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Montgomery State Lake Renovation

In January, 2014 we applied a small X g : =
amount of rotenone to Montgomery | i ’ ‘
State Fishing Lake (1.24 gallons of ac-
tive chemical) in an effort to selectively
remove gizzard shad. There have been
a few common questions and miscon-
ceptions that | have heard and | will
address those in this newsletter. First,
some highlightseé

1) We have not observed a single giz-
zard shad since t}
ready to say that we eradicated \, e
them, but | 6m conls
the population back substantially.

2) We had tremendous reproduction of
largemouth bass, bluegill, redear sunfish, and golden shiners in 2014. This was likely in response
to increased flooded vegetation following the reservoir filling after we drew it down in 2013 for
rotenone application. Although we expected the draw-
down to promote reproduction, the level we are seeing
in unprecedented and has exceeded expectations.
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3) Golden shiners will have a more significant role in

occupy shoreline habitat. This contrasts gizzard shad
that can get up to 160 | o
The smaller size and habitat preference of golden shin-
ers makes them more susceptible to largemouth bass
predation.
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Montgomery State Lake Renovation

Now for some common questions and miscon-
ceptions...

1)1 6dm not <catching
redear sunfish as | used to. | think you
killed them all.
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This may well be true,
killed off the populations when we applied rote-
none. We did lose some bluegill and redears
during chemical applic
tion about that. However, those losses were
very minimal and would have no negative effect
on the population. In fact, losing some fish
would help those that survived grow bigger
quicker because of reduced intraspecific com-
petition. The reason anglers have had difficulty
likely has more to do with water level that was
lower than normal. A relatively dry spring left
the lake low into the summer. During the first
round of sunfish spawning, many historic
spawning grounds were high and dry. This led
to fish spawning in new places that were unfa-
miliar to many anglers, and ultimately, lower
catch rates. Fortunately, the lake filled in early
summer and created an abundance of nursery
habitat that contributed to exceptional repro-
ductive success.

2) All of
2014 are skinny.

the bass | 6v

A big concern among anglers was that we were
knocking out the primary prey base for large-
mouth bass. This is a valid concern, but so far
has turned out to be unfounded. We collected
length and weight data from a lot of large-
mouth bass in 2013 and 2014 to evaluate their
response to reduced gizzard shad. Average
weight at a given length was nearly identical for
both years. The table in the opposite column
shows average weight at length both pre
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. affects lgizzare shhad but notthe dther

(2013) and post (2014) gizzard shad removal.

3) How can you be sure that rotenone

species?

We relied on an abundance of scientific litera-
bturet to deterdise am applicative rata thas e
would reduce or eliminate gizzard shad while
minimizing mortality of desirable species. We
torigtnally setifed enr9 paits perrbidion OLB&og -
per acre foot). In lab trials, this concentration
resulted in 100% gizzard shad mortality,
about 20% bluegill mortality, and about 2%
largemouth bass mortality. We were willing to
sacrifice some bluegil
20% of the population. This led us to our ac-
tual application rate of 7.5 parts per billion
(0.320z per acre foot). Looking at fish species
composition on the shoreline following appli-
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H b d C tf h As you have probably heard, we are conducting
y rl a. |S an experiment with hybrid catfish in Montgomery
and Wi lson State Fishi
U pda‘te port that these fish are doing well. Hybrids are a
little smaller than channels in Wilson and both
species are about the same in Montgomery. As
expected, both species are growing quicker in Montgomery than Wilson. We are planning creel
surveys at both lakes for the next few years to determine if either species is easier to catch.
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