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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before I get into the presentation I just want to give you a quick outline about what I will be talking about today.  I’m going to start out with an quick history of NOP management in the state and how we came about the NOP regulation on Big Fish Lake, then go over the past ten years of data on the NOP population in Big Fish Lake.  Then talk a little bit about what happens next. And finally I will touch on some of the other work that we have done or will be doing on Big Fish Lake this year namely the LMB and BLG assessments that we have completed this spring 



NOP History 
 State regulation: 3 fish bag limit – 1> 30” allowed  

 Shift in population size structure 
 High densities of small NOP 

 
 Effects on fish community: 

 Predation on stocked Walleye 
 Loss of perch as forage species 
 Stunted panfish populations 

 

 Individual Lake Management 
 Special/ Experimental Regulations 
 Fit regulation to individual waters 
 Proven effective at shifting size structure 

 
 *Regulation proposal – 2004 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Since the 40’s and 50’s Northern Pike have been managed with the existing statewide regulation of 3 fish bag limit and since 1994 only one over 30” is allowed in possession. Unfortunately, this regulation does little to protect the existing quality of our Northern Pike fisheries nor does it improve the quality in lakes where the bigger fish are already gone.  Research has shown that high catches of northern pike can cause biological effects on the fish community such as predation on stocked walleye, loss of perch as forage, and stunted panfish populations.  This is not a unique situation, there are roughly 3,000 lakes statewide that are in the same boat as Big Fish Lake.  So in 2001, there was a statewide change to more individual lake management and implementing special and experimental regulations. We can then fit these regulations to individual waters.  Research has shown that these regulations can be effective at shifting the size structure of northern pike to a more balanced population.  So, that brings me to 2004 when the Lake Association came to the Montrose Area Fisheries Office looking for ways to improve the fishery of the Lake.  Based on our Lake survey information at the time our suggestion was to implement a 24” – 36” protected slot on Northern Pike. In order to try and shift the NOP population to a more balanced size structure.   



Goals 

 Provide harvest opportunity of small pike 
 

 Improve densities of medium – large 
pike 
 

 Increase average size of pike. 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The ultimate goals of the experimental regulation were to exert more harvest on smaller pike therefore reducing the density of small pike as well as increase harvest opportunity.  We also wanted to protect the medium to large pike because these sizes can help with density suppression. And finally we wanted to hopefully see an increase the average size of northern pike.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is the historical net catches of northern Pike in Big Fish Lake. Northern Pike have been abundant dating back to 1980 and have increased to a high of 20.1/net in 2010. 



Size Structure 
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2005 ice-out survey 

N = 392 
Avg. TL = 18.2” 
RSD24 = 3 
RSD30 = < 1 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, this is what the NOP population looked like when the regulation went into effect.  Not surprising, but lots of small fish.  The average size was just over 18” only 3% of the population was over 24” and less than 1% was over 30”
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2010 ice-out survey 

N = 245 
Avg. TL = 17.1” 
RSD24 = 8 
RSD30 = 1 
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Presentation Notes
Here it is 5 years later, not a lot of change although we did see a few more medium size fish.  
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2015 ice-out survey 

N = 495 
Avg. TL = 17.1” 
RSD24 = 3 
RSD30 = < 1 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And here we are today, pretty much a mirror image of 2005.  Now, I will be the first to tell you that a lot of times regulations like this take more than 10 years before we begin to see any type of improvement.  But in this case, I’m not so sure that there are enough larger fish out there nor is their enough fishing pressure to make a dent in the NOP population. 



Size Structure 

  

Year N Avg. TL RSD24 RSD30 
2005 392 18.2 3 < 1 
2010 245 17.1 8 1 
2015 495 17.1 3 < 1 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So this just summarizes the previous three slides



Summary 
 NOP Abundance remains high 

 
 Size structure indices unchanged 

 
 Winter Angling declining??? 
 1992-93 - Avg. 81 fish houses 
 2003-04 - Avg. 19 fish houses 
 2013-14 - ??? 
 

 Possible statewide NOP Regulation 
changes 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So where are we and where do we go from here?



