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Analysis of creel census, winter of 193~1934 

Oondu.ated on 11:fe Lake I Grand. !raverse County, by Camp Jife Lake, 
V.E.C.W.; with a comparison of winter fishing on Hess lake (Newaygo 

County). 

One of the winter projects for M.E.C.W. Oamp J'1fe Lake (102-S) was that of 

taking an intensive creel census on Fi:f'e Lake. For the pu.rpose of taking this census 

a snall crew of nen, the number dependinfr, on the extent of. fishin:'s, was kept on the lake 

during all daylight hours on all days from December 21 to April 15 inclusive. 

'l.'hese men were equipped with special creel census blanks on which they recorded 

vm-ious items rega.rding the fishing of ea.ch fisherman. 'l'hese data. included such items 

as number of fish taken, size of fish, hours fished, rrethod of fishing, ba.it used 

and tirre of day fished. The boys were also equipped with a "shantyl1 which they used 

as headqu.a,·ters, and which they moved trom place to -place , keeping it in the area 

where fishing was most concentrated. 

!he project was under the general supervision of Camp Sup't. A,._L., Ferris. Mr. 

l\:3rris. himself a scientifically trained man, recognized_ that to be of most value, creel 

census had to be taken in a thorough, eareful, and_ detailed m0 nner. Throu,o;h the careful 

selection of men and through close contact with the project, Mr. Ferris was able to 

-provide the complete and reliable data on which most of this re-port is based. 

In addition to the creel census sheets, the men prepared each day a list of the 

number of fishermen seen, the number of fishermen contacted, and, the general weather 

conditions. These sb.eetg show that all fishermen seen were contacted. Concentration 

of fishing in certain areas, a limited amout of fishing, a orew of ample size, 

energetic anc eon ~eien.tious personal a "movable" headquarters, and the cooperation of 

the fishermen, rn.ade possible the obtaintn,g of these complete returns. 

The -our-pose of a. detailed creel census on Fife Lake was the same as that ex-
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prest!led in the Hess Lake Report (No. 265) for a census on Hess Lak.e. Fortunately a. census 

was also taken on J'lfe Lake during the summer of 1934. A comparison will be ma.de later 

of fishing for the two seasons. Such comparison will be of considerable value in 

showing the rel :::ition between summer and winter fishing for l'ife Lake. 

\table I gives various data on line fishing only. 'table II shows the various 

computations for spearing, Table III gives a comparison of line fiflhing and spearing 

together with returns on all fishing, while Table IV represents a comp~rison of the 

winter fishing in Fife Lake and on Hess .ta'ke (Newaygo County). 
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Table 1. Comr~u:.tations ba.sed on line f1 shing for Fife L._qke • winter of 

Item 
1. 
2. Bait used 
7. Hours fished 
4. Jfutnber of fishermen 
5. Average hours -per fis!J.er-

6. Number of lines 
7. Li!"es per fisherrne.n 

· 8. Line hours 
9. J'lsh taken {legal) 

10. Undsrsized fish taken 
11. Hours per fish 
12. Fish per hour 
t3. Line hours per fish 
14. fish per fisherlllc9.n 
ti . .P.erch 

a. No. fish 
b. % of total catch 
c. 1, of perch cat oh 
9-• ;persn »er Q.03,ll" 

1.§,. Walleye 
R. Number fish 
b. '1, of total catch 
c. ~ of total wa"lleye 
a. Wal ley:ee ;per hour 

17 .. Northern Pike 
n,. No. of :f'i sh 
b. ~ of t otA.1 CA,t ch 
o. 'ti of total pike ce.toh 
d, N, pike per hour 

l!if Shiners· 

Dee. 
21-31 
Minnows 
~5-5 
7 

5.1 
30 
4.3 

159.5 
21 
3 
1.7 

.59 
7.6 
3 

20 
95 
18 

1 
5 
9 

.56 

.03 

Jan. 
1-31 
Minnovrs* 
203.5 
3g 

5.4 
146 

3.8 
870 
48 
4 
4.2 

.24 
18 
1.26 

37 
77 

33 
.18 

.., 

., . 

