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Overview: The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
Fisheries Division primarily uses electrofishing equipment to monitor fish populations in streams
and wadable river§.hese arelynamic systems that
are subject to both natural variation (e.qg., flood, =
drought, and natural changes in temperatures on af
temporal and spatial scale) and anthropogenic fact(s
(e.g., industrialization, impoundment, flow diversior} "
pollution [including themal], agriculture,
development, urban sprawl, andntdite change).
Annualfish population data collection using )
standardizednethods is important to make informed|2%-*
management decisions.

Objectives of the stream monitoring job are:
Staff conducting a backpack electrofishin
1. Monitor streams where water quality or sample.

physical habitat has been improved or has
become degraded.

2. Assess fish populations of loitgrm reference streams.

3. Conduct water temperature mapping of stream networks to locate sources of thermal
loading.

4. Develop systems to map water temperature and other stream data including
barriers/obstructions to fish movement.

5. Assess shoriand longterm environmental trends by sampling a variety of reference
streams on a regular basis and bgaepling selected historical stream survey sites.
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6. Assess important riverine trout fisheries on a rotational basis.
7. Standardize and archive stream survey data
and make information available to the
di visionds Habitat £
Enhancement program, other divisions withi
the DEEP, town land use commissions, and
the public.

This report describes efforts related to these
objectives during the study year. Under thb, the
Fisheries Division collected data @a0sites, via
electrofishing, during 202(Table 1 and Figure 1).

Brook Trout, a core member of
Connecticutods col d

Key Findings

Table 1. Count of sample events by purpose for stream locations sampled with electrofishing. in 202
Note that several locations were sampled for more than one purpose aswtt@aaccordingly. See
Appendix in Study 1, Job 2 for list of streams and locations sampled in 2024.

Sample Purpose Count
Fry/Fingerling 43
General Survey 23
HCE 9
Headwaters 3
Long-Term 6
Old Stream Survey 5
Special Study 14
Species Specific 12
TMA 11
Wild Trout 73
WTMA 10
WTMA/QOId Stream Survey 1
Total 210
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Figure 1. Locations of 210 streams sections sampled in 2024 in support of this job.

Objective 1: Monitor streams where water quality or physical habitat has been improved
or has become degraded.

1 One site was sampled in collaboration with the Habitat Conservation and Enhancement
program where instream habitat work was previously completed during 2019 in the
Norwal k River (Wilton) at Schenckos | sl
spawring habitat for Brown Trout in nearly an 800m stretch of river.

o Only one stocked Brown Trout and one stocked Rainbow Trout was observed in a
300m sample location within the habitat improved area.

0 In a previous sample conducted at this location in 2019, prior to instream habitat
work, 41 Brown Trout (mix of stocked adults (n=11, range=32¢m) and fry
stocked origin (n=30, range=M cm)) and one stocked Rainbow Trout were
documented in a 371mrsgle.

o This location is annually stocked with adult trout during spring for catch and keep and
prior to 2023 also received springtime stockings of Brown Trout fry for grow out.

o Itis recommended that fry stocking resume in 2025 to improve densities of Brown
Trout in this stretch of river.

1 Three sites in the Mill River (Fairfield) were sampled in 2024 prior to instream habitat
work that is slated fo2025and aimed at improving pool and spawning habitat for Brown
Trout.

o The Mill River Fairfield,aClass 1 WWd Trout Management Area (cat@ndrelease
only yearround with no stockingwas sampled at three sites from just below
Congress Street to just above Sport Hill Road (RT 59). Flows at the time of the
sample werelevated~ 31 CFS) due to a drawdown of the Easton Reservoir, and
wild Brown Trout densities were moderate to high (1314@2.8/km) whilewild
Brook Trout densities were low (3.8/km, only detected at the upgsrsampling
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location). In 2023, three standard sites were sampled upstrdaim stream reach
and wild Brown Trout densities ranged from 21858/km, and wild Brook Trout
densities ranged from 15592/km. Typically, wild Brook Trout densities increase in
the upper reaches of this WTMaloser to the reservoivwyhile Brown Trout densities
decrease. Sampling is slated to occur agaz025

Objective 2: Assess fish populations of lonterm reference streams.

1 Fish populations were assessedixlong-term reference streams whéxahall-

species datand water temperatures (Hobo thermographsjyaieally collected

Highlights include:

o Inthe Conginchaug River, wild Brook Trodénsitieq5.1/km) were low in 2024
compared to previous years while Brown Trout densities (18.5/km) were near the
highest ever recorded (Figu2g Recent clearing of riparian habitat along the
stream bank may have altered stream temperatures and habitat. Thermograph
logger history (Hobo Pro v2) will be investigated to determine temperature trends.
In addition, more frequent sampling may be reglitedocument changes in the
wild trout community.

Coginchaug River Trout Trend
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Figure 2. Densities of wild Brook Trout and Brown Trout sampled from 200#34.

o In Salmon Brook (a WTMA Class 2), Brown Trout numbers remain low (0
28.6/km) across three sample locations where experimental Brown Trout fry
stocking has occurred since 2021 because the population crashed. No fry stocking
occurred in 2023 but resumed i822. It is hoped that fry stocked Brown Trout
will survive to reproductive age and initiate a ssitaining population.

0 Sages Ravine continues to produce some of the strongest Brook Trout population
in the state (1,020/km). This stream will become a WTMA Class 1 in 2026 due to
its strong wild trout population and good angler access along trails that connect to
the Appalackan Trail.
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Objective 3: Conduct water temperature mapping of stream networks to locate sources of
thermal loading.

1 Twenty-seventhermographs (Figur® were deployedh 2024 Most thermographs were
slated to be recovered/replaced after April 1, 2025. @emmveredtemperature data will
be uploaded to the SHEDS websitétyf://ecosheds.orfor long term data storage and
public access.

o In addition,meanJuly temperatures, meaommertime temperatures (Jygust),
and the daily maximum temperatwél be calculated to determine the extent of
coldwater habitat present in logger locations and adjacent stream reaches.
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Figure 3. Locations of the 27 thermographs deployed by project staff in.2024

1 Nine of the thermographs deployed and retrieved in 2024 were paired with air
temperature loggers to discern which tributaries had higher inputs from groundwater.
Temperature regimes in groundwater dominated streams are typically more stable
throughout thegzear and may provide thermal refugia for coldwater species. Air
temperatures were included to compare stream temperatures with changes in ambient
temperature.

o Cold groundwater inputs ranged from dominant (NNT Mount Misery Brook; Figure
4) to marginal (Mount Misery Brook; Figure 5) or nonexistent (NNT Denison Brook),
where the stream went dry during a drought period.
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Figure 4. Paired air (red) and water (blue) temperatures (degrees Celsius) recorded from No Name

Tributary (NNT) to Mount Misery Brook during July and August of 2024.
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Figure 5. Paired air (red) and water (blue) temperatures (degrees Celsius) recorded from Mount

Misery Brook during July and August of 2024.
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1 Surveyl123 was utilized to collect site information regarding location of thermograph
placement. Use of the application improved data collection, data entry, and data storage
capabilities.

Objective 4: Develop systems to map water temperature and other stream data including
barriers/obstructions to fish movement.

1 The use of drone cameras with thermal imaging is being investigated to help identify
coldwater habitat in the riverine environment. In addition, drones could be utilized to
help informidentification of potentiabarriers/obstructions to fish movement.

