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DNR Contact

nsin Department of Natural Resources (WQNRY tcogdy sidfd raj e%rrquhde
r to monitor the fishery and guide fishe4i2e7s Eanaq—edn\ﬁ%t bhre

hern pike, muskell unge, and wall eye at var {) cati n u
lake. Spring electrofishing to assess 3\3}"$§ ?T_/]s%’ ,ZE{:)W/EI 849’8
wall eye recruitment. Pri mary sampllng f‘é % t~0 charac
structure. This report provides of s%p\petyta laug}(ﬂ@e@w
ecommendati ons.

Lake I nformation

Acres: 7,920

FYKE NETTI NG SURVEY | NFORMATI ON Max. Depth: 236

Mean Dept h: 104

it L ti Dat T t i Net Ni h|t . .

Si e oclati on Survey ates arge Speci|les Ne ig S Shoreline Miles: 27

Silver Q08K D/AZA9/22 05046020022t hern pike | Muskel lwmge Public Access: 8 Boat

Lake Class: Compl ex 1

County K| Mar soh3/ 300202024/ 202 Northern pike 8

Nor wegi aph OBla/yoD/4229/ 22 -5/ 156//122N@kt hern pi ke | Mu2ZRel | 2H: n

Regul ati ons
Lakewi dle 04/ 19502024/ 202 Wal |l eye 94 St atewi de Default all
. . Panfish = 25 total
Metri c Descriptions Wal | eySmi=ni mum, 5 bag, 2

T Catch per unit effort (CPUE) i s an rieldetxi wes eadb wind & 15mi ni nBbna,g, Apriln 202
simply refers to the mwmbhernfofdifsitiamceaptruteédeperror <. . |c
quantifyt@RUBumper and size of fish per net night. Bassl4m|n!mum 5 lbyapg
number caught per mile of water electmofewsheddacmrl Norther 26Ri kemem, e’l—’ tboa(
and within |lake trendss Fortbhea@tpthk, pefcanCPUE, it Mus kel | 40rmieni=mum, i thhaeg
CoUEs 10 ile siane . . Lake Tt émitni=mum,

T Tot al abundance is a metric that describes popul at h 1TAma . gtg
I'n our study, all captured (northern pike, walleye Ot .er 4moo wn fi m=l.=.1m,. veafRy
released. tBEachetbsmawere checked, all (northern pike Cisco = no mini mem, wel
partial pectoral fin clip. The number of reprceovideds!| yinwaptuir ceu 1+ nuit vivuar s (1.
proportions of marked |ndividlseldstboesmrinamakedtihneditvz)'talhalasbsuu ﬂyceMeotf 0dhe
(northern pike, walleye, muskellunge) population. PO K e A _somll ed ac

1 Proportional Stock Density (PSD) i$tramctimrdeexofusfeidsfﬂoggpﬂ-‘xsg %Tﬁ@ gihgg st 2 gNI) (
It is calculated by dividing the number of quality s §,q||?shs rlﬁ%eelnggntb'eé%io;
PSD v alewewseee604@enerally describe a balanced fish ‘gle"’ctt'r%r}'ishing L SEII)~

T Length frequency distribution (LFDnumbea ngrannhalrm:ieIntrag;pé@ﬁ,e(gi'tiia;éhp‘io,rpgo FEPeprot
captured-i byghhaird omeésnitzeee ymdlIsl.er fish (or younger age chapRRSE| SRY¥r NE RMbWRAY & |
represented in the length frequency dU'emtDadibhsrentTn@bFinga,;]ap?a@@Jgétis\aénpif'

T Mean age at |l ength is an ind€alecsé¢dedd uaesege. fglshogrrp@wﬁtimnsg ISPI revse 0 i s to c
scales) are col | elcareglt f rinimm ao fs friendti dirineesdt e s( ef. ogr. , b 16uedgi lddu | tMewpan lagdyee ,i Snort her n |
compatredst at ewi de data by percentile \Abietmchgnneor\/\ktsh cshlaoa @l e r wae d eRyst he ekl omai
(<33rd percentile); moder afas{(38rpf6th Ff6tbhepeitehtilgpunddflce. The primary ol

1 Rel ative weight is an index used to assletssi & healpd wimpwmesishg inetti cgnidi tswmyey
comparing the obser vedt avved ygrhd wdi q@htf i(sih. ¢.0, tfhreedi ct edheaver @agandeimahk) adful t h at
given itselangvle. waight of 93 means it hastaeer &gshplhotienppireismd me i gthjte ctoimpe r efd
same | ength Rel ative wei gphtusmpabbaea 88emage. it i s moeleectrofishing Il survey

measure adult |l argemouth
smal |l mouth bass, and panf
) each survey but-carehcon:
. . Tot a CPUE Statewli dédake CI gss 5

h t f that .