g 
17 
73 

.o4 
3 

Feb. 
l-28 
Minnows 
··v1.5 '6 

5.6 
24 
4 

13s.5 
l 

33.5 
.03 

139.5 
.17 

1 
100 

9 
.03 

Mar. 
1--31 
Minn.ows 
253.5 
54 

4.7 
162 

3 
899 
31 
9 
8.2 

.12 
29 

28 
90 
25 

2 
6 

100 

1 
3 
9 

.57 

.11 

.008 

.oo4 

Minnows 

I~ 
5.4 

61 
4.4 

343.5 
27 

2.8 
.36 

12.7 
1.9 

27 
100 

::,11, 
• .;6 

* Minnows were used exclusively a.s bait• except :for one hour with two lines during 
January. 

Total 
116 

Minnows* 
601 
119 

4J 
3.55 

2411.5 
128 

7 
4.7 

.21 
18.8 
1.07 

112 
37.5 

100 
.19 

2 

100 
.003 

11 
8.6 

100 
.02 

3 
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Discussion of 'Table l 

1. Creel census was taken over a perio4 of 116 days. It co'V'ers all, or '\tirtua.lly 

all. of the ioe fishing period. 

?. Minnows fflllre used as bait for all fishing except tor two line hours. 

~. SolDB line fishing was done du.ring all f'ive months,. The decided drep in line fish.

in,~ in ll'ebruary ll'aY have been due chiefly to weather conditions. 

7. Jliehermen used an average of 3 1/2 lines each or only 70 percent of the number per

missible. 

9. !he figures for December and April, on the basis of days fished, are higher than the 

fi,~es for Jarmary and March. It is to be noted, however, that the :fish ta.ken in 

December and April were, with one exception, all perch while for the other two 

months perch were in a. mi.nority while the nroch larger, more desired. northern pike 

nredominated the catch during Janua.ry and March. llithout taking into account the 

kind and size of f'ish taken, these figures are mis1eHding. 

10. Undersized fish were not considered in oomnutations. These were retu.tmed to the 

lake ano were of no benefit to the fisher-men catching them. 

11 and 1?. As for item 9 the species taken should be considered in eonneetion with 

the figures given. 

13. Fishing with one line wo0ld have "Produced, on the average, one fish for each 19 

hours of fitlhing. 

14. Had the catch been evenly distribu.ted each fishertl'lan would have ta.ken one fiah per 

day's fishing. A tfajori t;sr of the fishermen, however, f'i shed w1. th no suecess. 

Discussion of Table II. 

1. Spearing is permissible during Janue.ry and February only. 

2. • Most of the s-pearing was done during January. 

,, 5 and 6. It is evident that fishing was much "better" during January than in.~brua.ry. 

9. Northern :pike re-presented 78 percent of the oatch by s-pearing. 



Table I!. Comriutations for fishing on J'ife Lake, winter of 1933-19~14 

§!earing only 

1 Jan. ll'eb. Total 
_,..,g""" ..... H .... gu....,:r; .. s__...t:i"'"'s=h._e...,d ________ . 1112 !,--=2_5 ____ ...,,2,i=o.:...• 5...,_ ____ -=-13..,_.9""'2..:. ... 75....._ ____ _ 

f:,; Ng, fisheg:men ,71 -1. 332 
~. Hq,.µ:s ;pel" fish, 9, 26 22:~ 10.5 

• 'Northern -pike 
..,. -..---Jfumber of f'l sh 99 4 

J,_. ~...o.f' total catch 8? ,5 33 
c. "'.i o4" total n. pike ca.toh 96 · 4 
d. lit pike per hour • OC! 

10. Walleye 
a .• Nu.mber of fish 
b. ~ of totsl eatch 
e. d, o::f" tot9.l W!\lle_ye eaten. 
d,. W1lleyea--w~ hOIU" · 

11. Blllhea.d 
a. Number of fish 
b. ';i,.~f total catch 
o. i of total walleye catch 
4, Jmllhead1 per hour 

12 .. fJommon sucker 
a. Number of fish 
b. i of total catch 

1 
.8 

100 
trace 

12 
10 
71 

.01 
g 
6.7 

3 
25 

.015 

c. % of total common suckeE 
d .• Sv.gkers per how: 

