¢ | The National Anguilla Club
W

[l ""‘-.‘

BULLETIN

SPECIAL REPORT ISSUE.

VOLUME I3 NUMBER 3



THE NATIONAL ANGUILLA CLUB.

BULLETIN. I3. 3.

LIST OF CONTENTS.

EDITORIAL « o« o« o o « o o o « « o » s & » o DAVE SMITH. Page 26.

A REPORT ON THE I975 REPORTING SCHEME. PART ONE. BRIAN CRAWFORD Page
BRA LAKE - RESULTS ANALYSIS I974 end I9T5. BRIAN CRAWFORD Page
LETTER TO THE EDITCR e s s 4 s s 4 s s s 4 s s s s s s s « Page

NOTABLE EELS = I975¢ o « o « « o« o s « o« o » « +» o« BRIAN CRAWFCRD Page

¢. Copyright THE NATIONAL ANGUILLA CLUB 1976.

27

40

41

42



NAC Bulletin, 13,3 - | 264

EDITORIAL

Well, the 1975/6 cearse fishing seasen has just about come to an end - as
I write it hasn'tj as you read, it has, For the great majority of anglers
there is now the three month gap until they can resume their fishing in June.
There ars, of course, those people who can manage to get in some fishing.
There are those that live in areas where there are no oclose seasonsi there
are those fisheries open for "trout" fishing with any bait (many of these
have & nominal one or two trout in the water to Justify the fishery owners
claim, but one I know of holds precisely nill). Then, there are those
water authorities who allow special dispensation for those peopls, like us,
who wish to fish for eels. Finally, there are & growing number of anglers
who manage o get a full twelve months fishing by changing their type of
fishing for the three months coarse fishing close season, ie by going sea
or game fishing. Although the large number of reservoirs being opened for
trout fishing upsets a lot of people, they do cater for a growing demand.
No longer is trout fishing reserved for the upper classes.

For the eel fisherman, now is the time of year when we can think of actually
going fishing again: whilst carp and pike rods all over the country are being
put into mothballs, we are starting to dust ours off ready for action. That
we can do so is largely due to the existence of those waters mentioned abave,
Twelve months ago, we were very pessimistic about their continuationsy but

now there is hope. For the time being at least, there is still no oclose
season in Cornwally the Noth-western WA still allows eel fishing during the
break. Nothing so positive from the Anglien Water Authority. This mogul

has the greatest effsst on our members since it covers the traditional close
gseason waters in Lincolnshire and Northanta. As we all know, it has been
decided that, in the name of rationalisation, every division within the AWA.
should be governed by the same bye-laws., Meritorious this may be, but we

are the ones to suffer - along with the reeidents of Lincolnskire who, but

for a year's sojourn into the realms of enforced olose measons on 8till waters,
have traditionally enjoyed the dispensation of being allowed to fish still
waters during the break., All is not lost, howsver, because we, in conjunction
with the NASG ars still fighting for close season eel fishing.

The Thames Water Authority to date only famous for the lmposition of a licence
fse of £2 per rod has unwittingly left itself wide open for close season

abuse in as much that its famous £2 licence covers all types of fishing. The
old Thames Conservancy bye laws were ambiguous enough in that one could, 1if
intending to go trout fishing, catch by normal angling methods up to six
undersized fish for uss as live bait. Troubla was, no one aver believed youl
Now, at least I will have a licence to prove I am going trout fishing. That

I catch a few eels on my six undersized fish is irrelovent.

With the demise of one coarse season, and the rapid approach of the forthecoming
eel meason, it is apt that at this stage in the year the raport of the 1975

eel gseason be published, In fact, the bulk of this issue is devoted to said
report and, with the exception of thie page, the whole is devoted to Brian
Crawford. It is something of an autobiography!

I look forward‘to seeing you at the SCGM and/or the British Angling Conference.

DAVID SMITH
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A NEPORT ON THE 1975 REPORTING SCHEMB: PART ]

The analysis of the 1975 results has followed the format as in all
previous ysars but as rfor 1974, I have included extra information
that may nssist each member to apply his performance relative to the
Club svarage, aud to compare it to thal of other members, I do not
intend the presentation of this data %o be used to compare actual
effort of each member, bul by careful study of all the information,
members sheuld be able to observe trends whieh could alter their
method of eel fishing to schieve greater success, This afier all,
should always be our aim, Over the years we do see datinate trends.
Phe Club ensalyst is otten able to point out many or these as he has
to view data on a much mors detailed scale than it 13 presented in
thes¢ Reports. However, cases do arise whers he cannot see the wood
for the trees and in looking at data from one point of view, may ai
times mins an important %rend that may be obvious %o others, I% is
vital tnerestosre, that all members read the data gcarefully and please
commeni on i%, eitnar with the analyst or via thne Bulletin.

A vast amouni of erfort goes in%o the collation or tnese Reports. I
fesl they are important and although eome say we keep repsating the
information we already xnow, ie,, e2la feed dettar al night, eteo.,

I sw mors cencerned witi long term trends, %rends thal may omlLy

reveal tn:msclves over LO or 20 years., A3 a scientist, I know thal
this is 0. lié's not the ovvioua facte that we Lock 1T now, but

facts behind these thcts. I wiil returm to tnis %opic in my concluwion.