Species Locatioqn Year SamplledNet N| Pretr)centilpercentill e as par ° a suryey
Northern| pSiiKkeer Credk2| 1454 15. 6 94 % 9599 % f Fyke nets were deployed |
Il ake that contained spawil
Northern| pSikever Creek6| 730 6. 4 88 % 959 9 % were likely travel areas.
and muskellunge netting «
. on Silver Creek and Nor wi
Muskell yngel ver Cr edk 2 18 0.17 21% 1025% Wal l eye netting efforts |
] traditional spawning poi l

Muskell yngel ver Cr ekl 6 10 0.09 7 % 5-1 0 % the main | ake. Al | newl y

northern pike, muskel |l un

Nort hern Mokwegi an Bag?2 24 1.1 56 % 25 0% were given a partial fin

estimates were calculate:d

Muskel |l UnNjer wegi ajn BAg?2 0 0 - S pi ke and walleye. A subs:

were given PIT tags and 1

Northernl Qoitknety K| M202R 55 6.9 88 % 9599 % of an exploitation and Si

movement study. Aging st

Wal | eyd Lakewi de 2022 838 8.9 73% 5075 % weights were also taken |

subsample of fish

Wal | ey d Lakewi de 2016 670 6. 3 65 % 25 0%
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Silver Creek Array Movement Study

I'n conjunction with the 2022 comprehensive fish survey, DNNRppgpéeaffoheBmeg
Green Lake and Silver Creek during the spring of 2022 amdte2mddi.t hTlod Brid
Creek on Big Green Lake upstream to the City of Ripon. Theereh esaudb naenrds iabrle
effective in shallow water where narrowing restlriitcz sc dri s Ipalrarcaeygsmevwma rSti ¢ vie
Creek at County Highway A, Spaulding Road, Deadend Road and HRdérdimeasn tDa i v
Silver Creek that included WBIC 146900 at Hi ghway 23, WBIC 1473t0r0e eatt. Mu
A submersible array was also placed below the Koro Road ccrcaeséengocalvaku
fish passage in the Silver Creek watershed, track northessnhei kebhhed kat |

at County Highway A.

Arrays were in place from March through June during the 2P@rygomnprasalgerss
and data downloads for the arrays. Local pa¥& threy sDa ik, u@ri evgn Glir &leen Carkpegr
Wat er Fishery Counci l rai sed $5, 000 for purchasing PIT tags yt hfautn dveedr eb yu
DNR and a grant from the Fox River Natur al Resource Damage Awseshg®sment (
System. This was a coll aborative project that coul d not ahbafvel, bdedeSn fciosnhp Iw
PI'T tagged during the comprehensive fish survey as par tsrdfm tthhee psrtaujdeyc tar
included in the species summaries of this report.
@ Silver Creek SWDV Array Map
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Summary
Lake

Northern Pike
1 Fyke netting is the preferred sampling gear for northeradpiylkarat i c
bel ow. All size structure and popul ation estimate r esuklSismiplraersent e
sampling methods were used in 2022 and 2016 to all ow for ckogthpwage son
these areas for spawning and comprise the Green Lake popul ation.
RELATI VE ABUSNITANCH PER UNIT EFFORT (CPUE) SPRI NG NETTI
f } CPUE St atewi de L
Speci es Location Year Tot al SamP gtéj Ni htPercentilé‘ake Class Pgercent
Northern pikeSilver Crgek 2022 1454 15. 6 94 % 95 9 %
Northern pikeSilver Crgek 2016 730 6. 4 88 % 95 9%
Nort hern pli keNor wegi an |[Bay 2022 24 1.1 56 % 25 0%
Nort hern pike&€ounty K Marsh022 55 6.9 88 % 95 9%
YEAR SI ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS
Tot al Nju Mber age Llehghbgth RlaBgdeck and Qual.t Si ke . Percept_il e ’
Measurjed (inches (incheg) (inches) étoé’k Ny@ubaelri ty N u nPbSeDr Rank Size Rating
1233 19. 7 9.186. 2 14.0 and 2(1.01064 523 49 59t h Moder at e
S| ZE STRUCTURE TREND Northern Pike Mean Length at Age
40
PSD by eRSE6 by VYed&RSEB4 by VYear
201|6 2022| 2016 2022 2016 2022 351
74 49 17 14 0.17 0.19 30 A
2\25*
SILVER CREEK ADULT ABUNDAN o
ESTI MATE) = 2
o | ) 15 4 —e—Statewide
Year MarkeCdapturRedapt%r?ospu atfon 3 ) ——Big Green Lake
stimate |[(95% 1
10 —e—Lake Class
3,729
' 5 |
2022 1174 1388 214 (3. 26B44)
0 . . . . . . . )
2,800
! 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2014 639 716 77 (2. 26662)
Age (years)
2022 Silver Creek Northern Pike Fyke Netting Length Frequency 2016 Silver Creek Northern Pike Fyke Netting Length Frequency
80 - 60 -
70 4 mMiles B Feriiis mUrkiow = | BMales @ Females @ Unknown
Males Measured =291
60 1 Males Measured =631 Males Average Length = 20.5
= Males Average Length = 18.5 40 4 Females Measured =314
E 50 1 Females Measured =475 < Females Average Length = 24.9
o Females Average Length=23.0 = Unknowns Measured =40
o Unknowns Measured = 127 %5
@ 40 A . 30 1
< o
£ -
2 301 5
2 20 1
20 A
10
10 A HH | |
0 LLLLE, {1 1 Iy B[ FIFPTH R E U0 A
9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35
Length (inches) Length (inches)
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T Fyke netting is the preferred sampling gear for walleye
is reported by sampling |l ocation and year bel ow Al l si
bel ow are from walleye fyke netting in Big Green Lake p
sampling methods were used in 2022 and 2016 to allow fo

