for individuel countiese

The proportion of trout fishing to non-trout fishing in each district, determined

from the number of returns obtained from each kind of fishing in each district, are:

District Noe troute % of total Noe. non=trout- % of total
water fishermen returns water fishermen returns
1 25 240 1138 98,0
2 65 303 1889 9647
3 2467 4247 5032 573
4 542 14,1 3317 8549
5 289 3846 459 61,4
6 227 20,0 910 80,0
7 61 566°0 47 43,5
8 654 ‘ 46 .8 763 5342
Totel 4330 ' 2442 ' 13555 7548

It eppears from the sbove figures that, for the state as a whole, one-fourth of
the fishing is trout fishinge Distriet 3, in which trout fishing was extensive, had

over half the records for trout waters end over a third the records for nonetrout waters,
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Figures for this district decidedly over-balanced the figures for the state as a whole;
undoubtedly the percentage of trout fishing in Michigan is lower than 25% of the total
fishing, perhaps the actual proportion of trout fishermen is less than 10%.

A better estimate of the extent of trout fishing as compared with non-trout fishing
could be obtained by comparing the average number of licenses sold when these were
needed only for trout fishing with the number of licenses sold now for all fishing,

The figures show 20% of the fishing in District 1 to be trout fishing, Sixteen
(over half) of all trout records were for Cass County compared with 7 records for non-
trout waters, over emphasizing trout fishing in the county and in the district, The
actual trout fishing in District 1 is surely less then one per cent of all fishing in
the ares., Fishing in District 2 was almost entirely non-trout fishinge. Trout fishing
represented 42¢7% of the fishing in District 3, While trout fishing is extemnsive in
this distriet, it is probably not as high, in proportion to non-trout fishing, as the
figures indicate. The figures show 14,17 trout fishing in District 4, 38.6% in
District 5, end 2040% in District 6.

Date for District 7 show more trout fishing than nonetrout fishing end for
District 8 show about an equal percentage of each. In proportion to nonetrcut fishing,
the trout fishing is undoubtedly more prominent in the Upper Peninsula then in the
Lower Peninsule, This does not necessarily indicate, of course, that the total amount
of trout fishing is greater in the Upper Peninsula than in the Lower Peninsule,

A comparisorn of trout end non-trout fishing in terms of catch per hour indicates
that, in most districts, nonetrout fishing produces the more fish per hour, The catch-

per~hour figures by distriects are:

District Catch per Hour:

Trout Waters Nonetrout Waters Both
1 1.0 r 243
2 044 1.6 1.6
3 0e7 22 1.7
4 045 1,5 1.3
5 0.9 1.8 165
6 045 1,6 1,3
7 240 1.6 1.8
8 1e2 048 1.1

Average Oe8 1,9 145
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For the emtire state non-trout fishing produced decidedly the better fishing
in terms of cateh per hour, in fact it was over twice as good as trout fishinge The
Upper Peninsule differs decidedly from the Lower, however, in this respect since trout

fishing was better than nonetrout fishing in both of the Upper Peninsule districtse

Stream Fishing

Over most of the state stream fishing end trout fishing are probably almost identicel,
There are noteble exceptions however: in the southern part of the state, and to some
degree e&lso in the northern part, thére is considerable stream fishing for Small-
mouthed Bass. In some southern streams carp fishing is moderately extensive, especially
by the colored residents. Northern Pike and Walleyes are commonly taken in some of the

streams. On the other hand, some lekes in the northern part of the state are trout

lekes,
Figures for stream fishing, by districts are:
Legeal-sized

District No. of fishermen Hrse fished fish caught Catch per hre
1 37 13340 157 1.2
2 320 1135,0 1019 049
3 2876 1006442 7293 067
4 507 173843 980 0.6
5 335 157948 1375 C.o
6 700 207047 1185 046
7 44 16347 256 146
8 675 239246 2819 1,2

Total 5493 1927743 15084 0.8

By comparison of these figures with figures for trout fishing, it will be noted
that streem fishing was more extemsive than trout fishing, especially in Districts 2
end 6, In Districts 4 and 7 trout fishing wes more extemnsive than stream fishing,
indicating that some of the trout fishing at least was in lekes, possibly largely in
mill ponds end in lekes formed in the streams by power dams, These impounded waters

are comsidered as lakes in this report,
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Lake Fishing

Pigures for leke fishing correspond rather closely with figures for none-trout

weterse Data for leke fishing, by districts, are:

