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Abstract

When estimating fish population abundance, it is important to
recognize that differing habitat use may cause one gear type to be
more effective and less biased than another. We generated and com-
pared population abundance estimates (PE) for adult Yellow Perch
Perca flavescens in Crystal Lake, Wisconsin using a spring mini-fyke
net mark-recapture survey and summer hydroacoustic surveys. Mean
PE from the spring mark-recapture survey was 11,051 adult Yellow
Perch (95% confidence limits of 9,878 and 12,541). This mean was
4.0-8.5 times greater than the range of mean summer hydroacoustic
estimates (mean + 95% CI = 1,291 + 312 and 2,912 + 703). Due to
Yellow Perch spawning behavior, we assumed that the spring mark—
recapture survey sampled the entire adult population, while summer
hydroacoustics sampled the postspawn pelagic component. Using the
mean of all hydroacoustic surveys (PE = 2,492; n =5), we estimated
that approximately 22% of adult Yellow Perch selected for pelagic
habitats postspawn. Our study emphasizes the importance of evaluat-
ing gear bias and has implications for future assessments, particu-
larly when the target species may exhibit multiple habitat
preferences within a lake.

Fisheries management relies on accurate estimates of fish
population abundance. The accuracy of a population abun-
dance estimate (PE) is a function of how well and how consis-
tently actual fish abundances are approximated. Sampling
accuracy for a variety of methods can be affected by habitat
complexity (Rodgers et al. 1992; Kruse et al. 1998; Mullner
et al. 1998), habitat size (Bayley and Dowling 1993; Kruse
et al. 1998; Peterson et al. 2004), fish species and size (Biittiker
1992; Bayley and Dowling 1993; Dolan and Miranda 2003),
fish density (Kruse et al. 1998; Rosenberger and Dunham
2005), sampling effort (Riley and Fausch 1992; Riley et al.
1993; Peterson et al. 2004), and fish behavior (Kubecka et al.
2012; DuFour et al. 2018). All methods have potential error;
thus, research testing for biases and limitations of specific
gears is of high management relevance.

Hydroacoustic surveys are a commonly used method to
provide pelagic fish abundance estimates used to inform
management (Kubecka et al. 2009; Rudstam et al. 2009).
Despite frequent and widespread use, hydroacoustic data
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can be subject to error and bias before, during, and after
surveys. These factors have forced careful consideration
before the use of this method and a push for widespread
standardization (Dillon et al. 2019, 2020; DuFour et al.
2021). For example, survey design and echosounder set-
tings are critical first considerations known to influence
abundance estimates (Guillard and Verges 2007; God-
lewska et al. 2011). During a survey, error can be incorpo-
rated into abundance estimates by including backscattered
returns from nontarget organisms (e.g., pelagic macroin-
vertebrates; Dillon et al. 2020), fish movement in and out
of insonified zones (Lawson and Rose 1999; Neilson et al.
2003; DuFour et al. 2018), and vessel avoidance (Whee-
land and Rose 2015; DuFour et al. 2017, 2018). After a
survey, post hoc processing and analysis may introduce
error depending on analytical decisions being made (e.g.,
target strength threshold, pulse length determination level,
minimum and maximum normalized pulse lengths, maxi-
mum beam compensation, and angles of minor and major
axes; Parker-Stetter et al. 2009; Rudstam et al. 2009; Dil-
lon et al. 2019). Though a common and powerful tool for
estimating pelagic fish abundance, hydroacoustic surveys
are not immune to error and bias—as with all sampling
methods.

Yellow Perch Perca flavescens support economically
important, harvest-oriented recreational fisheries across
North America (Gaeta et al. 2013). Adult Yellow Perch
can occupy either the littoral or pelagic zones of north-
temperate lakes (Krieger et al. 1983; Whiteside et al. 1985;
Radabaugh et al. 2010), which may complicate accurate
stock assessment. Systems with abundant littoral habitat
and prey are known to support robust populations of this
popular sport fish (Fish and Savitz 1983; Lyons 1987;
Fullhart et al. 2002). Nevertheless, Yellow Perch are often
captured in high numbers during vertical gill-net surveys
(Kraft and Johnson 1992; Madenjian and Ryan 2011; Yu
et al. 2011; Doll et al. 2014), indicating strong pelagic
habitat use (Mills and Forney 1988; Radabaugh et al.
2010). Regardless of habitat preferences, most mature Yel-
low Perch are present in the littoral zone of lakes during
the spawning period (characterized by water temperatures
of 7-11°C; Herman et al. 1959; Johnson 1971; Krieger
et al. 1983). During the spawning period, male Yellow
Perch fertilize egg ribbons released by mature females that
are then deposited on coarse woody habitat, macrophytes,
or other structures (Becker 1983). Postspawn, adult Yel-
low Perch may then remain in the littoral zone or move to
more pelagic habitats as both provide different types and
levels of predation refuge, prey resources, and potentially
reduced intraspecific competition (Whiteside et al. 1985;
Radabaugh et al. 2010). Dichotomous habitat use by Yel-
low Perch requires managers to carefully consider what
gears to use and when and where to use them in order to
properly estimate population abundance.