1 In 2024, twelve FisherieDivision staff completed online culvert survey training through
the North Atlantic Aquatic Connectivity Collaborative (NAACG)aff completedhe
required field training and shadowing to become lead observers in 2024raohetted
surveys and guetvolunteer groups utilizing a new culvert survey priority liStlverts
were prioritized for assessment usthg Statés Coldwater Stream Habitat Map T
Cold Water Streamsin addition, staff also created a priority list of culvgntsviously
surveyed using the NAACC culvert survey protocol (and scored as significant or severe
barriers to fish passage) within the Coldwa&&eam Habitat Magrhis priority culvert
replacement list will guide future restoration efforts to improve connectivity to coldwater
habitat.

Objective 5: Assess shortand longterm environmental trends by sampling a variety of
reference streams on a regular basis and by 1&ampling selected historical stream survey
sites.

1 Five sites from the original Stream Survey (19885; OSS) were randomly selected
and sampled during 2024.
o Wild Brook Trout were sampled in three sites, and Wild Brown Trout in one.
o Wild Bowfin were documented for the first time at one of the sites (Podunk River).
o A large rain event during August prevented the continued sampling of large OSS sites
scheduled for 2024.
1 Nine streams were sampled to assess fish communities in the Pomperaug River and its
tributaries where Knobfin Sculpit©ottus immaculatyshave invaded or may colonize in
the future.
o Only one Knobfin was sampled above a previous movement barrier, and the sculpin
was removed from the area.
o No Knobfin were observed in streams adjacent to previously documented distribution
extent (Figure 6).
0 A subset of 24 Knobfin collected in Sprain Brook were aged by two independent
readers using thisectioned otoliths. Ages ranged from 1 to 3 years (Figure 7).
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https://ctdeepwatermonitoring.github.io/ColdWaterHab/
https://ctdeepwatermonitoring.github.io/ColdWaterHab/
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Figure 6. Distribution of Knobfin and Slimy sculpin within Connecticut. Map was previously
published in Tellier et al. 2023.
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Figure 7. Length (mm) at age plot of Knobfin Sculpin captured in Sprain Brook during 2024.

1 Brown Brook, aributaryto the Hollenbeck Rivewas sampled for wild trout and
Burbot. Brook and Brown trout were found in low densities; 19.2 and 12.8 trout/km,
respectively. Zero Burbot were documented.

Objective 6: Assess important riverine trout fisheries on a rotational basis.

1 Nine standard sites within the yaaund catch and release section of the West Branch
Farmington River Trout Management Area (TMA) and two seasonal catch and release
sections within the Farmington River TMA (above and below the-saard TMA) were
sampl@ to characterize the trout population and for broodstock colle(iea
Broodstock Salmonid Management report for more detail)

o Forty-five percenbf all Brown Troutsampledn the yeairound TMAwereof wild
origin.

o0 One wildRainbowTroutwas detectedh the yeairound TMA

o In 2024, the second highest catch rates of trout (464/km; average 340/kiBQRH5
were recorded within the standard sampling areas of thegead TMA (Figureg).
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Figure 8. Singlepass electrofishing catch rates (trout’/km and wild Bro
Trout/km) during late summer/early fall in standard sections of the-ngeard
catch and release area of the West Branch Farmington River TMA;2(8856
Note that no population sampling ocoed in years where datapoints are abser

o Wild Brown Trout catch rates were the second highest ever recorded (181/km,
average 99 fish/km 199%024) (Figures 8 and 9). As seen in Figure 9, the wild
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Figure 9. Singlepass electrofishing catch rates (trout/km) during late summer/e
fall in standard sections of the yeayund catch and release area of the West Bral
Farmington River TMA, 1993024. Note that no population sampling occurred
years where datagpnts are absent.
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Brown Trout population is largely made up of fish smaller than 28 cm, but numbers
of fish > 28cm are increasing.

o0 The estimated trout biomass in 2024 was the second highest ever observed in the
yearround TMA (Figure 10).
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Figure 10.Estimated trout biomass in the yeaund TMA since 1995. The blue line represents
estimated biomass, and the gray line represents thgdi@emoving average.

0 The estimated total number of trout was the second highest ever recorded in-the year
round TMA (Figure 11).
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Figure 11.Estimated number of trout in the yeaund TMA since 1995. The blue line
represents estimated number of trout, and the gray line represents tigediveoving average.

o0 The estimated numbers of large trout were the highest recorded since 2012 (Figure
12) and are approaching historic levels.
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Estimated Numbers of Large Trout in W.
Br. Farmington River TMA
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Figure 13.Numbers of Brown Trout sampled in the newest section of the Farmington Riveowyeer
TMA. Note the origin of trout broken down by stocked vs. wild.

o0 Numbers of Brown Trout were down in the newest expanded section of the year
round TMA, which occurred in 2012 (Figure 13). This area is tough to sample, and
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efficiency was low in 2024 compared to previous years. It is recommended to sample
this location more frequently.

Trout numbers were down in the upper Seasonal TMA when compared to recent sample
(Table 2). Flows at the time of sampling were more than favorable and efficiency was high. It is
recommended this area is sampled at a higher frequency than was don&st.the p

Table 2.Number of trout/km in the upper Seasonal TMA (Canoe Launch).

Stocked Brown Trout Wild Brown Trout Rainbow Trout Brook |Total
Year Size class (cm) Size class (cm) Size class (cm) Trout Trout
<28 28-33 34-40 >40 <28 28-33 34-40 >40 <34 34-40 >40 All Sizes
2003* 26 36 7 0 0 3 0 0 3 7 0 7 89
New regulations 2012
2012* 0 7 0 3 13 0 7 0 7 3 0 39 79
2013* 62 124 26 3 42 3 3 0 29 3 3 59 357
2015 10 13 7 0 59 3 7 3 13 7 0 82 204
2024 0| 0 0 0 18] 13] 0 13 9 9 4 17| 83

*Fall stocking prior to smapling

o Trout numbers were similar to previous samples in the lower Seasonal TMA (Table
3). It is recommended this area is sampled at a higher frequency than was done in the
past.

Table 3.Number of trout/km in the lower Seasonal TMA sampling location (Condos).

Stocked Brown Trout Wild Brown Trout Rainbow Trout Brook Total

vear Size class (cm) Size class (cm) Size class (cm) Trout Trout

<28 |28-33  [34-40 [>40 <28 [28-33 [34-40 [>40 <34 [3440 [>40 All Sizes
New regulations 2012

2012 7 13 3 0 39 7 29 7 26 20 3 0 154
2015 13 29 16 3 69 10 0 10 16 10] 0 23 199
2024 0 3 3 0 63 3 25 22 8 11 6 6 150

Objective 7: Standardize and archive stream survey data, and make information available
to the HCE program, other divisions within the DEEP, town land use commissions and the
public.

1 All DEEP Fisheries Division data are compiled and entered into a centralized Microsoft

Access database.

o Data was provided to Trout Unlimited, Eastern Brook Trout Joint Ventures,
Universities private consultantgnd DEERs Bureau ofWater Protection and Land
Reuse

1 An agreement with the University of Connecticut to employ a-gostoral researcher

was initiated in 2024. This researcher will compile all historical and contemporary data

collected by theoldwater and warmwater programusd populate relational databases to

optimize data accessibility.
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Moving Forward

1 Revisit a subset of the streams that were documented as dry in 2016 to determine the
long-term effects of droughts on fish communities.