catch 73 
·.01 

27 
.01 

103 
78 

100 
.074 

1 ., 
100 

trace 

17 
12.9 

100 
.01.3 

11 
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Table III, Comparison of Line fishing and snear:i.ng on Fife Ieke during 

winter of 1933-1934 

1 Roars fished 

2 No. of fishernsn 

3 Av. hrs. per fisherman 

4 Fi sh caught 

5 Fish -per hOU1" 

6 Hrs. per fish 

7 1:1.sh per fisherman day 

8 Perch 

q Walleyes 

10 Northern pike 

11 Bullheads 

12 Comrron suekers 

13 Shiners 

Line ~§hing 
l 

119 

5 

128 

.• 2J 

4.7 

1"'~7 

112 

2 

11 

0 

0 

3 

i 

1382.75 

332 

4.2 

132 

.095 

10.4 

.4 

0 

1 

103 

17 

11 

0 

19,r~. 75 

444 

4.5 

260 

112 

3 

114 

17 

11 

3 

.13 



_,_ 
Discuss~on o.f '?able IU 

1. More than two-thirds of the total hours of winter fishinf; on this lake were spent 

in spearing. 

2. 'ale total :figure 444 does not equal the total number of fishermen listed under 

line fishing and spearing. Seven]\:lnd-ividuals both line fished and s-peared. 'l'h~se 

were oonsidered eeparately in both lim fishing and spearing be~use both methods 

of' fish:tng were car:ried on sinultaneou.sly. 

3 to 7. Sneo1es ta.ken should. be · considered in evaluatin:s these figures. 

Line f'ishi:ng produced a far better ea.tch in terms of' fish per hour and fish per 

fishel"man, but spearing produced mu.ch more desired fish. 

l)i.sousaion of ~able IV 

Hess Lake and Fife Lake are dmi la.r in several respects. Both a.re easily accessible 

in winter, both. are :r.eln.ti.vely shallow, both have an extensive resort development, both are 

eonsidered re.L~tively 11heavi 1 y :fished11 lakes. A physical, biological a.nd chemical 

analysis of the two lakes would. be heloful in coTinection with this comparison. Su.eh 

anslysi s has not yet been 1Mde. 

Areas of the two lflakes as listed in ff Michigan Le.kes and Streams Directory" are: 

!ess L'l.ke, 750 acres, Fife Lake!J1800 a.eras. These figures are probably not exact. but 

indicate, '1everthe1ess, tha.t the two lakes a.re of a similar size. They differ sorrewhat 

in shape a.nd, of eourse, differ in la~itude. life Lake is coneidElrably farther north 

and has a somewhat longer ice fi shi ?\g season. 1'1.gures tor J'i:f'e L9ke are for a total of 

116 days while those for Ress lake are for a 97-day period. 

1. The methor of fishing for the two lakes. differs decidedly. On Fife LAke spearing 

predominates while almost all fis>~ing on Hess Lake was by 11m. Jlshi !'{; on Hess 

Lake was about 2 1/2 tlrres as heavy as on Fife Lake (interms of hour~ fished). 

4. 'l'he sl:i.ght difference recorded in hours per fisherman may be tlue in part to the time 

0 of' da.y (with relation to the neriod fished) at which the census was ta.ken. 

i:;. Hess Lake fishermen on the average fishe(' more than 1 line more than ciid those of 

life Lake. No reason for this difference is a:pnarent. 



'fable IV¥ Oomparison of stathties for fishing during win.tar of 1933 

19-:,;4 on J'lf La.ke (Or'a:nd. Tra.verae C<>nnty-), and Hess lake 

(News,ygo County). 

2. Jou.rs fished 
3. Number of fishermen 
4. Av: hours per :fisherwan 
;. Lines Jer :f'bhertmn 
6. l'tsh caught 
7. 11th :p~l" hour 
8. Hours :r,~., ti.sh 
9. Line hours :per fish 

10. liAA pe;r ti§.herman. 
ll,. Species anri nur:ber of 

fish faken: 
Pereh 
Walleye 
Northern pike 
Oalioo bass 
Bluegills 
:Bullhead 
Rockbass 
Dogtish 
Shiners 
bclmtl 