Within-system, cross-habitat (i.e., littoral versus pelagic)
PE studies are infrequent for Yellow Perch. Research on
Yellow Perch sampling gears have addressed size selectivity
(Rudstam et al. 1984; Paradis et al. 2008; Doll et al. 2014),
catch rates (Mangan et al. 2005; Rydell et al. 2010), and
density or abundance differences of various gear types (Iser-
mann et al. 2002; Paradis et al. 2008; Kocovsky et al. 2010;
Dembkowski et al. 2012). However, these studies focused
on one habitat type within a system (i.e., littoral or pelagic).
Kraft and Johnson (1992) examined Yellow Perch between
fyke nets (littoral) and gill nets (pelagic) in Green Bay, Lake
Michigan, but only explored size selectivity. To our knowl-
edge, there is no comparative study examining PE differ-
ences between habitats on the same Yellow Perch
population. Further, there are very few studies comparing
fyke-net and hydroacoustic surveys, and those that have
were focused on riverine salmonids (Johnson et al. 1992;
Ranson et al. 1996; Ploskey and Carlson 1999). In our
review of the literature, no studies have summarized or
quantified the proportion of a single Yellow Perch popula-
tion representing either littoral or pelagic habitat use.

Differing habitat use by portions of a population may cre-
ate issues by misrepresenting the “entire” adult population;
PEs will be biased if a certain method or gear only targets
one habitat for a species that uses multiple habitats. We
hypothesized that PEs generated from a spring mark-recap-
ture survey would best represent an adult Yellow Perch pop-
ulation due to their littoral spawning requirements.
Conversely, summer hydroacoustic surveys would be biased
towards the postspawn pelagic component of the population.
To address our hypotheses, we generated PEs for adult Yel-
low Perch using a spring fyke-net, mark-recapture survey
and summer hydroacoustic surveys. Our objectives were to
(1) compare differences in PEs between surveys and (2) quan-
tify the percentage of the adult Yellow Perch population rep-
resenting a littoral or pelagic habitat preference.

METHODS

Study site.— Crystal Lake (46.001°, —89.613°) is an olig-
otrophic, 46-ha seepage lake in Vilas County, Wisconsin
with a maximum depth of 20.5m (Lawson et al. 2015;
Figure 1). Crystal Lake exhibits exceptionally clear water
with Secchi depths ranging historically from 6 to >8m;
during summer 2020, mean Secchi depth was 6.25m.
Crystal Lake is circular with a littoral zone composed of a
sandy substrate, few macrophytes, and little coarse woody
habitat. Crystal Lake’s fish assemblage is dominated by
invasive Rainbow Smelt Osmerus mordax and Yellow
Perch and supports no substantial recreational fishery.

Spring fyke netting.—Immediately after ice-out on
May 11, 2020, six-mini fyke nets (0.6x1.2m frame,
0.6x4.5m lead, 6.35-mm stretched mesh) were set in
Crystal Lake; nets were distributed around the littoral
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zone (Figure 1). Nets were never moved and were picked
daily following a 24-h soak time. All adult Yellow Perch
captured in the fyke nets were marked using a fin clip,
and TL (mm), weight (g), and sex were recorded. Yellow
Perch were defined as an adult if they were >75mm TL
since all individuals of that length expressed gametes.
This length-at-maturity designation was held for the
entire study. The marking and recapture period lasted
until >10% of the population was recaptured, which
occurred on May 28, 2020. A PE was then calculated
for adult Yellow Perch using the Chapman-modified,
continuous Schnabel procedure (Chapman 1951; Ricker
1975). Due to relatively large numbers of recaptures, we
calculated the 95% CI for 1/PE by using f-values from
the normal distribution of recaptures. These limits were

then inverted to give a 95% CI for the PE (Ricker 1975).
Normally distributed catch in our fyke nets indicated
that we effectively captured the spawning period (i.e.,
gradual increase in captures and recaptures, peak catch
during midsurvey, gradual decrease in captures and
recaptures towards end of survey). Further, adult Yellow
Perch sex ratios were consistent and stable over time at
~1.5 females to 1 male, suggesting a relatively equal
probability of capture between sexes. Although this pop-
ulation estimation procedure assumes the use of multiple
gears (e.g., fyke nets and an electrofishing run) to sample
all available fish, we could not electrofish Crystal Lake
due to low water conductivity (13 pS) that could not be
overcome with our gear. Despite this, our mini-fyke nets
were capable of sampling all lengths of available adult

46°0"18"N—

46°0"16"N—

46°0"14"N—

46°0"12"'N~

46°0"10"N—

46°0'8"N—|

46°0'6"N-]

46°0'4"N—

46°0'2"N—

46°N

45°59'58"N—

s 1km
45°5956'N- 0 0.15 0.3

45°59'54"N—

Sources: Esri, Airbus DS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA, Geodatastyrelsen, Rijkswaterstaat, GSA, Geoland, FEMA, Intermap and

the GIS user community

1 1 1 | 1 1 I ! I
89°37'8"W 89°37'4"W 89°37'W 89°36'56"W  89°36'52"W

| I
89°36'48"W

1 1 | 1 I 1 I I 1 1
89°36'94"W  89°36'40"W  89°36'36"W  89°36'32"W  89°36'28'W  89°36'24"W

FIGURE 1. Map of Crystal Lake (Vilas County, Wisconsin) with mini-fyke-net locations (black flags) used for the spring mark-recapture survey and
vertical gill-net location (white cross) and transects (dashed lines) used for summer hydroacoustic surveys to estimate adult Yellow Perch population

abundance in 2020.