RELATI VE ABUSIKANCH PER UNIT EFFORT (CPUE) SPRI NG NETTI

Speci es Location Year Tot al SamPﬁgt ENightjgte?:::\r:Vtii(Fé‘ake Class Pgprcent
Wal |l eye Lakewide 2022 838 8.9 73 % 50 %
Wal | eye Lakewi de 2016 670 6. 3 65 % 50 %
YEAR SI ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS
Total Numberage Llehghbth Rlalgeck and Qual.,t Si re . Percenpt.il_e .
Measurjed (inches (incheg) (inches) étoé’k N Qleatealied 6 57 00 fisezes Rank Size Rating
787 19. 3 8.129. 1 10.0 and 1|5. 0787 787 100 93l Ot h Hi gh
Walleye Mean Length at Age
SI ZE STRUCTURE TRENDS
PSD by Y¢ar RSE2Oby Year RSE25 by Ye
2016 2022 2016 2022 2016 2022
98 100 44 29 8 5 g‘
S
£
ADULT ABUNDANCE (POPULATI ON (mes -
2 —e—Statewide
[
Popul at | olm mb e - —4—Big Green Lake
Year Marke(tiaptuchthaptv___rs?lsmate (0Sr% A ] e Lake Class
7,507
2022 1166 874 135 (6,484333])0'95 o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
9,140 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
201§ 832 | 833 75 (7.aa5474)L 15 Age (years)
2022 Big Green Walleye Fyke Netting Length Frequen 2016 Big Green Walleye Fyke Netting Length Frequen
250 - 160 -
140 -
200 A
u Males 120 - @ Males
<
_(LLL) mFemales 6 @ Females
« 150 A “|_|__ 100 -
° o
8 g 80 -
E 100 E w0
P4 zZ T
40
50 A
20 A
O T III T T T I|-|I |-|I I-ll |-|I I-llnl 0_ T T T I|_|II_|I
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Length (inches) Length (inches)
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Wal |l eye Species Summa
ﬂ We sampled a total of 838 wa
Green Lake. Catch rates for
were higher in the 2022 survg
to 2016 (6. 3/ NN) The 2022 c;
percentil e compared to state
percentile when compared to
(Complex Two Story).
ﬂ The popul ation estimate in 2¢(
(0.95/ acre), compared to the
ﬂ Average | ength for males (18.
i nchdeesc)r eased during 2022 com
inches for males and 22.6 i nc«
represented in PSD values of
but was represent edAimSD hef R
ranks inl@btth 9@8emdcentil e com
RSERPO0O decreased from 44 i mR52
decreased from 8 in 2016 to . c c
measured was a 29.1 inch femaHiesheries biologist Adam Nickel with a
f Growth rates for walleye wer eWhsijtiegntta g aatptodCeh eady elradyle tWh& nsoft dorsa
compared to |l akes of the sametx g xpna whsemwcqrmma'red t o
growth rates statewide Fish reach the | egal size of 15.0
inches during their 4th year. The ol dest fish we sampled was
a 25.9 inch male that was at | a 15 r and 2 :
inch female that was at | east Tﬁ4f§gieraerasryaesla aSI ngw Ofed\e&rf;tllr}tegrhefsgrlq_o;
have sampled recently (2016) was &1 n6 I(nch mga%e t f'ae# %aﬁ | akt eod
18+ years old based of floy tagg(%rnegendol'nae eocy 1i/\ﬂa ceyagpg 1) pWEnE2 @) e 0
Tomorrow in 2002 to “dramat anges thrount;ﬂngtihpryiea
stocked by their hatche20O0sOnabei Del9