I wouls Llika tu sincerely thaiit our degicnal Heporiing Orrisers,
withatt wioge great help, this Haport would never havse besn published.
I certainly could net carry on our Rsporting Scaeme without their
preliminery mnalysis,

Now tc the actusl Re~orting Scheme for 1975, As in previous years,

one of tho main tabli:s containing relevens information, Table 1
ovearleal is useful in comparing the performancs of individual members.
I must edd that I hope membors ds not talte this table to heart if
their results do not comnare favourably., W3 must always keep in mind
the fact that sevarsl ureas do no% allow close season eel fishing

and many mombars are severdly restricted to two rods. I am very
pleased %o say howevar that the avarage effors of members has increased
over the last few years, 1975 shows the highest moedian and UQ of
jndividuazl rod hours than for any other year. Well done lads.

The results for 1975 show 29 members reporsing plus I have added
reports from R.Barmard es last ysar, alsc N.,7rosiywick as I could not
resigt his grea% esl of '8:7', Al%er all, he i3 an ex-memder,

The totsl nunber cf eels caugh® was dowr by about ¢ to 336 in about
the same pumber of rod hours 21531% (1975) against 21781% (1974).

In 1974 5G6 2el wers capsursd., The 3ignificance of thia will be
discussed later.

The number of e#els raaged from 3 to 41 per meumbar, The median number.
was 9, ‘tha lower quartile (LQ) was 5, the upper auariile (UQ) was 13.
The sevarn mebers above the UQ saught 159 (44.6%% of the eels while
tha severm members Lbelow the LQ caught 33 { 9.8k) of the eels,

The effort ranged from 33 to 1969 rod hours per member. The mediam
effort was -0& R, ths LQ was 414 3§ and the UG was 855% RH.

The severn most active members put in a total of 9016 (41.9%; BH,
The severn leest active members put in a total of 1892 (8.8%) RH,
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®able 1. Perrormance of Individuel Hembers., 1977

28,

X2(0.906) (1.359)(1.812){2.265)

with all data for 1975)

Eembor = B B HH/E 2+ p s 4+ 54
Barnard 14 286 12 24 3 2 - -
Bell 28 5792 7 822 2 1 - -

- Billington 16 396 7 56 1 1 - -

' Booth 28 8554 13 65 8 5 2 -

- Crawiord 24 804 9 89 5 2 1 -

' Crexall 28 6014 5 120 5 3 2 1

| Uevy 27 559 9 62 3 2 1 1

. Proatwick 2 8 3 13 2 1 1 1 (8:7)

' Goldsmith - 24 6493 18 36 3 - - -

C Goward 25 604 7 86 3 3 - -

. brey 26 414 5 83 & - - -

' Hanaen 13 5% 9 79 6 5 1 -
Hawkins 27 814 11 T4 & 3 - -
Hbllerbach 30 §21% 11 5&% 7 4 2 1
Helliman 19 478% 7 68 6 2 - -

Ho iman 55 1969 22 89% 10 2 2 1

- Hope 15 621 12 51.8 9 ] 1 -
Houghton 4 143> 7 20& 7 6 1 -
Hudzoon 27 9337 5 1843 2 1 - -
Jackaen 39 792% 10 792 3 - ~ -
Jerferson 32 1127 15 75 & 4 2 -

Jeyo 23 455¢ 1° 20 3 - - -
Knse 26 578% 5 116 il - - -
Orme 36 1790 8 224 4 2 ! -

. Pountney 15 303 5 61 2 1 - -
Richmond 43 G232 26 15% 4 2 - -

- Smith. 9 48 10583 41 25 12 6 - -
Sntten 40  1213% 13 93 7 - - -
Vacdereruyasn 25 322% 5 644 0 - - -
Wateea 21 402 g 442 7 3 - -
Total 801 21531% 336 - 142 63 17 5
Hdan 26 6945 11 733 5 2 - -
Table 2, Membera' Parformance, 1967 — 1975

_1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1372 1973 1974 1975

19 22 26 20 24 18 19 30 KAk

No. Reporting :

8 10 13 il 11 10 156 9

Median No of eels ;p 18 24 20 20 29 3 26 13
1.0 B 3 4 2 6 3 5 9 5
Medien No of RH 329 266 2838 255 479 25 525 486% 604
UQ 1184 442 662 357 742 650 11236 941% B855%
LQ 214 103 125 153 281 186 335 261 414
Total B 204 204 423 334 363 322 418 596 336
Total RH © 11300 10100 11600 8200 11970 7534 13160 21781% 21531
RH/E 5% 34 21 25 33 723 T 31 473 13
#(Barnard is not a member and Prostwick is a ex-member but they :
fighed with membere and session reports were submitted %o be inecluded



w 2&110311" 13!} 29&

Taking each item ox Table 2 in turm we can seée tnat the number of

members reporting in L1YY(5 was 29 pius one non-member and one ex-member,

After 30 reporting last year (1974) we have an increase on the total
ot one. I am very pleased with the continued support tor tne acheme,

The median number of eels csught per member aropped‘markedly to 9
from 16, again a result of the drop in smaller eels caught. The
UQ and LQ reflect this effect on past resulis.

The effect is carried forward in the RH/E with 73%, the highest ever
and double that of most previous years, However, with 336 eels
caught, this number compares with most other years except 1974,

The median number of rod hours for 1975 at 604 is the highest ever,
more than double several previous years, reflecting 2 greater effort
by more members. Again this is especially demonstrated in the2 LQ.
‘Phis shovs that the median minimum effort was 414 RH, nearly 3 times
as much as seversl years and almost 4 times as much as in 1963,

T+ looks as though the trend for high rod hours will continue, 80
therefore it follows thahi we can expect the high RH/E figure to be
fairly high, providing we all do not go chaging bootlaces.