4 MRNAK ET AL.

Yellow Perch in Crystal Lake (due to mesh size), reduc-
ing the effect of violating this assumption.

Hydroacoustic surveys.— Adult Yellow Perch (i.e., >75
mm TL) pelagic abundance was estimated once in June
and twice in both July and August of 2020 with hydroa-
coustic surveys. Hydroacoustic data were collected with a
BioSonics DTX echosounder and downward facing 70-
kHz split-beam transducer mounted 1 m below the water
surface. Thresholds for data collection were set to exclude
raw echoes below —100 decibel (dB) for S, data and —70
dB for target strength data. Transmitted pulse duration
was set at 0.4 ms. Hydroacoustic surveys were conducted
at least 30 min after nautical twilight following a standard-
ized and replicable 2,778-m whole-lake transect (North
Temperate Lakes Long-Term Ecological Research [NTL-
LTER]; Magnuson et al. 2006) at a vessel speed of ~10.2
km/h. Our whole-lake transect surveyed habitat >3 m in
depth (Figure 1). We calibrated our system prior to the
first survey using a tungsten carbide sphere (38.1 mm in
diameter) following Foote et al (1987). Observed target
strength (—40.00dB) fell within acceptable limits of the
nominal target strength (—40.56 dB).

All acoustic data was analyzed using Echoview soft-
ware (v5.4). We excluded the top 2 m of the water column
from analysis, including the 1-m transducer depth and
twice the transducer nearfield range (0.49 m). We applied
a~0.25-m bottom exclusion line to delineate returns from
the benthic acoustic dead zone. Data criteria closely fol-
lowed the recommendations of the Great Lakes Standard
Operating Procedures (Parker-Stetter et al. 2009); target
strength threshold of —55 dB, 6-dB pulse length determina-
tion level, 0.5 minimum and 1.5 maximum normalized
pulse length, 6-dB maximum beam compensation, and
minor- and major-axis angles at 1°.

To inform species composition from the hydroacoustic
surveys, we used 24-h vertical gill-net surveys to calibrate
(apportion) species-specific estimates using count and
length data. For each set, we followed standardized NTL-
LTER protocols (Magnuson et al. 1994, 2006) and
deployed seven monofilament nets in the deep hole of the
lake from surface to bottom (~20.5m; Figure 1). Vertical
gill nets were 3 X 30 m with stretched mesh sizes of 19, 25,
32, 38, 51, 64, or 89 mm. Species-specific average TL was
then transformed into a target strength following the
multispecies model developed by Love (1971). Species
classes were assigned using average target strength and
then assigned a proportion of total biomass (derived from
gill-net catches). We then used single target analyses to
estimate sigma values (excluding targets below—55dB),
which we then applied to S, data to estimate adult Yellow
Perch pelagic density for each 200-m segment along the
whole-lake transect (n= 14). This segment length was cho-
sen because correlation analyses have shown that 200-m
segments are generally not spatially correlated (Holbrook

2011; Heald et al. 2017). We treated each 200-m segment
as a replicate such that whole-lake density and associated
95% CI could be estimated. A PE was then calculated by
multiplying the mean and 95% CI density estimates by
total lake surface area. Since Crystal Lake has very little
surface area <3 m deep (Figure 1), we did not correct our
whole-lake estimate for the noninsonified waters <3 m.

A bootstrapped (n=5,000 iterations) Kolmogorov—
Smirnov test was used to test for differences in the length
distributions of adult Yellow Perch collected between
mini-fyke nets and vertical gill nets. Our null hypothesis
was that there was no difference in the length distributions
between gears with o= 0.05.

RESULTS

Population Characteristics and Abundance Estimates

During spring fyke netting, 886 Yellow Perch were mea-
sured for length and weight. Mean + SD TL and weight
were 156.8 +35.9mm and 39.9 +29.9 g, respectively. For
vertical gill netting, 336 Yellow Perch were captured and
measured during June, July, and August. Mean + SD TL
and weight were 161.4 +32.4 mm and 42.6 +26.3 g, respec-
tively. Total length distributions of Yellow Perch sampled
with mini-fyke nets in May did not differ from those sam-
pled during June, July, and August with vertical gill nets
(Kolmogorov—Smirnov bootstrap P> 0.05, D=0.07; Fig-
ure 2). The adult Yellow Perch PE derived from the spring
fyke net mark-recapture survey was greater than all sum-
mer hydroacoustic PEs (Figure 3). The spring fyke-net sur-
vey resulted in a 4.0-8.5 times greater adult Yellow Perch
PE compared to summer hydroacoustic surveys.