ﬂ We fl oy tagged 1,583 wall eye durpargt meurt sduecviedyesd oint Greeeeched t o asses
Lake in 2022 Tag returns resul theadt ¢ me raine se xtpd otitea tfiiosnh erraitees o&nd r eq
13.4% in the first year Unsafe (iQ@TeC)cotnadinmarokn st ten ef r\ti .ntFerry o@@rle& . mar
2022/23 resulted in little to noAtitceemptiss hwenrge oma d eh eb ymati me | kpear t men
and |likely skewed these numbers faorpbiéeacch mpeaare dafttoe ra vwiotond | i ttl e suc
ice year There were a couple optfn 2wkt rf dUnth erdneno urhcmtof year wall
ventured out and turned in some hadst hen QTaG umarykiamgd from the Walley
February 2023.This |l ate season oWealnl ewaaserf ofri sThd mgr rhaaw was no | onger
become very popular starting in tthheer gfadri g wimareaa segd 2tolpes /puumber of f
Unseasonably warm weather resul treid liinom apclklesd. bStaarting in 2016 annu
|l andings in November and Decembetrh aon 820rT2I3| Iw|qrh frreYp.orts of
fantastic wallhlee ywea |fliesyhei rbga.g | i it st t i
including Green Lake changed ATr I SE?JYI’?ZVI\% 2o023 V%Ialleyes for Tomo
15 inches and larger to 3 fis ment t o take genetlc samples from a
spawned to assess the contribution
ﬂ There were a total of 351 wal |l eywasl Iteaygeg epdo pdwlra tnigo nt hien SGrleveer L ak e |
Creek movement study that incl udplded 781 aydouung noafl eyseari 7end submitted
adult females and 3 unknowns. A StoevadnsofPosi na.l | eRees uletrse showed ~709
captured and PIT tagged during Shy vWRT.CrTeleesk 2hQ®2 3 i sntgu ceyf fionwdiscat ed t h
the rest (345 fish) were PIT tagaesd drirfiincga rfty kceo mtertithi thtgi cerf ftoa ttshe 2
on the main | ake A total of 21 owaatldse ytehsatwesteo adkeitreq teefdf arnt st heer e i mp
Silver Creek PIT tag arrays, 6 wealel eoye gpopaullayt itcang.g eldt dwas ngl so enc
Silver Creek fyke netting and 15t iwen ef rtcang greadt wruali nrge g rakdewd tdieon as W
netting. The majority of tagged fish were detected at the
County A array (6 males and 14 females), with 2 female and
1 male walleye being detected at the Spaulding Array.
Lastly, 1 female walleye was detected at the Deadend Road
array
ﬂ The Silver Creek walleye run was well known historically, with
reports indicating spring walleye runs upstream to the City of
Ri pon along with good catches of fish in Silver Creek netting
|l ocations More recent surveys since the 1990s indicate a
switch with few walleye being captured in Silver Creek and
the majority coming from | ake set nets.
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Muskel l unge
1T Fyke netting is the preferred sampling gear for muskel |l ungeaewinnhgen wa
may begin at ice out. Relative abundance is reported by d¢amplviemgalllo
muskellunge fyke netting efforts. Similar sampling methodohee weemse
years