2, The Overall Reeults 1975

As in previous years, for this section of the analysis, Abberton
Reservoir has been separated from the other waters. However, in 1975
the figures do not affect the overall regsults too much as in previous
years as the amount of effort and@ eels was not a3 great,

All eels from all waters except Abberton have been classed as 'all
other!',

The overall results have been set out in Table 3 overleaf and as
before, compared with previous sesasons in Table 4, Annual Trends
1967 - 1975. Again, due to lack of space, +he results for 1967 and
1068 have been omiited, These can be looked up in previous Report
jssues for comparison if so desired,

As stated, with only 8 eels revorted and 75% RE from Abberton, their
effect is very small. A more detailed analysis of all records on
Abberton will be published at a later date in a Table of all waters
analysis, :

The total Tod hours now stands at 122802% plus the rod hours for
Abberton, which I dc not have to hand at the moment.

Considering Figure 1. The Cumulative Frequency of the numbers of
epels in each weight rsnge, the 1975 result demonstrates ths greater
aumber of larger eels than previous years by the lower curve in the
higher weight range.

Figure 2 indica%tes by the upward slope for the period 1972 - 1975,
that we are indeed going through a pericd of increasing rod hour
per eel, of all weighis, ie., the more effort we put in, the worse
this effect. Bear in mind thai %the lowest point represents the
very low total rod hours put in in 13972 helned by a good number of
esels reported., However, we are still not in the high regions of the
graph as tor years 1967 - 1969, If we levelled our graph at the
present figure. Ve should be well pleased,
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Table 3. The Overall Result. 1975

. Weight Abberton Res. All Other Total 1975
Range ) § Cr% N CP% N CP%
0=1 1 12% 96 29% 97 29
1=2 3 50 94 58 97 57%
2-3 3 87% 76 81 719 81%
3-4 1 100 45 94% 46 95
45 - 12 933 12 933
56 - 4 9 _ 4 9
5-7 - - -

78 - - =
8=9 - 1 100 1 100
Total Eels 8 328 336
Total RH 5% 21456 21531%
Mean RH/E G 65% 64
RH/2 18% 1554 1514
RH/3 5% 346 341%
Median 1:14 1:11 1:11
UQ 2:8 2:12 2:12
1Q 1:0 0214 0:15
IQR 1:8 1:13 1:13

Table 4, Annual Trends 1969 - 1975 and Cumulativs Total. 'All Other':

ativ
Weizht 1969. 1970" 1971 1972+ 1973 ’"’1974 ©L.7A9TS C1967=T5
Range N CF% G R CR6 NCPp N CFp CP% NCP™ I CP%
0-1 181 43 131 39 118 35 60 24 109 29 216 37.9 96. 29 1178 38"
1-2 179 85 129 78 105 67 96 62 152 70 189 T1.3 94 58 1066 72
2=3 43 S5 48 92 71 88 64 88 67 88 111 90.7 76 81 542 8%%
3-4 11 38 21 98 30 97 22 97 33 97 43 98.2 45 94% 233 97
4-5 T 9%% 3 99+ 8 99,2 7 99.2 12 99 8 99.5 12 98% 62 99
B 2100 2 10¢ 2 99.8 2 100 3100 3100 4 99% 21 99%
6~7 - - 1100 - - - - 1 100
Tetal E 423 334 363 251 373 570 328 3110
Total RH 11600 8220 12000 7304 13160 21662% 21456  122802%
RH/E 27 25 35 29 35 38 65% 39%
RH/2 180 110 100 77 118 131 155% 143
BH/ 3 580 36 291 251 290 338% 346 387%
Median 1:2 1:2 1:5 1:9 1:7 1:4 1:11
Q 1:9 1:14 2:5 237 224 222 2:12
LQ O:11 0:11 031t 1:1 0:14 0:12 Q:14
IQR 0:14 1:3 1:10 1:6 1:6 1:6 1:13
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Figure 2, Annusl Trends in Rate~of~-Catch. 1967 = 1975
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3, Effect of Bait Choice

In 1975, worms and dead bait were the two most used baits and there-’
fore are the two for the main comparison, ~All other baits will be
under the heading of 'other'.

The numbers caught, and size distribution are set out in Table 5,
below.

Table 5., Worm versus Dead-Bail, 1875

WORM DEAD BAIT
NO. C1% MO OFh
0-1 43 A3 53 22%
1 -2 26 69 T 53%
2 -3 19 Y8 59 78%
3 -3 10 93 36 94
4 -5 1 99 L 98%
5 = 6 1 100 3 100
Totsl 100 233

(Plus 2 eels caugh®t on 'other' baits and also the eel of 8:7)

By comparison with 1974, these results are very different., The
main fact being the Low number of eels caugnt on worm. (294 in 1974)

By direct comparison of eels caught on dead bait as ageinst eels
caught on worm, we see that more ezls of each weight were caught on
deed bait right down the scale. This trend agrees with 1974 except
that in 1974, more eels below 1:0 (163) were caught on worm than on
desdbeit. This is where a large part otf the t108%' eels are. This
by itself is a good thing as it demonstrates that members are nov
concentrating more on waters that have more big eel potential and
few eels below 1:0,

Only 12% of eels caught on worm in 1975 exceeded 31b, In 13974, the
figure was even lower at 7.2%. '

21.5% of eels caught in 1975 on dead balt exceeded 3lb, almost one
in five. In 1974 the figure was 16.5% or one in 8ix.