1 Finish the remainingandomly chosen historic Stream Survey @9895) sitestarted
in 2023

1 Assess wild trout reproduction in formerly Brown Trout fry stocked rivers and streams.

1 Develop a longerm monitoring strategy for the State endangered Burbot, a coldwater
sensitive species.

{1 Finalize priority culvert surveying and replacement lists and make them public.

1 Monitor stream temperatures in systamglentify thermal loading.

1 Work to develogheuse of drones to aid in water temperature and stream barrier
mapping.

1 Determine feasibility of usingSRI productgo recordstreamfish sampling data
collected in the field.

1 Work with the UConn researcher¢ombine recent and historical stream monitoring data
(among other data typessito userfriendly data products for staff and the public.

! Add an objective to identify and remove Knobfin Sculpin populations to mitigate their
negative impacts on the resident fish community.
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Photos of Turkey Hill Brook repopulation of Brook Trout in 2024

Overview: Wild Brook TroutandBrown Troutpopulations are important sustainable resources
that add quality and diversity to Connecticut fisheries. The iconic Brook Trout is the only native
trout (technically a char) historically found in Connecti&rown Trout, introduced to
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https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Fishing/Freshwater/Freshwater-Fishes-of-Connecticut/Brook-Trout#:~:text=Brook%20trout%20seldom%20survive%20the,(4%20to%206%20inches).
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Fishing/Freshwater/Freshwater-Fishes-of-Connecticut/Brown-Trout

Connecticut waters over 100 years agwehalsoestablished selustaining populations within

riv

ers and streams. Conti nued,csupledpvithiroutme of t

monitoring of key sentinel streamis necessary to document the effaafta changing
environment and recreational fishing pressamevild trout populations

There arean estimated 4,000 mile$ streams and rivers within Connecticut that contain self
sustaining populations of wild trout that are regulated by statewide trout fishing regulations (5
trout per day, no size limit, no gear restrictions, season is from Opening Day of HalVest [2
Saturday in April at 6am] until the last day of February and Catch and Release only from March
1%t through Opening Day of Harvesf) subset of these waterbodies are classified into one of
three types oWVild Trout Management Areg®¥VTMAS), each differentiated by regulatio

T

Class 1: Catch and Release only yaaund, use of a single barbless hook, artificial lure
or fly only. These receive no stocking of hatchery fish. Monitoring and assessment are
part of this job.

Class 2: Two trout per day limit, 12nch minimum size harvest season is from Opening
Day of Harvest until the last day of February and Catch and Release only from March 1
through Opening Day of Harvest. These may receive fish stocked as juveniles or adults.
Reporting on fry/adult stocking is part of the trout stocking job.

Class 3: Five trout per day limit, 9nch minimum size harvest season is from Opening
Day of Harvest until the last day of February and Catch and Release only from March 1
through Opening Day of Harvest. These may receive fish stocked as juveniles or adults.
Reporting on fry/adult stocking is part of the trout stocking job.

The objectives of the wild trout job are:

1.
2.

Monitor and assess fish populations in sentinel wild trout streams.

Assess fish populations of headwater streams, with emphasis on documenting previously
unrsampled populations of native, wild Brook Trout, naturalixéttl Brown Trout and

other sensitive cold and/or coolwater fish species.

Systematically resample former Statewide Stream Survey sample sites that supported
viable wild trout populations.

Reintroduce wild Brook Trout to sections of streswhere local extirpation has

occurred via natural or humaalated causes.

Key Findings

Object

T

Page

ive 1. Monitor and assess fish populations in sentinel wild trout streams

Electrofishing ampling(single passpccurred insix sentinel wild trout streameaches
(typically referred to as Lonterm sites) during 2G2(Appendix 1).Some highlights
include:
o Inthe Conginchaug River, wild Brook Trout (5.1/km) were low in 2024 compared
to previous years while Brown Trout densities (18.5/km) were near the highest
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https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Fishing/Fisheries-Management/Wild-Trout-Management-Areas

ever recorded (Figure 1). Recent clearing of riparian habitat along the stream bank|
may have altered stream temperatures and habitat. Thermograph logger history
(Hobo Pro v2) will be investigated to determine temperature trends. In addition,
more frequensampling may be required to document changes in the wild trout
community.

Coginchaug River Trout Trend
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Figure 1. Densities of wild Brook Trout and Brown Trout sampled from 22031

o In Salmon Brook (a WTMA Class 2), Brown Trout numbers remain low (0
28.6/km) across three sample locations where experimental Brown Trout fry
stocking has occurred since 2021 because the population crashed. No fry stocking
occurred in 2023 but resumed i822. It is hoped that fry stocked Brown Trout
will live to reproductive age and initiate a sslistaining population.

0 Sages Ravine (sample 36095) continues to produce some of the strongest Brook
Trout populations in the state (1,020/km). Although not a Liengy site, another
sample location on Sages Ravine (36096) downstream of the aforementioned site
had even strongemumbers of wild Brook Trout present (1,501/km). This stream
will become a WTMA Class 1 in 2026 due to its strong wild trout population and
good angler access along trails that connect to the Appalachian Trail.

o The Little River in Oxford (sample 36086) was sampled in 2024. Wild Brook
Trout densities remain high (434.8/km in 2024 vs 560.8 in 2023) while wild
Brown Trout numberarelow (12.4/km in 2024 vs. 6.8/km in 20R®verall,
densities of wild Brook and Brown trout have fallen sharply since 2010 (Figure
2), and continued monitoring is suggested to track this wild trout population.
Brown Trout densities likely have decreased since Brown Trout fry stocking
ceased in 2@from a point starting ~ 0.8 km downstnmeaf this sampling
location (Figure 3). Due to a damaging flood that occurred in August 2024, the
Little River will be sampled again in 2025 to determine if the wild trout
population was affected at this site.
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Figure 2. Densities of wild Brook Trout and Brown Trout sampled at Christian Road from
1997-2024.
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Figure 3. Historic Brown Trout Fry stocking numbers downstream of the Christian Road
sampling location from 2022022.

1 ElevenWTMA (Class land 3)streamsectionsvere sampled in 2R
o Two sample locations on Wachocastinook Creek that were sampled in 2023
during a high flow period were resampled in 2024 under more suitable flow
conditions. The lowermost site (sample 36075) had low numbers of wild Brook
Trout (28.5/km) and high numberswiid browns (689/km). An adjacent sample
site just upstream (sample 36094) had slightly stronger densities of Brook
(53.6/km) and Brown trout (757.3/km). Both sites are heavily fished by anglers as
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they are close to parking and hiking trails. Despite this, wild trout numbers remain
high.

Five stream reaches of Roaring Brook (Willingtetafford) within the WTMA 3
designation, and one stream reach outside of the WTMA were sampled in 2024.
This WTMA was last stocked with Brown Trout fry in 2021. No wild trout were
detected at the upper twarapling locations (samples 36122 & 36123). Site
36122 within the WTMA historically held low densities of wild Brook Trout, but
did support fry stocked Brown Trout. At site 36123, two Brook Trout were
documented in a previous sample in 2007. Moderate nsnotbevild Brook

Trout (72.1/km) were detected at the middle sampling location (sample 36121),
where no wild browns were observed, but two brow4 cm were detected that
could have been of wild or frgtocked origin (fin quality is high in both wild and
fry-stocked origin fish and distinction between the two is difficult). At the three
lowermost locations (samples 36124, 36128, and 36129), Bk densities

were low and ranged from 24i.443.7/km; wild Brown Trout densities were
generally higher andanged from 12.9 243.8/km, with most observed in an area
of low fishing pressure alonigterstate84 (sample 36128). In the three lowermost
areas, densities of possible-Btocked origin Brown Trout ranged from 34.3
204.2/km. Cutoffs of 18 cm between wild vs. fry stock designation were

utilized in these areas because there was a clear distinction betweelagsas

of what could have been deemed wild vs:dtgcked after three possible years of
growth since stocking. Cutoffs were cengtive anduture sampling will help to
better characterize the true contribution of wild Brown Trout in this system since
fry stocking has ceased. Only numbers of true wild Brown Trout were reported in
the Appendix except for Salmon Brook due to ongoing experimiptsiocking.