RELATI VE ABUSMIKTANCH PER UNIT EFFORT (CPUE) SPRI NG NETTI |
Speci es Location Year Tot al SamPﬁgéjENi ht;teraé:xvtiicleé‘ake Class Percent
Muskell unde Silver Creek 2022 7 0.3 37th 25t h
YEAR SI ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS SPRI NG NETTI NG 1 & 2
Tot al Nju Aver age Llehgnhhth Rjarsgdemck and Qu it S|, 2 . Percepti.l_e ’
Measurfed (inches (inchesg) (inches) étoc\/k Nb(ﬁbalrlty Nu Rank Size Rating
18 38. 4 29.1%0. 5 20.0 and 3p .017 16 94 94t h Hi gh
A T Muskellunge Length Distribution By Sex Full
PSD30 byl Fre®m0 by |[YREBI5 by [YREEBO by Survey N=18
201p 2022 201 2022 2014 2022 201§ 2021 q aMal
- Males
100 94 55 83 18 5.6 0 5.6
mFemales
Groan Lake, Green Lake Go. b
a2
Mean Length (inches) £
[
60 ()
0e)
0 mo s a2 B > £1 1
2 3
30 =

29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
Length Interval (Inch Class)

Completed Summers of Growth

—e—Green Lake 2022 Regional Average —¢ -Complex Two Story

Species Summary

1

This was our first targeted survey
since they were first allowed to be
recapture survey was not conducted
esti mat e. Captured fish were PIT ta
spines were taken fo aging
ﬂ Green Lake supports a |l ow density m
rates of 0.3 fish per net night. A
ranks in the 37th percentile among |
in the 25th percentile range when c:
same | ake class (complex two story).
ﬂ The fish captured indicated the si z:q
Lake is high with a PSD value of 94
percentil e when compared to statewi:
50.5 inches compared to 48.0 inches
f Growth metrics calculated from age
in Green Lake in general have above
compared to growth rates from musky
same | ake class (complex two story).
ff There were18 musky PIT tagged in th
PI'T tag array study. The County A al
musky PIT tagged, which indicated g
were 2 females and 1 male musky det
Spaul ding Bridge array, documenting
Spaul ding Bridge.

t K22 o0& 25bw {dF 0
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Largemout h Bass

f LargemoutMi craps e uy Qalmai ¢d@snmon predatory fish species found in many
typically spawn in shallow nearshore areas consi/9tAiFngvad ferssd.rdnpraudtanm e
El ectrofishing is the preferred sampling gear for bassinsgulrlveryessul ts p

YEAR SI ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS
Tot al Number age | elnegntght h Ra®%tgeck and al it ual i t|y Percenti Le .
Measureld (incheg) (inches[) Size (in %igfk Numbrgurmber PSD Rank g|ze Rafing
282 12.0 5.i29.8 |8.0 and 12.0 28thegp 106 42 25t h Low
RELATI VE ABUNDANCE (CPUE = NUMBER PER MI LE)
Tot a Tot al Tot al 2022 Lake| Cl as
Sampl pd Sampl ¢d Sampl e¢d Hi storica li‘/l‘gerzdjeai?ttialtfwéaeerkcentiIﬁbunzgdoaznzce batin
2011 2011 2016 2016 2022 2022 i I£'ange 9
72 6 232 19. 3 282 23. 4§ 16. 3 65t h 750 % Moder at e
YL Speci es Summary
PSD by Year Hi st of iHG &It or|i c gl
2011 2016 2022 Medi alnPercenltile Green Lake s_upports a moderately h
bass population with catch rates o
84 87 42 71 69t h electrofishing. A catch rate of 223
65th percentile among | akes throug
Lo . 759 0th percentile range when compa
LargemouthBaSSLengtthStrlbUthﬂ same | ake class (Complex Two Stor.y
60 - comparisons among years indicate t
continuing to increase over the ye
850- 2022 ﬂ The size structure of Largemouth E
a m2016 with a PSD value of 42% which rank
£ 40 4 when compared to statewide values
@© surveys on Green Lake, Largemout h
‘fso- declined indicating that size stru
[} decreased The | ow PSD score is |i
gzo- the abundance of smallerdfseb, iwhi
5 past surveys. The increase in smal
Z 10 - boost for the fishery in the futur
ﬂ Growth metrics calculated from age
0 indicate that | argemouth bass in C
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 0w g
h | (inch CI average growth rates when compar ed
Length Interval (Inch Class) |l argemouth bass popul ations acr oss
ﬂ The current status of the | ar gemou
Lake appears to be positive. The g
abundance and especially in small e
angling opportunity to catch more
including harvestable or target si
ﬂ There were 210 | argemouth bass 14.
tagged during the survey. For f i s
16. 4% of tagged fish were reported
an exploitation rate of 3.6 %. The
few fish harvested, 189 total
ﬂ A total of 47 | argemouth bass wer
Creek Estuary netting. There were
tagged on the | akeside, mostly in
of these fish were detected at Col
detected 24 of the 47 | argemouth b
Creek Estuary. The Spaulding Bridg
1 fish was detected further wupstre
These 7 fish were not detected at
indicating that they had not moved