DISCUSSION

Seasonal habitat use by adult Yellow Perch can interact
with inherent biases of different sampling methods to affect
PEs. Our adult Yellow Perch spring fyke-net survey pro-
duced a substantially larger PE than did our summer
hydroacoustic surveys. This corroborates the littoral spawn-
ing behavior of Yellow Perch (Becker 1983; Robillard and
Marsden 2001), suggesting that mature individuals must be
in the littoral zone for a successful spawning event to occur.
Yellow Perch spawning requirements support our assump-
tion that the spring fyke-net survey targeted the entire avail-
able adult population within Crystal Lake unless some
mature fish skipped spawning. Postspawn, Yellow Perch
populations may subdivide between littoral and pelagic envi-
ronments as both habitats provide the species with adequate
refuge and resources (Whiteside et al. 1985; Radabaugh
et al. 2010). We conclude that our summer hydroacoustic
surveys sampled the component of the adult Yellow Perch
population that inhabited the pelagic zone. From this, it
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FIGURE2. Total length (mm) frequency histograms for Yellow Perch sampled from Crystal Lake (Vilas County, Wisconsin) with (A) mini-fyke nets
during May 2020 and (B) vertical gill nets during June, July, and August of 2020.
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FIGURE 3. Mean + 95% CI for Yellow Perch population estimates (PE) derived via a spring fyke-net mark-recapture survey (diamond) and
hydroacoustic surveys (triangles) in Crystal Lake (Vilas County, Wisconsin) in 2020.

appears that of all adult Yellow Perch (i.e., >75mm TL) in during summer stratification. Inversely, of our estimated
Crystal Lake (PE =11,051), about 22% (PE =2,492; average 11,051 adults, results suggest that about 78% (8,630)
of all hydroacoustic estimates) exhibit pelagic habitat use remained littoral (i.e., in depths <3 m) postspawn.
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Although fish move and may go back and forth
between habitats (Woolnough et al. 2009), limited devia-
tion among hydroacoustic estimates implies a relatively
static subpopulation with minimal immigration or emigra-
tion between littoral and pelagic habitats of Crystal Lake.
This suggests a one-time movement of adult Yellow Perch
from littoral to pelagic habitats postspawn as opposed to
a daily exchange of individuals between littoral and pela-
gic environments. We reason that our lowest hydroacous-
tic estimate from June 22, 2020 (PE = 1,291) likely
captured the transition of this pelagic component diver-
gence, as the thermocline was just beginning to establish
(NTL-LTER, unpublished data). Greater hydroacoustic
survey frequency would provide more clarity on this
behavioral transition (i.e., more sampling events between
isothermic spring conditions and late-summer stratifica-
tion). A follow-up summer (poststratification) tagging
study covering both habitat types would remove uncer-
tainty around the assumption of site fidelity. Further, con-
temporaneous sampling between gears, habitats, and
seasons may help explain our observed differences in adult
Yellow Perch PEs.

Sampling gears used in fishery assessments have inher-
ent biases that can lead to inaccurate quantification of
population abundances (e.g., Bonar et al. 2009; Pine et al.
2012), which may result in inappropriate management
decisions. The mark-recapture fyke-net survey used in our
study is only applicable to the adult Yellow Perch popula-
tion during the spawning period. Outside of the spawning
period, reduced littoral movement (and thus recapture
rates) likely reduces the effectiveness and power of this
survey. Given the amount of effort (time) needed to pro-
duce an informative mark-recapture PE (i.e., reaching
>10% recaptures), we recommend starting a survey follow-
ing ice-out. Further, fyke nets can be biased by mesh size,
net location, lead length, and frame dimensions (Hubert
et al. 2012). These factors should all be considered with
the survey objective prior to deployment. Nevertheless,
when the species of interest is an obligate littoral spawner
and coolwater fish (e.g., Yellow Perch, Walleye Sander vit-
reus, Muskellunge Esox masquinongy), a spring fyke-net
mark-recapture survey is recommended to estimate adult
population abundance. This survey design is ideal for
some littoral spawners (e.g., Yellow Perch) because the
species will be most aggregated during the spawn (Trea-
sure 1981; Fago 1998). Similarly, hydroacoustic surveys
can become biased under a plethora of scenarios (DuFour
et al. 2017, 2018, 2021; Dillon et al. 2019, 2020), even for
an ideal study system like Crystal Lake (i.e., deep and
clear, no pelagic macroinvertebrates, simple fish commu-
nity). For many oligotrophic north-temperate lakes, bias
likely occurs when the species of interest exhibits or has
the potential to exhibit multiple habitat preferences (e.g.,
littoral versus pelagic), such as Yellow Perch. Here, the

species is not always restricted to the survey area and may
avoid detection. For example, 78% of the Yellow Perch
that appeared to remain in littoral habitat postspawn
could have been in the noninsonified pelagic (i.e., top 2m
of water column, bottom 0.25m of water column) or lit-
toral (depth of <3m) zones of Crystal Lake. Moreover,
vessel avoidance by Yellow Perch could have played a role
in our observed PE differences. When the species of inter-
est is an obligate coldwater or deepwater fish, such as
invasive Rainbow Smelt or native Cisco Coregonus artedi,
habitat preferences (i.e., oxythermal requirements) could
require the species to stay within the survey area, making
detection avoidance less likely (i.e., Rainbow Smelt and
Cisco rarely use the epilimnion). Conversely, if the Crystal
Lake water level were to decrease by 1 m, the vast major-
ity of littoral coarse woody habitat would be above the
water line (NTL-LTER, unpublished data). This could
potentially force the littoral component of the Yellow
Perch population into more pelagic habitats, thus restrict-
ing their distribution within our survey area. Overall,
understanding the seasonal behavior and ecology of a tar-
get species is critical to accurate fisheries PEs and assess-
ments.