This is indesd & gond figure to consider, e@anacially as there were
so tew eels reported from Avterton, 2 worm/day only, fishery.

(In 1973 there wers just 21 3 1n + eels reportad on worm and also
2% on dead bait - tnis indicates a good rate of improvement)

To compare rate ot catch »f worm versus dead bait, we consider the
data presented in Table 6. Rate ol Caten, Worm versua Dead Bailt.

The information iz presented diagramatically in Figure 3. Relative
Advantage of Dead Bait versus Worm.

Table 6 containe results for the laast three years, We observe =a
very large increase in RH/d for worm for the various rsages over
previous years. Tor dead vaits, the results are reasonably similar.
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In Table 6, the Ratio of dead baits against worm show a definite
indication that dead balts were more succeasful than worme in the

effort required per eel for each weight range.

In Figure 3, we see that 1975 results present a downward slope for
all the weight range agreeing with the results for 1974 and that
except for eels below 1:0, it is better to use dead bait for the
higher weight ranges, remember, the lower the line goes, the more
that bait type is better for eels in the weight range indicated.
1974 snd 1975 results apnear to contradict most previous years, but
we seem to have a situation where in some years worm provided the
most bigger eels, and other years provide dead baits being better.
Thigs effect could be a reflection of members approach and presentation
of baits. Using more dead baits than worms in waters containing
bigper eels, As I have stated before, to be strictly eccurate, we
.gshould all fish worm and dead bait side by side at all times,

Figure 3, Relative advantage of TB v, Wozm

1972
4

Wezrm

Lk\\\\\\\\ batter
1 } equal

DB
batter

007 4
0.6 <

0.5 L

0.4 4

. -

o+ 1+ 24 3 4+ 5+
weight range, 1b.

Mev1ae 6., Rate of Cateh., Worm versus Dead Bait. 1973 - 1975

WORM DEAD BATT RATTIO DR/W
LG%3 1974 1975 1973 1974 1975 1973 L1974 1975
RH/E 25 213 52.95 47 52 67.9 1.7 2,0 1.3
RH/1 A0 48 92,9 57 63 87.8 1.4 1.3 0.95
RH/2 115 117 170.8 116 114 145 1.0 1.0 0.85
RH/3 240 301 441 348 315 316 1.45 1.0 0.7
RH/4 828 3162 2647 1280 1717 1129 1.5 0.5 0.4

i8. ;
Total RH/W 5294% Total RH/DB 158113
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4. Day versus Night. 1975

All relevent data concerning day versus night for eel angling are
get out in Table 7 below,

Table 7. Day versus Night, 1975

OVERALL WORM DEAD BAIT
DAY NIGHT DAY NIGHT DAY NIGHT

rotal E 51 284 2% 68 25 _ 216
Potal RH 6525 14580% 1684% 3610% 4840% 1097
RH/E 128 51 67% 53 193% 50
Advantacge
for night 2.5x better 1.25x better 3.8x better (1975
fishing (1.77) (1.06) iz.gsg 1974
RH?2 204 75 120 100% 269 69
RH3 593 199% 280% 300% 9638 177
RHA 1631 857% 5614 1805% 4840% 685%
RHS 6525 4860% 16843 3610% - 36563

(plus 2 eels 'other' plus 4253 RH ‘'other')

In the data for Table 7 I have included the advantage factor for
night fishing ovar day. Thus a direct comparison may be made and .
as is oboerved, the trend for night eeling ig from 2 - 3 times better.

This of course is obvious for anyone who goes eel angling, but at
least we have the significant figures to prove it. The vital
arrangement of our availsble data is to demonstrate which bait is
more successful for big eela., The above Teble shows that as in 1974,
when eel angling during the day, if you must, then use WOIM. They
are from 2 - 9 times better as eel size increases, On the other
hand, et night, dead baiil is twice as good for eels in the 2 - 41b
rangs. For 51b eels, the figures are gimilar.

Remember, thig is only the gecond year of inclusion of this particular
arrangement. To take this analysis one stage further, I would like
to sdd en additional section, Table T+, Weight versus day/night.

Tabls 7+. Weizht versus Day/Vight. 1975

OVERALL. WORM DEAD BAIT

DAY NIGHT * DAY NIGHT *# DAY NIGHT *
115 + eels 37 201 5é§ 17 41 24x 20 160 8x
21b + eels 21 121 5% 8 24 3x 13 .97 Tx
1b + eels T 56 8x 3 10 3x 4 46 1l3x
41 + eels 3 14 | 43« 2 1 2% 1 13 13x
51b + eels 1 3 Ix 1 1 - 0 3 3x

(* = advantage for night fishing)

This extra table really does demonsirate how the effesct of day and
night is involved with choice of bait. The averege advantage for
worm fishing at night is about 24 while the average advantags for
dead bait fishing is about 8%#. Oversll night 1s very advantageous.