tK2d2 o6& 25bw {dF 0
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Smal | mout h Bass
T Small moutvi croopd e uy Bdoéeoami airly common predatory fish species foun
typically spawn around sandy substrate with | ogs or | argendddKs pre
spawn on sandy or silty substrate if needed but then t hteeymsofote¢ weelne
55 0AEl ectrofishing is the preferred sampling gear for bass. Al res
YEAR S| ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS
Tot al Nymber age Llelnegntght h RjaSgeck and Qulal ity i [z ality| N - PercentiJl. e .
Measurgd (incheg) (inchesg) (inches) aStOCk %‘L%ebrer lﬁ@D Rank Size Rating
309 13.1 4.1@9. 9 7.0 and 11.|0 i2d@hbhes 219 75 50t h Moder atfe
RELATI VE ABUNDANCE (CPUE = NUMBER PER MI LE)
Tot a Tot all Tot a .
Sampl led Samplfed Sampl|ed Hi storica Iﬁ/‘%r%lza'%ttialt?v@éﬂﬁnekl_ia;keRcilnaw‘sbs ZPdCeznz- Rlatin
2011 2011 2016 2916 2022 3022 cree Foe © podanee ne ’
150 12.9 150 12.49 309 25. 8 19.2 97t h 9599 % Hi gh
Ca SI ZE STRUCTURE (PSD) TRE
Smallmouth Bass Length Distribution
PSD by Year Hi st or|ikiadt or|i cal
45 1 2011 2016 2022 Medi apPercenftil e
40 78 81 75 78 53rd
k: 2022 _
= 3% Species Summary
%30- w2016
@ ﬂ Green Lake supports a high densi
U)ZS- popul ation with catch rates of 2
o electrofishing. A catch rate of
@20' the 97th percentile among | akes
le_ and i n90hé Percentile range when
E |l akes from the same | ake cl ass (
5 10 - Rel ati ve abundance comparisons a
ya that abundance has doubled since
51 ﬂ Size structure of small mouth bas
moderate with a PSD value of 75%
0 50th percentile when compared to
4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 When compared to recent surveys
smal |l mouth bass PSD values have
LengthInterval(lnchCIass) unchanged over the |l ast few suryv
smal |l mouth bass abundance coupl e
good size structure should resul
smal |l mouth bass fishing on Green
ﬂ Growth metrics calculated from a
indicate that small mouth bass in
above average growth rates when
rates from | argemouth bass popul
ﬂ There were 152 small mouth bass f
survey. For fish 14 inches and |
smal |l mouth bass were reported
with a exploitation rate of 2.4%
in |imited harvest as well 441
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Bl uegi |

f Bluelgépodmi(s ma)craorcehiar psopul ar and very common panfish species distribu

typically spawn in nearshore areas consistin80AF wataed/ meudpreorfa gsuha ensgl a

fyke netting can be effective gear for sampling blueg@ill , but el ectro

YEAR S| ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS

Average éegighh R[aSntgek and %ualit Quality Percenfji.l e .
Tot al Number M?Ia?‘l(.?th%}_) (inched) Size (inf teosc)k Mumq\l%"mber PSD Rank Size Rafting
El ectrofi shi n6. 8 3.1B. 2 3.0 and|6. 0032 777 75 90t h Hi gh
Bluegill Length Distribution - 2022
a
250 1 N = 1032 Tot|lal [Tot|lal |Tot|al |Hi st ofrSitaale imleasAbEUSnzdzance
2011 2016 2022 Me di afmer c e nPteirlcee Nt j I e
200 - 2011 (2016 [2032 Rank| Range "2'' 19
°
% 24| 8 18 6 (103234 119 97t h| 95999 Hi gh
5107 SI ZE STRUCTURE (PSD) TREN
2 100 PSD by Year Hi st ofHicatofi cal
£ 2011 2016 2022 Medi gRercentile
. 50 83 75 69 87t h
AVERAGE AGE AT SPECIFIC LE
0 - . engfthAver gglege ’ )
3 35 4 45 5 55 6 65 7 75 8 85 9 Speci|eSex Cour{'Bin Age RangePercentRlalte n g
Length Interval (Half Inch Class) Bl uegliMal 5 6 3 3 100 Hi gH
Bl ueg|iFlemall 4 0 6 2.9 2i3 99. 3 Hi g
Bluegill Growth Rates - Green Lake, Green Lake Co. - - -
Bl uegi IAll | 18 6 2.993 213 98. 1 Hi g
Mean Length (Inches) .
10 1 Speci es Summary
9 o = 83 -
8 B Green Lake - 2022 P SE— -
- 69_~ Statewide Average : ) ﬂ Green Lake in 2022 supports a high
o A =38 with catch rates of 344 fish per m
r ~w5%  lakeClass boom shocking survey Catch rates
i e " —wnE compared to all | akes statewide al
= |l ake cl ass.
5 =75 1 size structure of bluegill in Gree
1 high based on data from the electr
o ; ; ; ; ; ; } ; ; collected from the electrofishing
1 2 3 4 5 6 e 8 9 10 of 75 WhiCh i s in t he 90t h percent
Completed Summers of Growth statewide values
—e—Green Lake 2022 Statewide Average  -m-Complex Two Story ﬂ Po P ul ati on trends appear to be inc
W » : recent years on Green Lake. There
sampled in the 2011 survey and 18
compared to 1,032 in 2022.