The Mill River, Fairfield, Class 1 WTMA, was sampled at three sites from just
below Congress Street to just above Sport Hill Road (RT 59) in advance of stream
habitat enhancement work that is set to take place in 2026. Flows at the time of
the sample werkigh (~ 31 CFS) due to a drawdown of Easton Reservoir, and
wild Brown Trout densities were moderate to high (1314@2.8/km) while

Brook Trout densities were low (3.8/km, only detected at the upper location). In
2023, three standard sites were samplesirapm of these locations and wild
Brown Trout densities ranged from 2L 558/km, and wild Brook Trout densities
ranged from 15 592/km. Typically, wild Brook Trout densities increase in the
upper reaches of this WTMA while Brown Trout densities decrezampling is
slated to occur again during the summer of 2025 in advance of the habitat
enhancement work.

Moving forward, historic WTMA Class 1 sites may be sampled on a rotational
basis as opposed to annually. This will allow for increased manpower allocation
to monitoring and restoration efforts for wild Brook Trout (transfers from donor
populations), and @sible wild Brown Trout removals where sympatric Brook
and Brown trout populations occur.

Oneof three standard samplirsgies on the Tankerhoosen River WTMAelow

the confluence with Railroad Bropkias sampled in 2024ensities of Brook
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Trout were low (16/km) while Brown Trout densities were considerably higher
(496/km). Brook Trout densities in the system have remain low since 2005

(Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Densities of wild Brook Trout and Brown Trout sampled across three standard sample sites
from 19892018. Data from 2023 were not included because only two of the three sample locations were
surveyed. Data from 2024 was not included because only one efites were sampled. The black lines
represent trend lines where both show a decrease in trout over time.

Objective 2: Assess fish populations of headwater streams, with emphasis on documenting
previously un-sampled populations of native, wild Brook Trout, naturalizedwild Brown
Trout and other sensitive cold and/or coolwater fish species.

9 To prioritize locations where headwater sampling occurred, the Fisheries Division
utiizedtheEa st er n Br ook T({EBTIU) catthomeni/habitat patch layere 6 s
(Figureb) for site selection. Sites were selected from patches where Brook Trout
populations were predicted to ocamdno sampling had previously taken place or
sampling datareolder than 10 years. Additionally, patches were given higher priority if
they were near patches where wild Brook Trout were previously sampledvildia
uploaded to update the EBTJV map.
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https://easternbrooktrout.org/

o Threenew headwater streasegmentsvere sampled in 2@(Appendix 1).

Figure 5. Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture catchment layer
showing where wild trout have been sampled or are predicted tqg
found. The blueatchmentséndicate wild Brook Trout populations,
the dark greematchmenténdicate a mix of wildBrook andBrown
trout populations, and the bright greeatchmentsndicate wild
Brown Trout populations. Thgray catchmentsndicate where no
wild trout have been sampled or are predicted to not be fcamdl
the white catchments indicate where no sampling has occurhed.
orange catchment indicates where osilgcked brownbkave been
documentedAdditional stream data evaluateshnuallyfor

inclusion in this map.

Sampling took place in two
sections of Preston Brook
above and below a state
forest road crossing with a
perched culvert pipe and in a
no-named tributary to
Preston Brook downstream
of the road crossing total
of onenew wild Brook

Trout populatiorwas
documented, and no wild
Brown Trout were detected
at any new locationZero
Brook Trout were detected
in the nenamed tributary,
but high densities were
detected in Preston Brook
below(566.7/km) and above
(611.7) the road crossing.
Additionally, no new Slimy
Sculpin (a coldwater
indicator species)
populations were
documented.

o] Although not targeted
as a headwater site, the Mill
River in Stamford was
sampled for Brook Trout

after the Mianus Chapter of Trout Unlimited utilized eDNA to docuntiesit
presencén 2023. Brook Trout were documented in two sample reaches 24.4/km
(lower reach) and 101.6/km (upper reach) as well as Brown Trqustitne

lower sampling reach (324/km). It appears that wild Brown Trout are limiting
Brook Trout densities in the lower reach of the river.

Objective 3: Systematically resample former Statewide Stream Survey sample sites that
supported viable wild trout populations.

1 No targeted, systematic resample of wild trout populations was conductedinb2d2

sites where zero Brook Trout were detected in a survey by Eltz (2023) were resampled
(20 of 30) along with adjacent reaches and close proximity tributaries (43). In all, 63
locations were sampled to detect if wild Brook Trout were present at aitggesd during
19881994 or present nearby within each system.

o Four sites where wild Brook Trout were not detected in 2022 were found to have

Brook Trout in 2024. One site, Theims Brook (sample 36058) was dry in 2022
24|
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and another, nomamed tributary to Stonehouse Brook (36010) was near dry in
2022. This small tributary likely serves as a spawning/nursery stream for
Stonehouse Brook due to its small size (1.1 meters wide). The other two sites,
West Branch Leadmine BrogR6406) and Todd Hollow Brook (36415) had low
numbers of Brook Trout present; therefore, they may have gone undetected in
2022.

o Brook Trout went undetected at all other locations that were resampled for Brook
Trout in 2022 (16 of 20 sites).

0 Systems where Brook Trout were detected in adjacent reaches or nearby
tributaries, but not at the original sample locations include Stony Brook, Merryall
Brook, a nenamed tributary to the West Aspetuck River (the original site; a no
named tributary, wasnsampleable due to a heavy understory),-aarmed
tributary to the East Branch Naugatuck River, Theims Brook, White Brook,
McCarthyds Br ook, Todd Holl ow Br ook,

A Opportunities for restoration will be investigated at all sites. Although no
Brook Trout were present in the Bullymuck Brook (samples 3&BIH.9)
system, it looks to be promising for restoration due to cold summertime
water temperaturgs 18.5 C) and appropriate instream habitat. A
thermograph was placed in the stream in early July 2024 and will be
removed in early 2025 to determine if water temperatures are suitable for
restoration efforts. Suitable donor populations will be investigated
2025.

Objective 4: Reintroduce wild Brook Trout to sections of stream where local extirpation
has occurred via natural or humanrelated causes.

1 Wwild Brook Trout were transferred upstream of an impassable culvert on Turkey Hill
Brook at Interstate Lane in Waterbury on Octohe2(23, and again on October 2, 2024

o Previous electrofishing sampling efforts in Turkey Hill Brook on June 16, 2021,
and August 14, 2023, indicated that Brook Trout were not present above Interstate
Lane but were present below (216/km) and in-aamed tributary (only sampled
in 2021; one idividual) that joins the brook below the road crossing.

0 On October 2, 2023, twentyo pre-spawn Brook Trout adults (10 female and 12
male) were collected from downstream of Interstate Lane and stocked upstream of
the road crossing teestablish a selustaining population.