Legal-sized

Distriet No. of fishermen Hrs, fished fish caught Catch per hr,
1l 1126 3903 ¢2 9368 2ol
2 le28 594543 9969 1.7
3 4511 1524844 35878 204
4 3276 937248 13970 1e5
5 413 142445 2527 1.8
6 373 121242 2162 1.8
7 64 229.1 442 1,9
8 659 246344 1988 0.8

Total 12050 3979849 76304 1.2

Lake fishing wes rather good in all areas except in District 8,

Comparison of Lake and Stream Fishing

Leke fishing comprised ebout 69% or a little over two-thirds of the fishinge. It
produced twice as many fish per hour as stream fishings In District 7 however, it was
only slightly better than stream fishing; in District 8 it was mmuch less productive
then stream fishing. The percentage of leke fishing and stream fishing and the catch

per hour on each are given'below, by districts:

Per Cent of Fishing Catch per Hour
District Lekes Streams Lokes Streams
1l 97 3 244 1,2
2 84 16 1,7 0.9
3 61 39 2.4 0.7
4 87 13 1,5 046
5 55 45 1,8 0.9
6 35 65 1,8 0.6
7 59 41 1.9 1.6
8 49 51 0.8 1e2
Aversge 69 31 1,9 0.8

In two of the districts (6 and 8) returns for streem fishing exceeded those for
leke fishinge District 6 has very few lakes and District 8, though it has many lakes,
has relatively poor lake fishinge

Residents and Noneresidents

The extent of non-resident fishing has not, to our knowledge, ever been analyzed

except by & study of the number of resident and noneresident licenses sold. The total
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amount of resident and moneresident fishing for ¥ichigen cannot be determined from this
census, but the relative amount of fishing by each and the ability of each to catch fish
can be estimated, provided, of course, that the returns are representetive. The date,
listed below by districts, are available also for each county but are not included here.
Beceuse of the importance of the tourist and resort industry in Michigen, & relatively
detailed study of the relaticn between resident and non-resident fishing appears desirsble.

The date below are divided into stream fishing, lake fishing, fishing in connecting

weters, end all fishinge

Stream Comparative data for resident and non-resident stream fishing ere given
Fishing below by districts:
Nos legal-sized Catch per he
District Noe fishermen Hours fished fish caught
Rese Non-rese Rese NONn=-res. Res, ~ Non-res. Res, Non-res
1l 35 2 126.0 70 146 11 1.2,' 1,6
2 308 8 110565 16,8 1003 2 0e9 (0P §
3 2598 146 907348 47845 6589 277 0.7 0.6
4 431 67 1463.6 23447 794 167 Oe5 0.7
5 189 130 103761 488,47 724 591 Oe7 1,2
6 598 41 183348 7404 1482 131 0.8 1.8
7 32 5 120.7 2340 188 29 1.6 143
8 499 74 174761 27340 2090 550 1.2 240
Total 4690 473 16507.6 159548 13016 1758 0.8 1.1

Nine per cent of the stream fishermen were non-residentse By districts the per=

centages of noneresident stream fishermen were:

District % noneresidents
1 5
2 3
3 6
4 13
5 41
6 6
7 14
8 13

Average - 9
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The greatest percentage of non-tesident streem fishermen was 41 in Distriet 5,
The smallest percentages were in the more southern districts (1, 2, 3 and 6),

Figures for the catch per hour by residents and non-residents show a rather
surprising situatione-non-residents caught more fish per hour than residemts.:: For'the
state the figures were l.1 and 0.8 respectively. In three of the eight districts
(2, 3 and 7) the residemts got the best results, in terms of catch per hour. The reason
for this apparent superiority of non-residents as stream fishermen cannot be given.
Those who come @& long distence to fish are probably very much interested in the sport

and, as a rule, are probably relatively good fishermen,

Lake The number of resident and non-resident lake fishermen in each district
Fishing together with the catch teken, per hour, by eech are listed below:
Yo, legal-sized Catch per
District No. fishermen Hours fished fish caught hour
Res, Non-res, Rese Non-rese Reése Non-rese Rese Non«rese
1 961 145 320841 624,47 8265 964 246 1.5
2 1555 50 5725.,2 1331 9563 284 1.7 2.1
3 3824 519 12866 48 1984,7 30114 4001 2e3 240
4 2512 741 716642 1879,0 10960 2418 1,5 143
5 301 50 106240 16540 1965 331 1.9 240
6 341 12 1119.7 3245 1910 101 1.7 Sel
7 30 24 10245 102,61 219 180 2.1 1.8
8 340 345 1095,8 1291,.6 1179 718 1.1 0.6
Total 9864 1886 3234643 6212,7 64175 8997 240 1,4