NAT Bloodng 133 €,

=i R .
[T Lo

Tablc 8. Individusl Members Results, Worm Versus Dead Baita, 1975

OTHER WORM . UEAD BA r
[Menber Bl B3] Ul 1=? 2=3 3=4 8= 5=0]0~1 I:z'frs‘nggzzs“s-e Tot
Barnard - - - - - - - - 4 5 2 1 - =|12
Bell - - - - - - - - 3 2 1 1 - - 7
Billington - - 3 1 - 1l - - 2 - - = = =T
Booth - - 1 A} - - - - 2 1 -3 3 2 -113
Crawforc - - 1 - 1 - - - - 3 2 1 1 - 9
Croxall - | m e e A = === 2 1 1 1} 5
Lavy - - 2 2 1 - - - 1 1 - 1 - 1 9
Prostwielk - ~l = 1 1(plus 8:T)= | = = = = = =1 3
ttoldomith - - - - - - - - - 15 3 = = =118
Goward - a1l 2 1L e L = == 1 = 2 = =1
Groy - - - - - - - - | 1 3 1 - - - 5
Hansen - = = ) 5 = = =|2 & 2 4 I -9
Hawkins - - - 1 2 - s - 1 3 1 3 - - | 11
Hollerbach - - 1 1L 1 1 L - - - 2 2 1 1l 111
Hollirman - - - - - - - - | 1 - 4 2 - - 7
Holman - 1 5 3 1 - 1 1 1 3 5} - - - | 22
Hope - - - - - - - - - 3 6 2 1 - 12"
Houzhtcn - e = - 1 1 - == = = 4 1 =7
Hud:zsn |- - 1 1 1 - - - i - - 1 - - 5
Jackson - - - - ~ - - - 4 3 3 - - -1 10
Jaffersen - - 2 1 3 1 - - 1 3 1 1 2 -1 15
Jey3 I - g 2 2 - = = | = = 1 = = =115
Knea - - 2 - - - - - 1 1 1 - - -1 5
Orms - - 2 1 1 1 - - 1 - 1 - 1 - 8
Pountney o - - - - - - - - 3 1 1 - - 5
Richmond - - T 4 - 1 - - 6 5 2 1 - -| 26
Smisth, L. - - - - ~ - - - 2 1 2 —- - - 5
Smith, Do | - - 3 - - - - - {17 9 6 6 - =] 41
Sutten (- - 1 2 2 - - - 2 1 5 - = ={13
Vandereruysen, - = | 1 2 - = = =)= 2 = = = =5
Tatrcn o - — 1 2 3 - - - 1 2 - - -1 9
Totnle _ll 1 143 26 19 12 2 1 L53 7. 59 36 11 3/336 |

5. Tniiridusl Members Results, 1975

nable 8 illustrates the spread of all eels raported in 1975. It
demonstrotos the relative cap;ure of eels on worm and dead=-bait for
each momber so tha'! cach member can compare his results with all others.

By comparizen with the same table for 1974, the first year this type
0? data was published, we see that although a lo% less eels were
capturad, most of these were in the low welgh#% ranges. In fact more
41b plnas eels were caught in 1975 that in 1974, 17 as against 1ll.

Mhe data f~om Table 8 is further illustrated in Figure 4, Eels versus
weight, Worms and D2ad Bait 1975. Agein the waight spread is easily
demonsirated. The most striking features being the low number of
small eels on worm. I3 there a trend for members not to use this
bait whare there are numbers of small eelsa? From Table 8, we may
deduce that members are indeed either becoming very selective in
thelir waters, or tending %o use big dead baits only. I will be very
interastad to see how this factor developes over the next few years,
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Pigure 4, Eels Versus Weight, Worms and Dead Bait 1975
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Table 9 overlaaf, Individual Members Resgul%s, Breakdown of Rod Hours,
ig for the gecond yaar, a breakdown of how the individual member
made his effort. The totals ars averaged so that s2ach membexr can
gee how hiz effort varies from this average and how his resulta are
atfoctad, As I said last year, each member can also use this table
with others enclosed %o calculale more detailed personal results
such as his own RH/UB/2, 3 or 41b» eel, or RH/N/W/2,3 or 41lp eel, etec.

Table 9 again showed that the least effort was put in on worma :
during the day slmos% one third as much es dead bait during the day.
From the analysis demonstrated for 1974 and 1975 alone, I should

£mel “hazs members should b2 angling the other way round tor statistica-
11y epeslting, worms are much, much better tor daytime eel angling. ’
8r %o put it snothar way, daytime ealing with dead baits is very
largly o waste oif time unless you are fishing an exceptional water.

I hope you will all bear this point in mind for the coming season
and I leoic forwarc to seeinz how your results may be affected.

A3 far as night time is concerned, members put in over three times
the etfort with dead bait as worm. From %able 7, I hope you will see
that there ig very littlie dirferesnce at nighi beuween the two baits.