A Prespawn adults were stocked at a rate of 50/km.

A Females ranged in size from-2% cm and males from 1% cm.

A Follow-up monitoring (electrofishingpok place in 2024which
determined that spawning was successful in 2023 after the transfer took
place. On September B0six youngof-the-year (YOY) Brook Trout were
sampled (12/km) in the reach above Interstate Lane; another YOY was
observed, but not collected.
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o0 On October 2, 2024, another sevengpawn Brook Trout adults (three males
and four females) were collected from downstream of Interstate Lane and stocked
upstream of the road crossing.
A Females ranged in size fror8-22 cm and males
from 19-25 cm.
A Aredd survey was conducted in Turkey Hill Brook
above Interstate Lane on Novembet'14and one fresh
redd was observed.
A Further sites for Brook Trout transfers are planned
for 2025 provided suitable donor populations are
documented.
1 A sympatric population of wil@rook andBrown
Troutwas noted in Kent Falls Brook on August 13, 2020,
above the falls, which are impassable to fish, and where
only Brook Trout were previously documented.
o To improve conditions for Brook Trout survival,
two stream segments above the falls (Dugan Road and
: o +*F Carter Road) were sampled with electrofishiegr on
N fus | August 1314, 2024 after &mited Brown Trout removal

Image of Book Trout redd oserve took place in 2023.
in Turkey Hill Brook, November A At Dugan Road (just above the falls) densities of
2024. Brook Trout improved in 2024 (162.4/km vs..Z&m in

2023) while Brown
Trout densities decreased (135.3/Ki
vs. 22L.9km in 2023).Twenty
Brown Trout were removed from
this site.

A At Cater Road (~ 1 km upstream
from Dugan Road) densities of
Brook Trout (278.1/km in 2024 vs.
337.2/km in 2023) were still higher
than Brown Trout (59.2/km in 2024
vs. 651/km in 2023).Ten Brown
Trout were removed from this site.

A Additionally, another ~ 1,500 m
were sampled upstream of the falls
(excluding the Dugan and Carter
Road sitesyolely to remove wild
Brown Trout(Brook Trout numbers
and sizes were not collected in theg

areas)A total of 173 Brown Trout | Image of Kent Falls. Brown Trout
were removed. were removed upstream of the fallg
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A In all, 203 Brown Trout wereemovedrom above the falland
transferred to suitable habitat below the falls in the Trout Park.
A Anotherwidespread removas planned for latessummer 203 to see how
wild trout populations respond to the removal.
1 Additionally, a Hobo Pro v2 thermograph was placed in Kent Fall
Brook upstream of the falls in early July 2024 to track water
temperatures. The thermograph is slated to be removed and
downloaded in early 2025.
A Further sites for possible Brown Trout removals from sympatric
populations with Brook Trout will be investigated in 2025.

1 Previouslystocking of juvenileBrown Trout into WTMA2s and WTMAS3s would have
been recordeds part othe Wild Trout jobwith a target of stocking 20,000 individuals.
While the Fisheries Division continues to stgakenile Brown Trout in select locations,
this is no longer considered part of our Wild Trout management strategy and is
considered instead as part of eegular fish distribution. This change in management
strategy will be reflected in future grant narratives.

Other important work done under the auspices of the Wild Trout Job in 2023024.

1 Reddsurveys were conducted collaboratively with Trout Unlimited (TU) members
(Farmington Valley Thames Valley, and Mianus Chaptdfastern Region Staff,
National Staffyand volunteersii 2024 from early Septembdhrough midDecemberAn
electronic form developed by TU staffil&R1Survey123 was utilized to capture data
specific redd location®ata recorded includeslrvey stream reach start and stop
location (georeferenced), redd location (georeferenced), redd images, and general
commentsCT DEEPFisheries stafand TU Chapter membeusilized the form to log
redd data collected frommore than 2@vild trout streams around the stat& mid-
Decembemhen conditions became unsuitable for surveyfbnk to the interactive
map @n be found herelU Redd Survey v1 web applicatipfrisheries staff wilhgain
work with TU to garnemoreinterest and support from volunteers and conduct training
with the intent of doing a statewide survey in the fall®2062er an extended period of
time (SeptembeDecember)Redd survey data will be used to map spawning habitat
index the abundance of sexually mature trantdhelp raise awareness and interest in
wild trout within the StateRedd data will also be used to support Objectives 1 and 2 by
providing insight into population status of sentinel wild trout streams antpsty
unsampled headwater sites.
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https://trout.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=b3e4a9861cae46ca93aa8baa94f51f95

Images of redds captured at Lievre Brook (left) and Gulf Stream (right) in fall of 20

Moving Forward

9 Utilize recently develope@onnecti cut 6s Pl an for Conserv @t
Troutto guide sampling and restorations efforts.
1 Sample additional previously tsampled headwater streams with priority on augmenting
existing Eastern Brook Trout Joint Ventwatchmentnapping.
1 Continue to monitor sentinel streams to maintain the lengthy period of record.
1 Continue to participate in local, regional, and national workgroups focused on the
management of wild trout.
1T Coll aborate with the DEEPOs Water Qualityf§ Mo
Connecticutdéds col d. water stream habitat m@p
1 Continue to perform robust statistical ana/snlongterm datasets.
1 Perform in depth analysis on recentlysaampled historic Brook Trout sites to determine
possible causes for losses in populations and densities.
1 Determine next step(s) needed where Bitdok Trout populations are determined to be
extirpated omt risk of becoming extiprated
1 Develop plan for resampling historic wild Brook Trout sites every 5 years.
1 Continue to develop a statewide redd survey program in collaboration with Trout Unlimited.
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/DEEP/fishing/fisheries_management/Wild-Trout-Managment-Plan-Final-01202022.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/DEEP/fishing/fisheries_management/Wild-Trout-Managment-Plan-Final-01202022.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Water/Inland-Water-Monitoring/Cold-Water-Stream-Habitat-Map

1 Continue to screen for gill lice, and other external parasites on all stocked and wild Brook
Trout collected during fish community samples when encountered during theamider to
early fall period(Eltz 2020)

1 Support regulation changes such as a statewide minimum length for trout and the creation of
new WTMA Class 1 streams.

1 Identify locations where sympatric populations of Brook and Brown trout populations occur
and determine if Brown Trout removals are feasible and if they would improve conditions for
Brook Trout. Consider adding this as a new objective to future Wild Taduteports.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Mostlocations sampled in 2@dy the Inland Fisheries Division coldwater stafth stream electrofishing equipment
(single passand number of wild brook and brown trout presef@E are sites were sampled by the Habitat Conservation &
Enhancement groupleadwatersre locations sampled to document new wild Brook Trout populabiosises where Brook Trout
were previously documented, but alLosttetmsiteshsarse msbthsertirelemid treuasigs| e d
and coldwater sites (coldwater habitat/coldwater spp. preselatStream Survegites were randomly chosen for resampling to
determine ifstream fish communities have changed since the original sample$9881994. All Fry/Fingerlingsites were sampled
to determine iBrown Trout numbers improved after experimental stockiBgawn Trout documented &ry/Fingerlingsites may be
of wild or hatchery origin and are indistinguishable from wild browns, but size cutoffs were utilized to exclude fisly ptssied
as fry since fry stocking ceased in all areas (except Salmon Brook Glastonbury) by 2022rmimgton Rivelr MA was sampled to
estimate the trout population aodllect broodstock for the Survivor Brown Trout prograffild trout sites were sampled to
determinghe status of wild trout populationSpecial Studites were sampled temove Brown Trout from sgpatric populations
of Brook Trout or to monitor for Knobfin SculpitVTMA (Class 1, 2, or 3ites were sampled as sentinel sitesonitor wild trout
population trendsSpecies Specifisamples targeted species such as BufbeheralSurveysites were sampled to characterize the
fish community NNT stands for neamed tributary. WBK = wild Brook Trout. WBN = wild Brown Trout. WRW = wild Rainbow