Next Steps 
 Spring NOP Assessment – 2015 

 
 Summer Lake Survey – July 27 – 31, 2015 

 
 Review survey data – Fall 2015 

 
 Post Access – Spring 2016 

 
 Public Input Meeting – Summer/Fall 2016 

 
 Recommendation – March 1, 2017 

 



Questions 
 More information on Statewide Northern 

Pike Zone proposal 
 

 http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/pike/index.html 
 
 



2015 sampling 
 Northern Pike Ice-Out Assessment - completed 

 
 Largemouth Bass Electrofishing - completed 

 
 Bluegill assessment - completed 

 
 Curly-leaf pondweed assessment - June 

 
 Summer Lake Survey - July 27 – 31 

 
 Emergent Plant mapping - July – Aug. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This year we have a lot of work scheduled on Big Fish.  We started with the NOP assessment which I already discussed, but we also conducted a largemouth bass assessment as well as a bluegill assessment which I will touch on in the few minutes. We will be mapping CLP either this past week or next.  We then have our summer population assessment scheduled for the last week of July. This will involve gill nets and trap nets. And finally we will come back and map emergent vegetation such as stands of cattail, bulrush, lily pads, etc.  Then we will leave you alone for 5 years.  



LMB Assessment 
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CPUE = 79.5/hr 
CPUE>8 = 68.3/hr 
Avg. TL = 10.7” 
PSD = 28 
RSD15 = 9 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is the length frequency of our largemouth bass eletrofishing. Bass ranged from 4 ½ inches to just over 17 ½ inches with an average size of just under 11”. 



LMB Population 

  

Year N CPUE 
(#/hr) 

Avg. TL 
(in) 

PSD RSD15 

2005* 114 86.4 11.7 53 3 
2010 91 91.7 12.0 46 13 
2015* 135 79.5 10.7 28 9 

* - shocked at night 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Comparing our results from this year to the prior two surveys we see that the population hasn’t changed that much over the past 10 years.  Our catch rates are similar, average length is similar.  As far as the size structure goes our PSD has dropped, but that is likely do to year class effects.  My guess would be that in 5 years when we do this again that we will see an increase in our PSD value because we have a pretty strong pulse of fish just under that 12” mark that should grow into that next size group in the next couple of years.  Generally, speaking I like to see PSD values between 40 – 70 and RSD15 values between 10 – 30.  The largemouth bass in Big Fish tend to grow slow taking 5 – 6 years to reach 12 inches. 



Panfish Assessment  

73.8 

86.1 

44.1 

18.7 
7.3 11.7 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

80 86 91 97 05 10

C
PU

E 
(#

/tr
ap

 n
et

) 

Survey Year 

Bluegill 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Looking at the bluegill population we have seen a steady decline in our trap net catches, however we are still with in the range of expected values for similar lakes.



Panfish Assessment  
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N = 759 
Avg. TL = 6.6” 
PSD = 74 
RSD8 = 4 
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Presentation Notes
Two weeks ago, we decided to do some targeted sampling for sunfish in order to get a better idea as far as size structure goes.  We set 12 nets on June 1st and then pulled them June 2nd and collected 549 bluegill, 107 hybrids, and 103 pumpkinseeds.   For sunfish, I like to see PSD values between 50 – 80 and RSD8 values between 10 – 30. 46 BLG/net9 HSF/net9 PMK/net 



Contact Information 
 Montrose Area Fisheries Office 
Ph: 763-675-3301 
Email: joe.stewig@state.mn.us 

 
 Montrose Area Web Site 
www.dnr.state.mn.us/areas/fisheries/montrose 
 

 DNR Website: www.dnr.state.mn.us 





LMB Assessment 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

N
um

be
r (

N
) 

Length Groups (1-in) 

2005 N = 114 
CPUE = 86.4/hr 
CPUE>8 = 80.3/hr 
Avg. TL = 11.7” 
PSD = 53 
RSD15 = 3 
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Presentation Notes
Here is the length frequency of our largemouth bass eletrofishing. Bass ranged from 4 ½ inches to just over 17 ½ inches with an average size of just under 11”.



LMB Assessment 
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2010 N = 91 
CPUE = 91.7/hr 
CPUE>8 = 89.7/hr 
Avg. TL = 12.0” 
PSD = 46 
RSD15 = 13 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is the length frequency of our largemouth bass eletrofishing. Bass ranged from 4 ½ inches to just over 17 ½ inches with an average size of just under 11”.
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