Unfortunaily, I have ;ust not had the time available for the extra
anelysis tables that I had hoped to present.
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Table 9. Individual Members HResults, Breakdovn of Rod Hours, 1375

MEMBER RH/W RH/ LB URH/W DRH/ DB NHH/T NRH/DB
Barnazrd - 286 o 2% - 21g§
Bell 85 474% 28% 154 H6% 32
Billington 174 174% 17 13% 157 1614
Booth 188 6674 673 261% 120% 406
Crawlord 229 575% 94 2174 131 3574
Croxall 172% 3733 324 45% 140% 328
Davy 206 331 93 76 113 255
¥rostwick 38 - 8 - 30 -
Goldsmith Yy 640% 1y . 180 TE 460%
Goward 117 487 49 122 68 365
Grey 8L 3323 Y% 24% 72 3074
Hansen 264 689 10% 239 16 450
Hawikina 133% 680% Ly L89% INLT 491
Hollerbach 240% 3802 58 X 114 313%
Hellimsn ok 1 470 1 128% 7? 3414
Holman 8244 1120 210% 420% 55 3% 0904
Hope 1y - 603 5 20Y L3 3u4
Houghton (T4 bo ic L12% 474 5 3%
Hudson 1294 TY3% 37 2424 Y24 551%
Jackaon lohs © 7Y% 22 614 1434 n1lod
Jetterscn 223 BO4 Gis 356 125 528
Jeys 19C;  218% 824 78, 107% 140%
Knee 043 450% £ 124% 493 315
Orme 549 1211 151 6203 358 590%
Pountney 5 3% 2363 30 944 294 142
Richmond 2205 703 1133 213 1073 470
Smith, A 125 354 4 101 76 253
Smith, D. 276% 7003 83% 1844 192% 516
Sutton 367§ 846 127% 2675 240 578:
Vandercruyaen 81% 241 A3 1C% 76 2303
Waz3on 1935 2082 114 14% 1814 134
TOTAL: 5294% 153113 16843 4840% 3610% 10970%
AVERAGE 170.8 510 54,2 156 116% 354

The tot2l figures agree very well with those for 1974 btut this is the
first vear thaft the average value has bsen included, I would then
consider had to be strictly statiatically correct, the first two
columns nsad to be fairly similar, and the last four nzed to be
fairly similar alse to give a sTue and accursata reprasentation of

tha Tod hours required day and night for eels veing worm or dead beit

Howevar, the practical situation iz very diftarent to the2 theoretical
degired one. We are limited to the time we can fish, almost the day
of tn: weak or month of the yesr, often by outside influences such

28 work or River Authority bys laws, Therefors, we have %o fish wher
we can, and howev.r we can. All anglars and members arz individuals
and as such, impoge their own remtrictions on any reporting scheme,
howsoever dasigned. As to this, I am eternaly greatful.

I hope members will bs able to make use of the above table, if you a:
unsure as o how, please do not hasitate to ask me to explain. ‘

I# you have caught 9 eels ab night on deadbait and have 990 NRI/IB
abov®, then vour averaga effort for each eel was 110 RH., (at N, oh IE
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6. Gonclﬁaingg

The results of the 1975 Reporting Scheme have shown that members have
continued to put in a very good effort, indeed, the average effort of
all mewbers is the highest ever., The factor that has gone down is
the totel number of eels caught, which on bare consideration looks

as though 1975 was a failure year, Howaver, by closer analysis of
all results, we see that members are in fact becoming much more sele-
ctive in thair approach to eel fishing. They appear to spend much
more effort on waters that preduce few eels, but those they catch

are usually of a larger Than average weight. This observation is
bourne out as osne considers the data in the relevent tables. We

are catching an increasing amount of larger eels, and apart from
1974, when a large number of small eels were reported, our results
are definatly improving.

Mysalf, I would rather prefer this situation, going for quality than
quantity, out even as Chairman or Club Analyst, I would hesitate
very much bafore tryiaz to +all members how to tfish., There are two
approaches %o wesulis, how many and how pig. What do you yourself
consider imporiant? I often like to go fishing even when my instinct
ells me its a waste of time, and is often right. However, I have
to Pish as of%an as possible, its just the way I in particular am
made., There’or2, as long as you are hapdy in your method or time

of segsicn or length, thats it. We all have %o do our own thing.

As time passes, given the information, wa gll adjust to improve our
technique, and after all, thats the way i% should be.

Im concluslon, I must point out that gtatistically spesking, all
hlank rassicns and all bootlaces, however small, are vital as

the mosy prolitic session or giant =21, as without them, we could
not demonstrate trands or factors infiuencing rate of catch or size
aistritution with bait types or time of day, etc., therefore as long
as we have members who are capable of blenking or catching bootlaces,

the res’ of tha members can geht on with the nard gra’t involved in
catchin~ the bigrer eels,

7. Glosaary of Terms and Abhreviations Used In This Report

3 = Sessions

RH = Rod honurs, ie., number of hours fished per Tod.

E = EEI.Q.

RH/2 Rod hours ver 21b eel,

RH/E Rod hours per eecl of any size.

Median = The middle number in a list of aumbere in increasing order.

UQ = The middle number betwac1 the medisn and the largest number.

LQ = Thz middle number beitwsen the median and the smellest number,

I0R = The diffarence hetwz2en the UQ and the LG,

Mean = The average valu2, ie., all the numbers in a 1ist added up
and the totsl divided by how many numb2rs tasre are,

RH/W = Ths number of rod hours spa2nd fishing with worm bait,.

RH/DB = Bhe number of rod hours speant fishing with desad bait.

DRI/W = The pumber of hours spent fisaing with worm during the day.

WRH/DB = The number of hours speat fishing with dead bait at nizht.

3IRTAN CRAVFORD. March 1976
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BRA LAKE - Results Analysis - 1974 and 1975

Haviag now fished Bra Lalce for 1% seasons in the company at times as
such noted members as Dave Smith, Arthur Sutton and Tony Hollerback,
T feel in a position to give some form of snalysis, as is my wont,

on the —esults achieved and indicate perhaps, its potential for the
future.