Trout.
Sample | Waterbody ylat xlong Sample Purpose | Sample Avg Sample | WBK | WBN | WRW
Number Length (m) | Width (m)
36001 | Hatch Brook 41.8334 | -73.3834 | Fry/Fingerling 131 2.5 0 4 1
36002 | Bonney Brook 41.8149 | -73.37541 | Fry/Fingerling N/A N/A 0 0 0
53
36003 | Bonney Brook 41.8133 | -73.3733 | Fry/Fingerling 100 4.4 20 |0 0
36004 | Gunn Brook 41.789 |-73.361 Fry/Fingerling 100.6 4 31 |0 0
36005 | Bigelow Brook, NNT| 41.9179 | -72.13353 | Wild Trout 88 3.3 0 0 0
to 33
36006 | Bigelow Brook, NNT| 41.9172 | -72.1369 | Wild Trout 107.8 2.9 0 0 0
fo
36007 | Stony Brook 41.7856 | -71.9894 | Wild Trout 101 2.8 0 0 0
36008 | Stony Brook 41.7845 | -72.007629| Wild Trout 97.6 2.3 31 |0 0
16
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36009 | Stony Brook, NNT to 41.7844 | -72.008059| Wild Trout 56.7 1.8 9 0 0
62
36010 | Stonehouse Brook, | 41.7773 | -72.149563| Wild Trout 52 1.1 28 |0 0
NNT to 84
36011 | Williams Brook, 41.447 | -71.9728 | Wild Trout 122.7 3 0 0 0
NNT to
36012 | Lee Brook 41.4343 | -71.986428| Wild Trout 106.7 2.2 0 0 0
51
36013 | Copps Brook 41.3611 | -71.9341 | Wild Trout 93.2 2.8 0 0 0
36014 | Copps Brook 41.3645 | -71.9351 | Wild Trout 56.8 3.85 0 0 0
36015 | Bullymuck Brook 41.5894 | -73.4611 | Wild Trout 103.7 3.35 0 0 0
36016 | Bullymuck Brook, 41.5889 | -73.4631 | Wild Trout 55.3 1.5 0 0 0
NNT to
36017 | Bullymuck Brook, 41.5839 | -73.461734| Wild Trout 46.6 2.3 0 0 0
NNT to 36
36018 | Bullymuck Brook, 41.5823 | -73.466208| Wild Trout 82.5 3.6 0 0 0
NNT to 27
36019 | Bullymuck Brook 41.5822 | -73.4663 | Wild Trout 104.3 3.8 0 0 0
9
36020 | Merryall Brook 41.6508 | -73.4453 | Wild Trout 100 2.5 0 0 0
36021 | Merryall Brook, 41.6510 | -73.446615| Wild Trout 116.7 2 0 0 0
NNT to 89
36022 | Merryall Brook 41.6857 | -73.435876| Wild Trout 103 2.3 0 0 0
75
36023 | West Aspetuck 41.6710 | -73.393179| Wild Trout 70.2 1.6 1 0 0
River, NNT to 9
36024 | Powerhouse Brook | 41.6616 | -73.49382 | Fry/Fingerling 103.7 2.2 1 0 0
4
36025 | Cobble Brook 41.7217 | -73.4572 | Fry/Fingerling 101.8 2 7 0 0
36026 | Cobble Brook 41.7454 | -73.4542 Fry/Fingerling 201 2.3 0 0 0
36027 | Guinea Brook 41.8144 | -73.3769 | Fry/Fingerling 150 5.5 22 |28 |0
36028 | Guinea Brook 41.8208 | -73.3831 Fry/Fingerling 161.7 5.9 28 |3 0
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36029 | East Branch 41.8708 | -73.1217 | Wild Trout 103.2 2.6 0 0 0
Naugutuck River,
NNT to
36030 | East Branch 41.8701 | -73.122083| Wild Trout 68.1 2.1 1 0 0
Naugutuck River, 86
NNT to
36031 | East Branch 41.8663 | -73.123683| Wild Trout 99.1 2.8 7 0 0
Naugutuck River, 09
NNT to
36032 | East Branch 41.8671 | -73.124164| Wild Trout 56.8 1.7 22 |0 0
Naugutuck River, 34
NNT to
36033 | Bear Swamp Outflow 41.8022 | -73.2742 | Wild Trout 103.3 3.3 0 0 0
36034 | East Spring Brook | 41.6361 | -73.1855 | Wild Trout 102 4.4 0 0 0
36035 | East Spring Brook, | 41.6388 | -73.189115| Wild Trout 50 1.5 0 0 0
NNT to 5
36036 | East Spring Brook, | 41.6372 | -73.181884| Wild Trout 32.3 1.3 0 0 0
NNT to 66
36037 | East Spring Brook | 41.6498 | -73.18383 | Wild Trout 100.6 7 0 0 0
45
36038 | East Spring Brook, | 41.6497 | -73.183818| Wild Trout 34.6 4.1 0 0 0
NNT to 47
36039 | Race Brook 41.3034 | -73.01678 | Wild Trout 101.3 4.6 0 0 0
2
36040 | Race Brook, NNT to| 41.3064 | -73.015901| Wild Trout 103 3 0 0 0
9
36041 | Race Brook 41.3331 | -73.005391| Wild Trout 51.4 4.9 0 0 0
53
36042 | Mattabessett River, | 41.6019 | -72.818131| Species Specific | 110 5.7 0 0 0
NNT to 07
36043 | Belcher Brook 41.6165 | -72.758 Species Specific | 72 4.4 0 0 0
36044 | Coginchaug River |41.4435 | -72.6882 Long-Term 97.2 4 5 18 0
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36045 | Dry Brook 41.86 -72.5811 | Species Specific | 130.5 1.7 0 0 0
36046 | Dry Brook 41.8598 | -72.581537| Species Specific | 60.5 2.25 0 0 0
32
36047 | Mill River 41.1781 | -73.5542 | Wild Trout 157.4 7.3 4 51 |0
36048 | Mill River 41.1797 | -73.555072| Wild Trout 68.9 7.7 7 0 0
29
36049 | Reed Brook 41.9125 | -73.3405 Fry/Fingerling 154.5 4.4 0 0 0
36050 | Reed Brook 41.9173 | -73.36058 | Fry/Fingerling N/A N/A 2 0 0
2
36051 | Mill Brook 41.872 |-73.3634 | Fry/Fingerling 149.3 4.9 1 7 0
36052 | Mill Brook 41.8748 | -73.341138| Fry/Fingerling 209.9 5 21 |28 |0
74
36053 | Carse Brook 41.8552 | -73.3755 Fry/Fingerling 100 4.1 0 6 0
36054 | Gunn Brook 41.806 |-73.3903 Fry/Fingerling 100 2.3 23 |3 0
36055 | Guinea Brook 41.82 -73.4453 | Fry/Fingerling 55.9 2.6 0 0 0
36056 | Mill Brook 41.8804 | -73.331 Fry/Fingerling 100 2.7 0 0 0
36057 | Carse Brook 41.8858 | -73.41 Fry/Fingerling 103.3 3.9 0 0 0
36058 | Theims Brook 41.7386 | -72.310488| Wild Trout 100 3.1 11 |0 0
78
36059 | Theims Brook 41.7388 | -72.310033| Wild Trout 55 2.9 2 0 0
26
36060 | Rufus Brook 41.7393 | -72.3242 | Wild Trout 100 3.8 24 |0 0
36061 | Barrett Ledge Brook| 41.8330 | -71.93552 | Wild Trout 100.9 1.9 49 |0 0
3
36062 | White Brook 41.8269 | -71.933157| Wild Trout 100 3 0 0 0
14
36063 | White Brook, NNT | 41.8166 | -71.940708| Wild Trout 102 3 0 0 0
to 65
36064 | Waccabuc River 41.3 -73.5456 | Wild Trout 104.7 3.2 0 0 0
36065 | Waccabuc River, 41.3053 | -73.54327 | Wild Trout 100 1.8 0 0 0
NNT to 36
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36066 | Merryall Brook 41.6753 | -73.44391 | Wild Trout 102.5 3.4 27 |0 0
02
36067 | Beacon Hill Rrook | 41.4665 | -73.00875 | Fry/Fingerling 100 N/A 0 21 |0
7
36068 | Beacon Hill Brook | 41.4668 | -73.016839| Fry/Fingerling 100 5.9 0 13 |0
59
36069 | Beacon Hill Brook | 41.4675 | -73.02861 | Fry/Fingerling 150 6.9 1 48 |0
36070 | Beacon Hill Brook | 41.4684 | -73.0501 | Fry/Fingerling 151 8.7 0 7 0
36071 | Beacon Hill Brook | 41.4663 | -73.03944 | Fry/Fingerling 175 7.5 0 35 |0
9
36072 | Preston Brook, NNT| 41.9079 | -73.348843| Headwaters 55.3 0.3 0 0 0
to 65
36073 | Preston Brook 41.9074 | -73.348221| Headwaters 150 1.6 85 |0 0
34
36074 | Preston Brook 41.9063 | -73.34689 | Headwaters 103 1.8 63 |0 0
08
36075 | Wackocastinook 41.9967 | -73.4417 | WTMA 175.6 0.7 5 121 | O
Creek
36076 | *Salmon Brook 41.7191 | -72.602 Long-Term 210.1 9.2 0 6 0
36077 | *Salmon Brook 41.7179 | -72.597398| Long-Term 180.6 5.9 0 3 0
5
36078 | *Salmon Brook 41.7167 | -72.5851 Long-Term 156.7 55 0 0 0
36079 | Shunock River 41.4497 | -71.8911 | Fry/Fingerling 111.5 7.5 0 0 0
36080 | Shunock River 41.4617 | -71.908559| Fry/Fingerling 139.4 3.7 0 0 0
44
36081 | Shunock River 41.4304 | -71.8526 | Fry/Fingerling 100.7 9.8 0 0 0
36082 | Shunock River 41.4178 | -71.851165| Fry/Fingerling 100 8.1 0 0 0
9
36083 | Macedonia Brook | 41.7875 | -73.484551| Fry/Fingerling 155 4.5 1 36 |0
43
36084 | Macedonia Brook | 41.7920 | -73.481698| Wild Trout 101.7 3.3 0 11 |0
18
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36085 | Pond Mountain 41.7671 | -73.47932 | Wild Trout 97 7.1 0 13 |0
Brook 7
36086 | Little River 41.4469 | -73.13617 | Wild Trout 161 4.15 70 |2 0
3
36087 | Little River 41.4292 | -73.11102 | Fry/Fingerling 152.9 4 5 1 0
1
36088 | Little River 41.4098 | -73.0985 | Fry/Fingerling 114 6.2 2 3 0
36089 | Towantic Brook 41.4408 | -73.1044 | Wild Trout 100.8 5.6 16 |0 0
36090 | Kent Falls Brook 41.7726 | -73.413187| Special Study 147.8 10 24 120 |0
03
36091 | Kent Falls Brook 41.7663 | -73.410651| Special Study 827 10 N/A [ 149 | O
79
36092 | Kent Falls Brook 41.7655 | -73.40939 | Special Study 169 10 47 |10 |0
53
36093 | Kent Falls Brook 41.7644 | -73.408382| Special Study 688 N/A N/A |24 |0
98
36094 | Wachocastinook 41.9983 | -73.4436 | WTMA 149.2 5.7 8 113 |0
Creek
36095 | Sages Ravine 42.0495 | -73.4301 Long-Term 115.7 4.6 118 |0 0
36096 | Sages Ravine 42.0497 | -73.4245 | Wild Trout 101.9 3.6 153 |0 0
36097 | Hollenbeck River 41.9489 | -73.321332| Species Specific | 396 N/A 0 0 0
3
36098 | Furnace Brook 41.8183 | -73.3661 | Fry/Fingerling 155 10.4 0 50 |0
36099 | Furnace Brook 41.8238 | -73.357791| Fry/Fingerling 128.3 7.2 0 21 |0
76
36100 | Furnace Brook 41.8306 | -73.34903 | Fry/Fingerling 159.3 4.9 0 6 0
8
36101 | Furnace Brook 41.8280 | -73.35386 | Fry/Fingerling 128.5 8.5 0 13 |0
2
36102 | Macedonia Brook 41.767 | -73.495 Fry/Fingerling 315 N/A 20 102 |0
36103 | Macedonia Brook | 41.7753 | -73.4947 | Fry/Fingerling 151 N/A 28 |4 0