Management Implications

The status of Yellow Perch populations largely remains
a “black box” for some state agencies (including the Wis-
consin Department of Natural Resources) and researchers
due to a lack of standardized sampling protocols, manage-
ment focus, and resources. Outside of Yellow Perch rela-
tive abundance indices derived from creel surveys and
electrofishing CPUE estimates from general fish surveys
(Hansen et al. 1998; Beard et al. 2003; Rypel et al. 2016;
Feiner et al. 2020), relatively little is known about Yellow
Perch population dynamics and abundance in many
north-temperate lakes. Yet, Yellow Perch can be a key-
stone species, whereby declines in population abundance
may foreshadow or cause negative cascading effects on
recruitment and production of fishes at upper trophic
levels (Forney, 1974; Hansen et al. 1998; Beard et al.
2003; Sass et al. 2006; Gaeta et al. 2014). Our results sug-
gest that postspawn, adult Yellow Perch may exhibit vari-
able habitat use within populations and ecosystems. In
north-temperate lakes, we recommend that accurately
quantifying Yellow Perch populations will require littoral
(e.g., fyke netting) sampling gears used during the spring
spawning period and the use of pelagic gears (e.g., vertical
gill netting, hydroacoustics) to test whether a pelagic com-
ponent exists. However, we urge caution in the use of
hydroacoustic surveys to represent the “entire” adult pop-
ulation when the species of interest can exhibit multiple
habitat preferences or occupy noninsonified zones of a
lake. Finally, it is worth noting that our objective during
these surveys was to produce an informative PE. Thus, we
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dedicated substantial time and effort to meet that objec-
tive. For example, we conducted the spring mark-recap-
ture survey for 17 d before reaching >10% recaptures. It is
unlikely that a management agency with many lakes on
their annual sampling rotation could expend this amount
of effort. If effort expended in our spring mark-recapture
survey is similar to what would be required or used by
others, we suggest conducting the spring mark-recapture
PE on a less frequent basis (e.g., every 3-5 years). During
the nonspring PE years, hydroacoustic surveys could be
conducted as they require much less effort (time). Hydroa-
coustic PEs could then be applied to estimate the littoral
component of the adult Yellow Perch population.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Amber Mrnak for providing invaluable sup-
port with data collection and technical assistance in the
field and Trout Lake Research Station for support of our
field program. We thank Stephanie Shaw for making the
study area map and Holly Embke for providing advice dur-
ing the review process. We thank the three anonymous ref-
erees as well as the editor and associate editor for providing
a critical and constructive review of our manuscript. Fund-
ing for J. T. Mrnak was provided by the Tug Juday Memo-
rial Fund, a Juday/Lane Fellowship, the Anna Grant Birge
Memorial Fund, and the National Science Foundation
North Temperate Lakes Long-term Ecological Research
Program (grants DEB-0217533 and DEB-1440297). Fund-
ing for L. W. Sikora was provided by the University of
Wisconsin-Stevens Point and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Federal Aid in Sportfish Restoration program.
Funding for M. J. Vander Zanden was provided by the
University of Wisconsin-Madison. Funding for T. R. Hra-
bik was provided by the University of Minnesota-Duluth.
Funding for G. G. Sass was provided by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Federal Aid in Sportfish Restoration pro-
gram and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.
There is no conflict of interest declared in this article.

ORCID

Joseph T. Mrnak "2 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0909-7390
Greg G. Sass "% https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9100-7421
REFERENCES

Bayley, P. B., and D. C. Dowling. 1993. The effect of habitat in biasing
fish abundance and species richness estimates when using various
sampling methods in streams. Polish Achieves in Hydrobiology 40:5-
14.

Beard, T. D., M. J. Hansen, and S. R. Carpenter. 2003. Development of
a regional stock-recruitment model for understanding factors

affecting Walleye recruitment in northern Wisconsin lakes. Transac-
tions of the American Fisheries Society 132:382-391.

Becker, G. C. 1983. Fishes of Wisconsin. University of Wisconsin Press,
Madison.

Bonar, S. A., W. A. Hubert, and D. W. Willis. 2009. Standard methods
for sampling North American freshwater fishes. American Fisheries
Society, Bethesda, Maryland.

Biittiker, B. 1992. Electrofishing results corrected by selectivity functions
in stock size estimates of Brown Trout (Salmo trutta L.) in brooks.
Journal of Fish Biology 41:673-684.