ﬂ Growth metrics calcul ated from age
bl uegi |l in Green Lake have above
compared to growth rates from bl ue
state in general and from the same
story). Growth metrics were in the
l ength bins and for bot mal e and

f There were 608 bluegill floy tagge
Annual exploitation based off the
inches and | arger Angl ers kept 70
the 7 inch and 100% of the 8 inch
results estimated a harvest of 197
with an average |l ength of 7.9 inch
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Green Lake, Green Lake Co

Wat erbody Code 146100 Paglel

Bl ack Crappie
Bl ack cPRoamopxiies (ni gy omaeuadaatoammon panfish species distributed widely acro

spawn in nearshore areas consisting of detri-@&AF watner/ muemmaf iagrharvees . asidbe
netting can be effective sampling gear for black crappie and therefore,

YEAR SI ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS

Gear Tot al N ¢Anvbeerra g e [Lleenrggthh R&8ngek and|SQuwalki tNypy mReal i {y PSD Percenft 8i 2e R4gting
Fyke Nelttid34 8.3 6.130. 9 5.0 and| 8. ®7 47 48 % 39t h Moder aft e
El ectrolfi shl ng 7.1 7.1 5.0 and| 8. 0- - - - -

RELATI VE ABUNDANCE (CPUE = NUME

Tot gl Tot gl Tot all istorSitzwoazlez i%gZZ
SampléGJSampIé@lGampIE@IZEMedi,merceTAtb.ulneda
201 1 2016 2022 9 Ratsi n
Rank
1 0.8 O 0 1 0.8 0.2 1

RELATI VE ABUNDANCE (CPUE = # P
NUMBER PER NETHN%QHFiZc%ﬁZ Llakeoz2 Apunda
Medi ah 'ass| St at ewi eatin

2016 2022 Percentﬁ’érecentiﬁe
0.5 2.4 1.45 50t h 42nd Moder g

SI ZE STRUCTURE (PSD) TRENEL

PSD by Year Histori'_i:.al )
Medi an i'storical
2016 2022
93 % 48 % 58.5 48th t K22 o0& 25bw {dF

: Species Summary
Black Crappie Length Distribution from Walleye

Nettlng ﬂ Bl ack crappie are known for thei

and the surveys we use to assess

N=97 reliable idea of the existing cr

35 1 presented are being used to comp
2016 .

30 1 ﬂ Green Lake i n 202nP dseurpaptoer tdse nas iltoy
8 crappie population with catch ra
3 25 1 electrofishing from the boom sho

0.3 per mile is | ow when compare
%20- Catch rates with fyke net were 2
0) moder ate compared to | akes state
15 1 f Size structure of black crappie
ge based on data from the netting s
§10- from the netting survey resulted
2 is in the 39th percentile when c
5 1 ﬂ Popul ation trends appear to be i
2016 survey on Green Lake. Bl ack
0 — we | | known for fluctuating great
appears to be a fairly strong ye

X9 % ,6 0 914,56 950 6095 N50
'3 o o A & 07 N7 M A f Growth metrics calculated from a
crappie in Green Lake have above
Length Interval (Half Inch Class) ;NEen tCO{ﬂPafed to growth rates fr

e state.
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Yel |l ow Perch

Yel | ow Peearcah f(l)avaersec emscommon and very popular panfish species distribut
perch typically spawn in nearshore areas consisting o0-52NHcedcHEamd iplhda mtgs
fyke netting can be effective sampling gear for yellow perch and theref

YEAR S| ZE STRUCTURE METRI CS

. b Statewi de
A q
Gear Total N lEg’rage Llesnrggthh FSDQEK. and statlolctky N“LNubee;rl %%D Percent8&ieze Rating
Measurped (inchef) (inchesg) (inches) umber .
Rankifng
Fyke Nettfing.g 6.1 4.i®. 5 5.0 and §.0176 1 1% 10t h Low
(Silver Cr|. Estuafy)
El ectrofilshi3g 6.6 3.121. 3 5.0 and §.0 32 3 13% 45t h Moder atfe

RELATI VE ABUNDANCE (CPUE = M

Tot ql Tot | Tot 4l istotSitZ:azlezNi%gzz
Sampl|2@13ampl Eﬂlsamplaemzl_%wedi leoree _lAtb.ulneda
2011 2014 20213 Ratsi n

Rank
49 16./346 15.|/3 36 12 14.9 57t hl Moder

SILVER CREEK ESKEARYETTI NG CPUE T
(NUMBER PER NET NI GHT)

2022|2022 Lak%

. K 22

6202{“ st ofrStcaatle Wi Gleas|s 0

Me d i cﬁ’ercenRa'rloeentl'J{aetin
Rank |Ranki|ng g

D

2022 Nu:?bO

Sampl €

2,012 6.1 23.5 14. § 83rd|7590%Moder at e

Yellow Perch Length Distribution - Silver Creek

Estuary t K232 0 25pbw {GF 0

80 N=176 Species Summary
101 ﬂ Green Lake in 2022 supported a mo
B of yellow perch compared to state
@60' statistics, with catch rates of 2
o Creek Estuary. The estuary was us
£ 50 1 since it provides ideal spawning
&‘3 present in this | ocation during t
L4O' ﬂ Size structure of yellow perch in
8 data from the netting survey. Len
E30- netting survey resulted in a PSD
5 10th percentile when compared to
z 201 ﬂ Popul ation trends appear to be in
1 the 2016 survey on Green Lake, Si
01 | mprovements in water quality and
has I|ikely contributed to the inc
0 o T T ﬂ Growth metrics calculated from ag
3 35 4 45555 6 657 758859 9510 perch in Green Lake have slightly
when compared to growth rates fro
Length Interval (Half Inch Class) State and el 0ss to avelans When o
same complex two story | ake cl ass
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County K Marsh Estuary Survey and Summary