1 
119 

5 
3.55 

128 
.. 21 

~4. 7 
18,S 
1.01 

112 
12 
11 

11 

3 

Kess take 
ine 

g90.20 
947 

5. 16 
4.68 

2110 
.4~ 

·2.32 
11.l 

&•23 

11~02 
58 

-;gs 
236 

12 
1 
2 
1 

1382.2; 
332 

4.28 

132 
.095 

10.5 

-1 
lOJ 

.... 
17 

11 

.4 

.... 
13 

.135 
7 ... 4 
-.7 

11 

-
2 



6. 7, and 8. Disrega,rdin;::" speciesof :f'ish taken, :f'i "hing on Hess Lake was over four 

times as good as on Jife Lake du:r.ing the winter of 1933-1931~. 

11. Ratio of perch to northern pike in Kess Lake, however~ is 3 1/2 to l while in 

Fife lake the mrriber of pike almost equals the nu.giber of perch taken. Comparisons 

of si ~es of species for the two lakes shows that the Fife Lake fish were larger. So_ 

;:i1thou:gn Hess Lake produced more fish t J'ife lake produced a greater proportion of 

the more desirecl s-pecie!!! as well as a. larger d!e for any of the s:peeies common 

to the two lakea. 

Speeies Line :f'1 shing Spearing Average for both 
types of fishing 

Perch 9.3 ... 9.3 

Walleyes 23 25 23.7 

Northern :pike 25.2 25.4 25.4 

:Bullheads 12 12 

Common woke:>:> 3 3 

Average for all species 1.0. 7 22.8 16.9 

The fish caught by spearing averaged. over twice the length of those taken by 

line fishing. 

'!'he three shiners were proba.bly taken for later u.se n.s pilre bait. 

Oomnarison of 1verage size of fish from l'ife take Md less rate 

Species l'if'e lake Bess Lake 

Perch 9.3 7.4 

Walleyes 23.7 1s.5 

'Northern pike 25.4 21.; 

Bullhead 12 11.5 



... 1.0,.. 

All speeies in Fife !al::e a_verageEl larger than in Hess Lake. 

Woman as ice fishermen 

Joo.rteen WOmf.'!n fished, 3 with liTI.es. 9 :"ith spears and 2 with both lines and 

spears. In 70 .. 5 hours they took a totaJ. ot one fish, a 26 1/2 inoh norther!l pike. 

Of the seven persons who fished with lines and s-pears dnnltaneously, 2 were women. 

It it:t eviclent that the women ice fishermen cannot be ch.a.rr;ed with depletin&: our la.Jms. 

!eather conditions in relation 

to iee fishiPJF. 

The figures relow are 'ba1-3ed on weather conditions as re-ported. by the creel censu.s 

takers. Since rrany factors a.re involved, any conclusions drawn on these figures alone 

rra::, easily be erroneous. "Oloudy11 includes also the days when 11 rainn was listed under 

weather concli tions. Of the several kinds of weather H ~ted only two are usea here . 

namely clear and clou.d.y. These indicate. pr:tmaril,y. a. difference in the amount of li~t 

dif:f'u.sed through the ice. 

Number of fishernen 

Number of days 

ll'ish per fi~herman 

Number of fish 

Species 

Perch 

Northern pike 

Walleye 

:Bullhead 

Sucker 

Sr:iners 

O].ear 

120 

31 

.47 

59 

15 

1 

6 

3 

0 

Oloudy 

299 

71 

.64 

192 

79 

91 

1 

1; 

3 

3 

In a subsequent reuort the yield for ~fish per hour" will be computed for the 

several : inds of weather. 
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E:f'fect on g;eneral f'ishi;pe 

All fish taken during the winter of' 1933-1934 if laid end for end, would form a 

string 365 feet long. Comparison with the wnnner fishing will show what portion 

of the total cat<'..h this represents. Assuming that the lake has a.n area of 800 acres, 

less than 6 inches of fish per acre were taken. Eight hundred aores prodnced 260 

fish• an a-verae,-e of about 1 fish per three acres. It is imporbably that this ca.tcla 

notioa.bly affected the fishing during the following Sl.lnlll'ler • 

.A. lsubseqa.ent re-port will give a definite co1t19arison of winter and summer fishig 

for Fite lake. 

:a. W. Esohmyer 
Investigator of ~ Improveirent Evaluation 
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