Chapman, D. G. 1951. Some properties of the hypergeometric distribu-
tion with application to zoological censuses. University of California
Publications on Statistics 1:131-160.

Dembkowski, D. J., D. W. Willis, and M. R. Wuellner. 2012. Compar-
ison of four types of sampling gears for estimating age-0 Yellow
Perch density. Journal of Freshwater Ecology 27:587-598.

Dillon, R. A., J. D. Conroy, and S. A. Ludsin. 2019. Hydroacoustic
data-analysis recommendations to quantify prey-fish abundance in
shallow, target-rich ecosystems. North American Journal of Fisheries
Management 39:270-288.

Dillon, R. A., J. D. Conroy, L. G. Rudstam, P. F. Craigmile, D. M.
Mason, and S. A. Ludsin. 2020. Towards more robust hydroacoustic
estimates of fish abundance in the presence of pelagic macroinverte-
brates. Fisheries Research 230:105667.

Dolan, C. R., and L. E. Miranda. 2003. Immobilization thresholds of
electrofishing relative to fish size. Transactions of the American Fish-
eries Society 132:969-976.

Doll, J. C., N. D. Thomas, and T. E. Lauer. 2014. Gill-net selectivity of
Yellow Perch. Journal of Freshwater Ecology 29:279-288.

DuFour, M. R., C. M. Mayer, P. M. Kocovsky, S. S. Qian, D. M. War-
ner, R. T. Krause, and C. S. Vandergoot. 2017. Sparse targets in
hydroacoustics surveys: balancing quantity and quality of in-situ tar-
get strength data. Fisheries Research 188:173-182.

DuFour, M. R., C. M. Mayer, S. S. Qian, C. S. Vandergoot, R. T.
Kraus, P. M. Kocovsky, and D. M. Warner. 2018. Inferred fish
behavior its implications for hydroacoustics surveys in nearshore habi-
tats. Fisheries Research 199:63-75.

DuFour, M. R., S. S. Qian, C. M. Mayer, and C. S. Vandergoot. 2021.
Embracing uncertainty to reduce bias in hydroacoustic species appor-
tionment. Fisheries Research 233:105750.

Fago, D. 1998. Comparison of littoral fish assemblages sampled with a
mini-fyke net or with a combination of electrofishing and small-mesh
seine in Wisconsin lakes. North American Journal of Fisheries Man-
agement 18:731-738.

Feiner, Z. S., M. H. Wolter, and A. W. Latzka. 2020. “I will look for
you, I will find you, and I will [harvest] you™: persistent hyperstability
in Wisconsin’s recreational fishery. Fisheries Research 230:105679.

Fish, P. A., and J. Savitz. 1983. Variations in home ranges of Large-
mouth Bass, Yellow Perch, Bluegills, and Pumpkinseeds in an Illinois
lake. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 112:147-153.

Foote, K. G., H. P. Knudsen, G. Vestnes, D. N. MacLennan, and E. J.
Simmonds. 1987. Calibration of acoustic instruments for fish density
estimation: a practical guide. International Council for the
Exploration of the Sea, Cooperative Research Report 144, Aberdeen,
UK.

Forney, J. L. 1974. Interactions between Yellow Perch abundance, Wal-
leye predation, and survival of alternate prey in Oneida Lake, New
York. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 103:15-24.

Fullhart, H. G., B. G. Parsons, D. W. Willis, and J. R. Reed. 2002. Yel-
low Perch piscivory and its possible role in structuring littoral zone
fish communities in small Minnesota lakes. Journal of Freshwater
Ecology 17:37-43.

Gaeta, J. W., B. Beardmore, A. W. Latzka, B. Provencher, and S. R.
Carpenter. 2013. Catch-and-release rates of sport fishes in northern


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0909-7390
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0909-7390
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0909-7390
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9100-7421
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9100-7421
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9100-7421

8 MRNAK ET AL.

Wisconsin from an angler diary survey. North American Journal of
Fisheries Management 33:606-614.

Gaeta, J. W., G. G. Sass, and S. R. Carpenter. 2014. Drought-driven
lake level decline: effects on coarse woody habitat and fishes. Cana-
dian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 71:1-11.

Godlewska, M., M. Colon, A. Jozwik, and J. Guillard. 2011. How pulse
lengths impact fish stock estimations during hydroacoustic measure-
ments at 70 kHz. Aquatic Living Resources 24:71-78.

Guillard, J., and C. Verges. 2007. The repeatability of fish biomass and
size distribution estimates obtained by hydroacoustic surveys using
various sampling strategies and statistical analyses. International
Review of Hydrobiology 92:605-617.

Hansen, M. J., M. A. Bozek, J. R. Newby, S. P. Newman, and M. D.
Staggs. 1998. Factors affecting recruitment of Walleyes in Escanaba
Lake, Wisconsin, 1958-1996. North American Journal of Fisheries
Management 18:764-774.

Heald, E., T. R. Hrabik, Y. Li, Z. J. Lawson, S. R. Carpenter, and M.
J. Vander Zanden. 2017. The effects of experimental whole-lake mix-
ing on horizontal spatial patterns of fish and zooplankton. Aquatic
Sciences 79:543-556.