My first half seagon on the watar in 1974 was in the latter half of
the year, but the results encourazed me to raturn in 1975. OSparked
off by my enthusiasm no doubt, some of the lads joined me. The
result® are indicated below., Needliess to say, I am rully convinced
of its potential for big eels. The water does not have 2 high rate
of catch, but I feel this is due to the approach as I have had a
great deal of runz, in fact, I get at least one per pession, often
as mony as 2ix. The fact also that I average losing one trace per
session i3 alsc significant, In fishing the brick pits here, I have
had to chenge my tackle and methods dramatically, sensitive rigs,
ecoupled with strong line contlict time and time again, However, by
stickins %9 using rish portions and worm baits, I have been able to
make contact successtully more as time passed. I now have more
confidence for 1976,

Bra Leie - Overall Hegults 1974 + 1875

Total B 19 E/WORHM 9 E/DB 10
Total HH 1308 RH/W 325 RH/ LB 983
Maen RH/E 69 Mean RH/E 36 Mean RH/E 98.3
e/ 2 16 3% RH/?2 108 RH/2 1964
RH/ 3 436 BH/3 3274
REH/ 4 654 R4/ 4 491%
Madian 1:5 Median 1:1 Median 1:154
UQ 2:14 uQ 2:114% UQ 31453
LQ 1:0 LQ 011 LQ 1:3

The atcve resulis when compared with those published for other waters
in previouvs Roport issues possibly put Bra Lake just above the average,
Howoaver, ziven more efrort ab this water, and fishing more areas &as
only =mhoubt % of ona bank has heen seriously fished at present, I am
confidont the situation will improve. <There apnear to be vary few
small ea2ls in Bra Lake.

A more detuiled enslysis thai L have done to the wuter has yielded
the intormation tnat the ber ; months Tror success are June and July,
when RH/E arops to 40 and 32% respectivly. Thiz is contrary to my
expsctation that due to its aepth, it would be a late developing
trishery.

Further details on the water can be naa by rsaaing my previous article
in Volume 12, issue 3, page 40. 1 can only reiterate . (restate) :
tnat L toel tnis woter would make 2 1irsy class water ior a opring
Trip or even a Summer ons., The bailitt is moat agrecable, tnere is

a pub guite close ana also all otner requirementa. I hope to ve

ables to propose this wabter for the 1976 Soring Trip as this falls in
June, is most fortunate for eecling notential., Peterborough is very
central to all members and there are many big specimens of most other
gpecies present which are hardly fished for. '

The record eel for Bra Lake stands at pregent at 5:12, but I am sure
+that thers are several more much larger than .this.
BRIAN CRAWFORD




JAC Bulletin, 13.3 4.

Dear Editor, '

I must reply ‘o the article by Kevin Richmond on the "Day- Night-
Twilight" Controversy if he does not mind my nointing out one or two
smell points. v

Pirstly I was very diseppointed that this tovnic was brought up iun the
form it wee as after a very great desl of effort by myself, Arthur
Gutton and the rest ot the Committee, a very informative document
called the Remort on the 1970 Renorting Scheme by Dr. Terry Coulson
wes reissued in the Soring of 1975. This Bulletin Supnliment in
fact covered the seacons 1967 - 1970 nlso, & matter of 4 years Very
detailed renorting., N wvast emount of tomics were covered as the
reader would nbserve, meny factors eoncerning the capture of rels,
 Dime of dey, Mmonth and year, tyve of bait, tyve of swim, =all types of
mnssible varieghles an cloud, moonlisht, temnerature, etc., I would
therefore urge all members 1o re-roo~d it very cerefully, ecpecially
now before the new genson heging, llew members chould bLe able to ceb
copies from Arthur Hutton. ’

The subject of twilirht is extensively covered on pagces 86 = 93, 107
would talke ton much time to menfiion the nnints raiced here sodinvite

interested members to read the tonic ud for themselves,

Secondly, while sdmiring Yevin for bthe efort put into nis article and
the way he precented his noints, with respect, one years recults are
only a part of the story rnd in fact Terry's analysis of the years
1967 - 70 indicate a totely difterent trend.

Thirdly, in any form af snalysis of Club results, the time availeble
to actually do the work depends on the time available tn the one who
does the enalvris. At the moment T have litile spars time for more
thah routine annlysis, althourh o T cnid in the 1974 Revort, as time
nermits I will extent the tapics covered, Ag Terry Coulson also

said in his 1970 Renorh, there ie a law of diminighing returns, the
longer we cover a honie, the lee~ we lLeern Crom it. Therefore we have
" 40 chanrge the iteme covered every fow years 29 it takes several years
to be sure of the directinn of btrends, e aloo have the nroblem of
keepnings the Secrion Rennriing form an aimnle =z nmocoible to easure the
gcouracy of fillins 1t in, In 1971 a new Comaiitlee was formed and

the renoriins ncheme recongidered in denth, Iew foryme were isoued
which geave the individusl member more work., Dwo sessoas later the

system wns chenered apain to the nrecent one involving ferional
Renortins Of “icers doing the napervork far 5 or O members. The ides
was to take some of hhe hifh wors load ofT the Club analysist's back.
This has succeeded to = cerbtein extent but there is still 2 creat
desl of work Lo he done by all concerned,