Sixteen per cent of the lake fishermen were none-residents as compared with nine
per cent non-residents for stream fishing. Lakes are obviously a greater attraction
then streams for the non-residents; in proportion the lakes are used almost twice as
much as streams for fishing by non-residents as compared with fishing by residents,

There were records for 1886 non-resident lake fishermen and 473 non-resident stream
fishermen, a proportion of about 4 to 1,

By districts the percentage of non-resident lake fishermen were:

District % non-residents
13
2 3
12
23
14
3
44
51

Average 15

O ~JRhU, Y




Connecting Data for fishing in connecting waters and bays of the Great Lakes were
Waters available for only 78 residents and 5 non-residentse. Because of the

small number of records, this information was not useds

A1l Figures for all fishing include.the data for the three classes of fishing
Fishing above and informetion for waters for which these designetions could not

be mede, Dat@ for resident and non-resident fishing in all waters are

listed below:

Nos. of legal-sized Catch per
District Noe of fishermen Hours fished fish caught hour
Res. Non-rqgé Rese Non=-rese Rese Non-res. Rese Non-res,
1 996 147 3334,1 63167 8411 975 245 1,5
2 1868 58 685442 149,6 9629 286 l.4 1.9
3 6422 655 1994046 236342 36703 4431 1.8 1,9
4 3043 807 863148 2109,2 11754 2577 1.4 1,2
5 490 180 2099.1 65347 2689 922 1,3 l.4
6 979 57 314945 123,49 3904 326 1.2 1.6
7 62 29 21642 125.1 407 209 1.9 1.7
8 862 421 292349 1576 46 3345 1271 1,1 0e8
Totl8l 14722 2554 24714594 113540 76042 10977 1.6 1.4

The data for resident and non-resident fishing may be summarized as follows:

le Won-resident stream fishermen caught more fish per hour (for the entire state)
than resident stream fishermen.

2+ Non-resident lake fishermen caught fewer fish per hour (for the emtire state)
than resident lake fishermen,

3¢ For all fishing the catch per hour was slightly higher for residents then
for non-residents,

4, UYNon-resident stream fishermen varied from 3% of all stream fishermen in District 2
to 417 of all streem fishermen in District 5.

5. Non-resident lake fishermen varied from 3% of all lake fishermen in Distriets?2
and 6 to 517 of all lake fishermen in District 8,

6e Variations in the percentage of non-resident fishermen for all waters are

shown below:

District % non-residents
1T
2 3
3 9
4 21
5 27
g gg Average 14




-2l

7e Nine per cent of all stream fishermen were non-residents,

8. Sixteen per cent of all lake fishermen were non-residentse

9, Fourteen per cent of all fishermen were non-residents,

10, Almost a third of the fishermen in the Upper Peninsula were non-residents,

11, Lake fishing was more attractive to non-residents than stream fishinge

12, The greater number of noneresidents in Distriet 1 compared with District 2
may be explained by the proximity of Distriet 1 to northern Ohio snd Indiana,
permitting many non-residents to reach the distriet in a very few hours
from northern Ohio, northern Indiane and even pert of Illinois,

13, Districts 2 and 6 atiracted in proportion the fewest non-residents,

14, The residence of the non-residents was not determiﬁed. However, & study of
the intensive creel census shows non-residents to come chiefly from Ohilo,

Indiana and Illinois, Ohio ranking first,

Male and Female Fishermen

A study of the proportion of male and female fishermen and of their relative ebility
as fishermen has been made in commection with the compilation of the census data. This
study is, of course, primarily of popular interest, but it has some value in helping
Lo determine the advisability of having wives pay license fees and will help give some

indicjation of the emount of revenue which might be obtained from that source,

Streem From the figures below, it will be noted that, in general, female stream
Fishing fishermen are only half as effective in taeking fish as are the male stresm

fishermen. Since most of the stream fishing was trout fishing (end
visa verse) it may also be concluded thet the women in general are not as good as the
males at trout fishinge, Females fished almost as well as males in District 4 and better
then meles in District 6 (stream fishing in District 6 was probably primarily "warm-
water" stream fishing), in all other districts the males took decidedly more fish than
the females, About 4% of all stream fishermen were women,