Herman, E., W. Wiley, L. Wiegert, and M. Burdick. 1959. The Yellow
Perch: its life history, ecology and management. Wisconsin Conserva-
tion Department, Publication 228, Madison.

Holbrook, B. V. 2011. Spatial and temporal variability in zooplankton—
fish interactions in freshwater communities. Doctoral dissertation.
University of Minnesota, Duluth.

Hubert, W. A., K. L. Pope, and J. M. Dettmers. 2012. Passive capture
techniques. Pages 223-253 in A. V. Zale, D. L. Parrish, and T. M.
Sutton, editors. Fisheries techniques, 3rd edition. American Fisheries
Society, Bethesda, Maryland.

Isermann, D. A., P. A. Hanchin, and D. W. Willis. 2002. Comparison of
two mesh sizes for collecting larval Yellow Perch in surface trawls.
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 22:585-589.

Johnson, C. E. 1971. Factors affecting fish spawning. Wisconsin Conser-
vation Bulletin 40:12-13.

Johnson, G. E., C. M. Sullivan, and M. W. Erho. 1992. Hydroacoustic
studies for developing a smolt bypass system at Wells Dam. Fisheries
Research 14:221-237.

Kocovsky, P. M., M. A. Stapanian, and C. T. Knight. 2010. Night sam-
pling improves indices used for management of Yellow Perch in Lake
Erie. Fisheries Management and Ecology 17:10-18.

Kraft, C. E., and B. L. Johnson. 1992. Fyke-net and gill-net size selectivi-
ties for Yellow Perch in Green Bay, Lake Michigan. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management 12:230-236.

Krieger, D. A., J. W. Terrell, and P. C. Nelson. 1983. Habitat suitability
index models: Yellow Perch. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service FWS/
OBS-82/10.55.

Kruse, C. G., W. A. Hubert, and F. J. Rahel. 1998. Single-pass electrofish-
ing predicts trout abundance in mountain streams with sparse habitat.
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 18:940-946.

Kubecka, J., O. R. Gode, P. Hickley, M. Prchalova, M. Riha, L. Rud-
stam, and R. Welcomme. 2012. Fish sampling with active methods.
Fisheries Research 123-124:1-3.

Kubecka, J., E. Hohausova, J. Maténa, J. Peterka, U. S. Amarasinghe,
S. A. Bonar, J. Hateley, P. Hickley, P. Suuronen, V. Tereschenko,
and R. Welcomme. 2009. The true picture of a lake or reservoir fish
stock: a review of needs and progress. Fisheries Research 96:1-5.

Lawson, G. L., and G. A. Rose. 1999. The importance of detectability to
acoustic surveys of semi-demersal fish. Journal of Marine Science
56:370-380.

Lawson, Z. J., M. J. Vander Zanden, C. A. Smith, E. Heald, T. R. Hra-
bik, and S. R. Carpenter. 2015. Experimental mixing of a north-tem-
perate lake: testing the thermal limits of a coldwater invasive fish.
Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 72:926-937.

Love, R. H. 1971. Dorsal-aspect target strength of an individual fish.
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 49:816-823.

Lyons, J. 1987. Distribution, abundance, and mortality of small littoral-
zone fishes in Sparkling Lake, Wisconsin. Environmental Biology of
fishes 18:93-107.

Madenjian, C. P., and P. A. Ryan. 2011. Effect of gear selectivity on rec-
ommended allowable harvest with application to the Lake Erie Yel-
low Perch fishery. North American Journal of Fisheries Management
15:79-82.

Magnuson, J. J., B. J. Benson, and A. S. McLain. 1994. Insights on spe-
cies richness and turnover from long-term ecological research: fishes
in north temperate lakes. American Zoologist 34:347-351.

Magnuson, J. J., T. K. Kratz, and B. J. Benson. 2006. Long-term
dynamics of lakes in the landscape: long-term ecological research on
north temperate lakes. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK.

Mangan, M. T., M. L. Brown, and T. R. Sauver. 2005. A comparison of
passive gears for selective Yellow Perch harvest. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management 25:1067-1072.

Mills, E. L., and J. L. Forney. 1988. Trophic dynamics and development
of freshwater pelagic food webs. Pages 11-30 in S. R. Carpenter, edi-
tor. Complex interactions in lake communities. Springer, New York.

Mullner, S. A., W. A. Hubert, and T. A. Wesche. 1998. Snorkeling as an
alternative to depletion electrofishing for estimating abundance and
length-class frequencies of trout in small streams. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management 18:947-953.

Neilson, J. D., D. Clark, G. D. Melvin, P. Perley, and C. Stevens. 2003.
The diel-vertical distribution and characteristics of prespawning aggre-
gations of Pollock (Pollachius virens) as inferred from hydroacoustic
observations: the implications for survey design. Journal of Marine
Science 60:860-871.

Paradis, Y., M. Mingelbier, P. Brodeur, and P. Magnan. 2008. Compar-
isons of catch and precision of pop nets, push nets, and seines for
sampling larval and juvenile Yellow Perch. North American Journal
of Fisheries Management 28:1554-1562.