Tn eonclusion all I can sugcest to any membher who can think of 2~ny
jtems for i-clusinn or amendment to the renortiny forms, is for him
Yo contact me =nd I will put it to the Comnithee for their views,
It's your Club, »eid for by you, ~nd therefore vou are entitled %o
have your cay, nub your point, and if yom like, do your own thiag.
You may even put forward a proponal at an AGH to scrad the renorting
acheme altogether, tut I thivk it too valuabhle %o do Fhab, ‘e have
achieved a massive collectlon on facts, the 1970 Report is a very
impressive collection of reference noianta to be refsrred to often.
The annual reporting scheme is being moulded to pive memters as inuch
information as posaible about their and other members performance end
information ahout waters fished an ie nosaitle. tlopefully, I intend
to bring up_ to date, the results from individual Cisheries, mow several

years behind. Brian Crawford
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NOTARLE EELS — 1G75

NO. WEIGHT MONTH CALTOR LogaTION DAY/NIGIT BAIT SOUCE
l.: 8 s T May N.Frogstwick HNorthants N W NAG
2. 8:0+ Aug, - Peterhnro! N DB 13C
3. 8:04+ Sent I.Mann Earlswood L. D L AM
4, 7:3 Mar R.Parkes R.3evern - W AM
5. (! Aag J.51idley Earlswond L. D W AT
6. 6:12 June X.Cummings R.Thames D L} AT
Te 6:7 July Y.omith Y,Midlands L., N i AT
3. 6:0 July J.Sidley Earlaswnod L, D W AM
g. 53:14% July C.davy Tesoex Linke N B HAC
10. PEe I Oct Je.uidley Earlswnod L. - W AM
11. 5:11 July G.Champinn 1, Mhames - [t AT
12, g L1 Aag Y.Neary BRlakemere N | AM
13. 5ell Dec T.Neary Ihitemere i W AT
14. 5:10 Awg - ToPeat Cambs. ater - m AM
15. 5 : §¥ Sewt A Iyllerbach Horthants W il TAC
16, 5:7 June S.Iyres R Thames D) W ARl
17, 5126 June G.heker Henrom L., [ c AM
193, PRI Pager Nefdrowall Tarlewaond L. q o WAQC
19. Dol Cent  DJInlmen Crowsmern P o TAC
29. 5:1 July  .llardann LitTord DRes,. - o8B ik
21. 5:1 sent  J.Doulbam Torfnlk Tit - o AT
2. 42154 May ftebonth Yorks Jater i o AAC
23. 4:12% July ZE.O0rme “ala 2 DF NAC
24. 4:1°2 Octk J.01idley garlewond L, - i Al
25, AT June T.Je"Terson Dsuex iater i R MAC
26, A:LO* July T.Jefleroon Tala il m HA
27. s o RAPY, RCroxal Tarlswood L, I o HAC
29, 4:9 Pels . May Ohedder Lo, D 3 WAC
29, 4:R June J.Jidley Terlswond L. D i AM
30, 43 0% July C.Isughton Tpeer Tonl Iy nm ITAC
1. 4:9 July .hahmo Swindon Lake I ) AM
32, 4:5%*% July A ‘Inllertrmca liva Lake Pthi'o m TIAC
33. 4:2% July T.Crewford Bre Lake FP'blo N o NAC
34. R R Anril T.WAitley Tlackponl Lake N W AC
35. 4:1*% Sent  D.liolmen Marbury Mere D p WAC
36, 43 Ox* Mey  (r.Bonth Yorks iieter N op IMAC
37. 4:0 July S.Piermnint Worfoli I'it | OB AT
33. A0 July T.Vinsmore  Horfalf Pit 1 DR AR
39. 42 OF¢ Aupr T.Mansen Marshallts Pit N oo MAC
490, 4 0% Mg J.llome Jegtfield Loake T o IMAC
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Anslysis Of Notable Eels = 1975

It is not enough to just present the list of notable eels and not
make a small sttempt at 1ts analysis. Members may also feel free to
observe other points-concerning the 1ist that I miss.

National Anguille Club members accounted for 18 41b plus eels in 1975
This is slmost half the total of 40 renmorted, DLxcellent achievement.,

21 eels over 51b were reported compared with 25 in 1974, If you look
back to my article in Bulletin 11.3 page 40, as a result of the

graph drawn on page 40 slso, I forcast 15 = 20 51b plus eels for 1975
g0 I wes not ton far out. Ilowever, asc T sald then, if catches do
continue to follHrw the Ltrend of the rranh, then in 1976 we can only

" sxvect mhout 16 51b plus eels. T hope you can 2l prove me Wroltg.
Also T heve » total list of 55 eels over 41b for 1974 as against 40
for 1975.

17 of the eels were taken on Worm haits, 12 of these 51b plus.

. , [}
20 of the eels were taken on DT, only O af thece heing over 51T,
Only 3 esls were renorhed on ather bhaits.

Perhans these facts may induce some members Lo write sbout the
relation of size of bait to number of Tuns or somethingm on this line,
Actuelly by studying the nyllatin Sunnlement 1970 inosue page T4,
Perry Coulson has done A detailed study on this tanic which makes
very ianteresting reading,

Tt is interesoting to note also that 2 mod eels were reported from
Taerlswond lake, at Lleaat 4 of bhece includings one of 7:1 and one
larger being ceusht duriag the day. Jiowever tliere Are comnlicatinns
in would be eela anglers for this water for 1375 ans shonld he
soutlined in an article soon. lowever, these eecls, tosether with eels
renorted in 1974, put Warlawnnod Lake amowst the top eel wabters in

this country.

Brian Crawford