36104 | Macedonia Brook | 41.7813 | -73.49055 | Fry/Fingerling 150 N/A 3 30 |0
89

36105 | Macedonia Brook | 41.7844 | -73.4885 | Fry/Fingerling 100 N/A 11 |35 |0

36106 | East Aspetuck River| 41.5927 | -73.421092| Fry/Fingerling 153.1 8.1 0 3 0
7

36107 | East Aspetuck River| 41.613 | -73.409 Fry/Fingerling 155 N/A 0 1 0

36108 | East Aspetuck River| 41.6694 | -73.36694 | Fry/Fingerling 500 8.8 0 1 0
72

36109 | East Aspetuck River| 41.6297 | -73.393392| Fry/Fingerling 155 N/A 0 13 |0
1

36110 | West Branch 41.8782 | -72.977414| TMA 100 N/A 0 21 |0
Farmington River 4

36111 | West Branch 41.8798 | -72.978717| TMA 530 N/A 0 24 |0
Farmington River 06

36112 | West Branch 41.8918 | -72.98023 | TMA 370 N/A 0 28 |0
Farmington River 59

36113 | West Branch 41.8976 | -72.98362 | TMA 110 N/A 0 8 0
Farmington River 51

36114 | West Branch 41.8994 | -72.986308| TMA 410 N/A 0 9 0
Farmington River 94

36115 | West Branch 41.9028 | -72.988067| TMA 490 N/A 0 4 0
Farmington River 75

36116 | West Branch 41.9030 | -72.987542| TMA 510 N/A 3 16 |0
Farmington River 11

36117 | West Branch 41.9126 | -72.987906| TMA 800 N/A 7 36 |0
Farmington River 89

36118 | West Branch 41.9391 | -73.003935| TMA 450 N/A 2 19 |1
Farmington River 46