Parker-Stetter, S. L., L. G. Rudstam, P. J. Sullivan, and D. M. Warner.
2009. Standard operating procedures for fisheries acoustic surveys in
the Great Lakes. Great Lakes Fisheries Commission, Special Publica-
tion 09-01, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Peterson, J. T., R. F. Thurow, and J. W. Guzevich. 2004. An evaluation
of multipass electrofishing for estimating the abundance of stream-
dwelling salmonids. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society
133:462-475.

Pine, W. E., J. E. Hightower, L. G. Coggins, M. V. Lauretta, and K. H.
Pollock. 2012. Design and analysis of tagging studies. Pages 521-572
in A. V. Zale, D. L. Parrish, and T. M. Sutton, editors. Fisheries
techniques, 3rd edition. American Fisheries Society, Bethesda, Mary-
land.

Ploskey, G. R., and T. J. Carlson. 1999. Comparison of hydroacoustic
and net estimates of fish guidance efficiency of an extended sub-
mersible bar screen at John Day Dam. North American Journal of
Fisheries Management 19:1066-1079.

Radabaugh, N. B., W. F. Bauer, and M. L. Brown. 2010. A comparison
of seasonal movement patterns of Yellow Perch in simple and com-
plex lake basins. North American Journal of Fisheries Management
30:179-190.

Ranson, B. H., T. W. Steig, and P. A. Nealson. 1996. Comparison of
hydroacoustic and net catch estimates of Pacific salmon smolt (Oncor-
hynchus spp.) passage at hydropower dams in the Columbia River
Basin, USA. Journal of Marine Science 53:477-481.

Ricker, W. E. 1975. Computation and interpretation of biological statistics
of fish populations. Fisheries Research Board of Canada Bulletin 191.

Riley, S. C., and K. D. Fausch. 1992. Underestimation of trout popula-
tion size by maximum likelihood removal estimates in small streams.
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 12:768-776.



MANAGEMENT BRIEF 9

Riley, S. C., R. L. Haedrich, and R. J. Gibson. 1993. Negative bias in
removal estimates of Atlantic Salmon parr relative to stream size.
Journal of Freshwater Ecology 8:97-101.

Robillard, S. R., and J. E. Marsden. 2001. Spawning substrate prefer-
ences of Yellow Perch along a sand-cobble shoreline in southwest
Lake Michigan. North American Journal of Fisheries Management
21:208-215.

Rodgers, J. D., M. F. Solazzi, S. L. Johnson, and M. A. Buckman.
1992. Comparison of three techniques to estimate juvenile Coho Sal-
mon populations in small streams. North American Journal of Fish-
eries Management 12:79-86.

Rosenberger, A. E., and J. B. Dunham. 2005. Validation of abundance
estimates from mark-recapture and removal techniques for Rainbow
Trout captured by electrofishing in small streams. North American
Journal of Fisheries Management 25:1395-1410.

Rudstam, L. G., J. J. Magnuson, and W. M. Tonn. 1984. Size selectivity
of passive fishing gear: a correction for encounter probability applied
to gill nets. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences
41:1252-1255.

Rudstam, L. G., S. L. Parker-Stetter, P. J. Sullivan, and D. M. Warner.
2009. Towards a standard operating procedure for fishery acoustic
surveys in the Laurentian Great Lakes, North America. Journal of
Marine Science 66:1391-1397.

Rydell, J. J., T. E. Lauer, and P. S. Forsythe. 2010. The influence of abi-
otic factors on gill-net catch rates of Yellow Perch in southern Lake
Michigan, 1989-2006. Fisheries Management and Ecology 17:284-290.

Rypel, A. L., J. Lyons, J. D. Tober Griffin, and T. D. Simonson. 2016.
Seventy-year retrospective on size-structure changes in the recreational
fisheries of Wisconsin. Fisheries 41:230-243.

Sass, G. G., J. F. Kitchell, S. R. Carpenter, T. R. Hrabik, A. E. Mar-
burg, and M. G. Turner. 2006. Fish community and food web
responses to a whole-lake removal of coarse woody habitat. Fisheries
31:321-330.

Treasure, J. W. 1981. Some aspects of the reproductive biology of Perch
Perca fluviatilis L. fecundity, maturation, and spawning behavior.
Journal of Fish Biology 18:729-740.

Wheeland, L. J., and G. A. Rose. 2015. Quantifying fish avoidance of
small acoustic survey vessels in boreal lakes and reservoirs. Ecology
of Freshwater Fish 24:67-76.

Whiteside, M. C., C. M. Swindoll, and W. L. Doolittle. 1985. Factors
affecting the early life history of Yellow Perch, Perca flavescens. Envi-
ronmental Biology of Fishes 12:47-56.

Woolnough, D. A., J. A. Downing, and T. J. Newton. 2009. Fish move-
ment and habitat use depends on water body size and shape. Ecology
of Freshwater Fish 18:83-91.

Yu, H., Y. Jiao, and A. Winter. 2011. Catch-rate standardization for
Yellow Perch in Lake Erie: a comparison of the spatial generalized
linear model and the generalized additive model. Transactions of the
American Fisheries Society 140:905-918.