The data by districts for stream fishing by males and femeles are given belows
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Noe of legal-sized Catch per
District Noe of fishermen Hours fished fish caught (by) hour
Maie Female, linle Femele Dliale Female Male Female
1 37 0 133,0 0 157 0 1.2 0
2 308 6 1084,0 2040 1007 6 09 043
3 2681 124 9407,.0 36062 6919 113 0.7 0e3
4 456 23 158661 7460 907 34 Oe6 0e5
5 261 26 95365 104.2 1019 65 1.1 Oe6
6 555 34 167148 8867 1464 98 0.9 1.1
7 41 2 15647 740 257 0 1.6 0
8 625 16 220646 5165 2946 32 1,3 046
Totals 4964 231 17198.7 70546 14676 353 0.9 0e5
Lake Data by districts for lake fishing by males and females are shown below,
Fishing The number of records appear to be adequate only in Disbricts 3 and 4;

the other districts had records for fewer than 40 female fishermen each,

No. of legal-sized Catch per
District Number of fishermen Hours fished fish caught (by) hour

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

1 1038 32 355165 91,5 8603 269 244 249

2 1297 38 468943 16044 8020 242 1,7 1.5

3 3198 404 1023542 1113.,4 22470 2000 242 1.8

4 2507 149 7074 o4 39342 10589 645 1,5 1.6

5 371 21 127743 64,5 2324 101 1.8 1.6

6 338 14 1111,7 30,0 1207 77 1.7 246

7 55 6 181,9 2847 393 32 262 1.1

8 480 37 1545,5 106,4 1710 75 1.1 0.7
Totals 9284 701 2966648 1988,1 56016 3441 1.9 1.7

Seven per cent of all lake fishermen were women,

more fish per hour, on the average, than did the men; for the state as a whole they

In three districts they caught

took almost as many fish per hour (males 1.9,femsles 1.7).

Connecting There were only 75 records for males and onerecord for femeles for fishing
Waters in connecting waters and in bays of the Great Lakes, The data are there-

fore too few to be significant,

All Data for all waters are listed below. The difference in the catch per
Waters hour between male end female fishermen is negligible (le5 and le4 re-

spectively). There is less difference in their catch for all fishing
then for either lake fishing or stream fishinge For example, in District 3 males caught

0.7 fish per hour in streams, females O.4; males caught 242 per hour in lakes,



females 1483 however, for all fishing each caught 1le5 fish per hour,
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Since femnles

caught fewer by each method, it does not eppear possible, at first sight, that they

caught the same number (per hour) as males in a combination of the two.

The explanation

lies in the fact that fewer women, in proportion to males, stream fished than lake

fished and lake fishing produced much the better returns in cateh per hour,
proportion of male and female fishermen been similar for leke and for stream fishing,

the males would have shown the higher cateh per hour.

Females constituted 6% of all fishermene

Had the

No, of legal-sized Catch per
Distriet No. of fishermen Hours fished fish caught (by) hour
Male Female Male Female 1Male Female Male Female
1 1075 32 3684,5 9146 8760 269 244 249
2 1610 44 579648 18044 9090 198 1.6 l.1
3 5884 528 1964248 1442,1 29073 2118 1.5 1.5
4 2961 172 856045 467,2 11496 679 1,3 1,5
5 632 47 2230.8 16847 3343 166 1e¢5 1.0
6 939 49 2919,0 124,7 3889 203 1,7 1.6
7 96 8 33846 3567 650 32 1.9 0«9
8 1129 B3 3839,1 15749 4732 107 1.2 067
Totals 14326 933 47176, 2668,2 71033 3772 1.5 1.4

The data for the relative extent and ability of the two sexes as fishermen may be

summarized as follows:

1,

2.

Se

4,

56

6o

Te

Female stream fishermen caught only about half the fish per hour caught by

mele streem fishermen,

Female lake fishermen were almost as successful as male lake fishermen in

catching fish,

Female fishermen, for all fishing combined, were almost as successful as male

fishermen in catching fish,
0f all stream fishermen 4%%'were women
Of 21l leke fishermen, T4 were women.

Of all fishermen, 6% were womene

The percentage of female fishermen in each district was:
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District % female fishermen
1l 3
2 3
3 8
4 5%
5 7
6 5
7 8
5 2
Average [

8s The fewest women, in proportion to men fish in the lower part of the state
(Distriets 1 and 2),
9, Women in general apparently preferred lake fishing to stream fishing.

INSTITUTE FOR FISHERIES RESEARCH

By: Re W. Eschmeyer

Part II of the general census will be submitted in

the near future.
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