ﬂ The County K estuary is an approximately 233 acre bay offdtiBe south
average depth is |l ess than 2 feet. Restoration in the esotruoarlobdsnd
to Green Lake and the desire to |imit this impairment.

ﬂ A main goal of stakeholder groups is to convert the marshvhack of o a
common carp (carp) has been theorized to be a key compongmpu tihe prev
bottom and not only destroying existing plant beds, but hindering |

ﬂ Di fferent types of barriers and traps have been used witnhg varbhayl e
The current barrier was installed in 2009 by the DNR angdrphoassedb.eenA r
radio telemetry study in 2015 showed most if not all gdult carp wan

ﬂ Commercial harvest has been going on for some time both | alkessnidneg an
combined with a carp die off in 2016 and explosion i n trhpeo pbulluaetgiiolnl
system wi de

ﬂ Deep | oose sedi ment and highly conductive water makes s ainpilrntng tchee t
|l oose sedi ment when they feel the electrical current .

ﬂ Fyke nets were run for 4 days to get a snapshot of the pemd¢theminglpt k
Fish ranged2@.orbm Mmcdheés with an averaged |getgtd mpdp Rl0at2i omcéaetsi. ma tWe o
the 88th percentile compared statewide, thus a good numberswokensrth
at 173 per net night were by far the most abundant fishssasmpsmdl i n
enough to l|likely fit between the barriers bar openings nadewénoarloo

ﬂ The electrofishing survey in 2022 showed some positive trmwetrtdanf ar I
woul d expect to see in a healthy | ake situation, but hawyd fierdri vaes ed
predator on carp fry so increasing their abundance may be a key com

CTRO
Speci es ProtocollLength RalnAgveg Ilnenfathal Number| CaPtUEr e|d Uni ts
Largemouth bapgs SE2 7.189. 0 15. 6 15 4. 2 Per Mil g
Largemouth bags SE2 (201p) 11.D4.5 13 2 0.6 Per MII ¢
Bl uegi Il SE2 3.10. 9 . 0 155 43 Per Mil g
Bluegill SE2 (201p) 3.iG.0 .0 10 2.8 Per Ml I ¢
Bl ack crappieée SE2 6.1MM. 5 . 8 17 4.7 Per Mil g
Bl ack crappi ¢ SE2 (201p) - - 0 0 Per Ml I ¢
Pumpkinseed SE2 7.3 7.3 3 0.8 Per Mil d
Pumpki nseed SE2 (2015p) - - 0 0 Per MII ¢
Rock bass SE2 4.0 . 0 1 0.3 Per Mil g
Rock bass SE2 (201p) 7.iB.5 . 3 2 0.6 Per MII €
White sucker SE2 - - 13 13 Per Mil d
White sucker SE2 (2015p) - - 133 37 Per MII €
Yell ow perch SE2 4.i1& . 9 .5 7 1.9 Per Mil g
Yell ow perch SE2 (2015p) iy .0 . 8 14 3.9 Per MII €
Bul |l heads (sp) SE2 4.1 2.3 - 90 90 Per Mil g
Bull heads (sp) SE2 (201p) - - 79 22 Per Ml ¢
Common carp SE2 - - 7 7 Per Mil d
Channel cat fi|sh SE2 24.0 24.0 1 1 Per Mil g
Freshwater drfum SE2 - - 1 1 Per Mil g
Gol den shiner|s SE2 - - 1 1 Per Mil g
Pumpkinseed x Blueg8EZ2 7.3 7.3 1 1 Per Mil g
Wal |l eye SE?2 7.iB. 1 7.9 2 0.6 Per Mil g
RELATI VE ABUSITANCH PER UNIT EFFORT (CPUE) SPRI NG NETTI |
Species Location Year Tot al Sdrmemigech RanpAgveer(aigne) Lelngt@PWYE n)Net N| ght)
Northern pli keCounty K Mprsh2022 55 11.-37.7 20. 2 6.9
Bl ack crappieCounty K Mprsh2022 232 3.-14.5 8.0 29
White basgp County K Mprsh2022 144 5-6. 7 5.6 18
White sucker County K Mprsh2022 1,384 5.-82. 8 11. 4 173
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