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Active Trap Gears
(except flume weir)
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- cannot target specific sizes/life-stages
- somewhat labor: intensive
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Seines

e beach seines

e purse seines
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- possible to assess direction _ _
- effective in all seasons (even mmé)h

- relatively inexpensive ($300 400/fyke%br trap net)

Disadvantages

- catch biased towards most active fish

- does not provide density estimate of numbers
- somewhat labor intensive

2 e
~some fish less “trapable” than others (e.g adult carpsand bass)




__Q_nlle_and Adult I\/Iethods
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Summary of Adult/Juvenile Gear
Characteristics
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_ g Passive Active Electro- :
Gear Characteristics Traps Traps fishing Seines |
Density estimate ® ®

Time integrated

Time targeted

®
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Habitat targeted

Inexpensive

Commercial source

Quick

Mortality low

Habitat destructive

Size bias

Habitat bias

Labor intensive




Gear Characteristics
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arval Gear

Fine-mesh
seine

Tow-
sled

H raulic
ump

Density estimate

Time integrated

Time targeted

= | Habitat targeted

Inexpensive

= Commercial source

Quick

Mortality low

Habitat destructive
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Size bias

Habitat bias

Labor intensive




Larval Fish Methods Comparisons
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| Drop Net/Pop Net/Electrofishing Frame @

Dewey 1992-<1m vegetated backw
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Drop Trap/Throw Trap Comparison
Kushlan 1981 - < 0.5 m moderately vegetated Everglades marsh
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o . Pop Net/Seine/Electrofishing Boat Comparison

~ Seraly et al. 1988-< 01.5 m sparsely vegetated tidal freshwater
AR Susquehanna R. habitat
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Pop Net Electrofishing Boat
18.6 m? 465 m? 4000 m?

Species per m? Highest Intermediate Lowest
Fish Density Highest Intermediate Lowest

s pOP nets give moest accrate density estimates

— Species richness only high on aveal basis - need'lots,of

pops to match absolute.richness of electrofishing because
of huge diffs in area sampled



Shallow-Lake Fishing Gear Comparison

Hayes 1989 - New Zealand, < 1.5 m, some vegetated littoral

fmeT e

A4ty

Minnow | Fyke-net | Trap-net | Gill-net (3 Beach Purse
Trap (large- (fine- larger- Seine Seine
(Fine- mesh) mesh) meshes) (fine- (fine-
mesh) mesh) mesh)
# Species | 5 (least) 4 1 (most) 3 1 2
# Fish 6 (least) 3 1 (most) 4 2 5
Size Bias Low High

*** note.differences in mesh-size in among gears
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Fyke-net/S’éln G 2L.Cormoarise

Weaver et al. 1989 - 8 Lake Mendota littoeral zone sites

P il

<.2m.0peptodensemacrophyte cover

Fyke-net Seine E-E(E,

- s . larger-
(fine-mesh) (fine-mesh) meshes)

# Species 2 1 3

“ Abundance |1 2 3
' High

Minnow Trap
(fine-mesh)

Size-bias Lowest High



Flume Weirs (see Knelb 1991)
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Juvernlle and Adult Metnocds
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Larval Light Trap
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