36119 | West Branch 41.9708 | -73.018044| TMA 225 N/A 4 8 0
Farmington River 81

36120 | Farmington River 41.8642 | -72.956171| TMA 364 N/A 0 20 |0
55
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36121 | Roaring Brook 41.9353 | -72.2613 | WTMA 152.6 54 11 |0

36122 | Roaring Brook 41.9531 | -72.252193| WTMA 178.7 6.7 0 0
09

36123 | Roaring Brook 41.9848 | -72.2298 | Wild Trout 150 7.4 0 0

36124 | Roaring Brook 41.9047 | -72.2825 | Old Stream 137.15 10.4 6 19

SurveyWTMA

36125 | Mill River 41.2147 | -73.2591 | WTMA 298 7 0 126

36126 | Mill River 41.2157 | -73.26026 | WTMA 114 9.7 0 15
09

36127 | Mill River 41.2218 | -73.2558 | WTMA 260 11.1 1 65

36128 | Roaring Brook 41.9152 | -72.2656 | WTMA 164.1 7.7 4 40

36129 | Roaring Brook 41.9243 | -72.263102| WTMA 233.3 8.1 6 3
58

36130 | Brown Brook 41.9267 | -73.2799 | Species Specific | 156 5.7 3 2

36131 | Turkey Hill Brook 41.5342 | -72.995906| Wild Trout 500 2.3 6 0
19

36132 | Turkey Hill Brook 41.5343 | -72.995906| Special Study 412 4.4 5 0
96

36201 | Housatonic River 41.9554 | -73.3696 | Special Study 1000 50 0 0

36202 | Housatonic River 41.9159 | -73.36088 | Special Study 3000 50 0 0
2

36203 | Weekeepeemee 41.5763 | -73.2271 | Species Specific | 130 7.9 0 12

River

36204 | Sprain Brook 41.5696 | -73.2259 | Species Specific | 103.1 6.33 0 4

36205 | Sprain Brook 41.5711 | -73.231703| Species Specific | 102.2 5.87 4 10
09

36206 | Nonnewaug River |41.5783 | -73.1745 | Special Study 104.1 9.23 0 1

36207 | Clark Brook 41.5681 | -73.18764 | Special Study 58 0.83 7 0
3

36208 | East Meadow Brook| 41.5550 | -73.197062| Special Study 54.6 1.9 1 0
91

36209 | Hesseky Brook 41.5411 | -73.2228 | Special Study 55 4.35 0 0




36210 | Transylvania Brook | 41.4794 | -73.2603 | Special Study 50 4.5 0 0
36211 | Lee Brook 41.4334 | -73.2289 | Special Study 60 2.4 8 0
36212 | White Hollow Brook | 41.9356 | -73.4024 | General Survey | 100 1.73 2 5
4
36213 | Housatonic River 41.8211 | -73.3715 | Species Specific | 40 4 0 31
36214 | Bliven Brook 41.5733 | -71.8244 | Old Stream 100.1 2.96 29 |0
Survey
36215 | Denison Brook, NNT| 41.5585 | -71.82299 | General Survey | 102 2.23 0 0
to 8
36216 | Denison Brook 41.5486 | -71.8422 | Old Stream 100 3.5 61 |0
Survey
36217 | Green Falls River 41.5228 | -71.809172| General Survey | 125 3.75 4 0
26
36218 | Peg Mill Brook 41.5245 | -71.804752| General Survey | 100 2.8 2 0
67
36219 | Lowden Brook 41.6028 | -71.865569| Old Stream 109 3.27 46 |0
05 Survey
36220 | Mount Misery, NNT | 41.6150 | -71.86927 | General Survey | 61.5 0.8 62 |0
to 05
36221 | Mount Misery Brook | 41.6192 | -71.87385 | General Survey | 54.5 2.05 0 0
97
36222 | GREAT MEADOW | 41.6110 | -71.80967 | General Survey | 102.2 1.5 0 0
BROOK 1
36223 | Podunk River 41.805 |-72.6211 | Old Stream 150 5 0 0
Survey
36224 | Rose Brook 41.4797 | -72.0119 | Species Specific | 73.6 2.5 11 |0
36225 | Haley's Brook 41.3867 | -71.9681 | Species Specific | 50 5.2 1 0
36226 | Salmonkill River 41.9555 | -73.39878 | General Survey | 115.9 7.7 0 1
3
36227 | Norwalk River 41.1831 | -73.4199 | Old Stream 100 7.3 0 1
Survey
36228 | Norwalk River 41.1831 | -73.4217 Fry/Fingerling 300 7.3 0 0




36229 | Tankerhoosen River| 41.8298 | -72.453675| Wild Trout 250 5.4 4 124 | 0
93
36401 | Great Meadow Brook 41.6140 | -71.812157| Wild Trout 85 3.5 0 0 0
18
36402 | Great Meadow Broolk 41.6 -71.8375 Wild Trout 123 8 0 0 0
36403 | Great Meadow Broolk 41.6073 | -71.808668| Wild Trout 25 1.5 0 0 0
84
36404 | Nepaug River 41.8382 | -73.0271 | Wild Trout 50 8 3 30 |0
36405 | Bakersville Brook 41.8385 | -73.0278 Wild Trout 50 10 0 38 |0
36406 | Leadmine Brook 41.7942 | -73.0797 Wild Trout N/A 6 3 0 0
36407 | Leadmine Brook, 41.7963 | -73.080453| Wild Trout 3 3 0 0 0
NNT to West Branch 56
36408 | Leadmine Brook, 41.8006 | -73.086071| Wild Trout 86 2 0 0 0
NNT to West Branch 83
36409 | Leadmine Brook, 41.8069 | -73.087062| Wild Trout 15 2.5 0 0 0
West Branch 33
36410 | Cold Brook 41.5907 | -72.07794 | Wild Trout 50 2.2 0 0 0
62
36411 | Byron Brook 41.5837 | -72.070876| Wild Trout 56 3.2 0 0 0
49
36412 | Byron Brook 41.6067 | -72.0611 | Wild Trout 50 5.3 0 0 0
36413 | McCarthys Brook 41.5975 | -72.1275 | Wild Trout 100 1.5 0 0 0
36414 | Elisha Brook 41.5737 | -72.11637 | Wild Trout 65 4 16 |0 0
93
36415 | Todd Hollow Brook | 41.6522 | -73.0361 | Wild Trout 51 6.5 1 0 0
36416 | Todd Hollow Brook, | 41.6525 | -73.034208| Wild Trout 35 1 0 0 0
NNT to 46
36417 | Todd Hollow Brook, | 41.6567 | -73.044701| Wild Trout 53 1.75 0 0 0
NNT to 14
36418 | Todd Hollow Brook, | 41.6558 | -73.03383 | Wild Trout 66 3.2 73 |0 0
NNT to 3
36419 | Todd Hollow Brook | 41.6708 | -73.0414 | Wild Trout 50 45 0 0 0




36420 | Mountain Brook 41.5214 | -72.9419 | Wild Trout 78 8 0 0 0
36421 | Mountain Brook 41.5214 | -72.9419 | Wild Trout 47 4.1 0 0 0
36422 | Honeypot Brook 41.5396 | -72.8789 | Wild Trout 87 4 30 |0 0
36423 | Mountain Brook 41.5226 | -72.95027 | Wild Trout 56 55 0 0 0
36424 | Mountain Brook 41.5191 | -72.958988| Wild Trout 78 5.5 0 0 0
71
36425 | Bible Rock Brook 41.4975 | -72.6064 | General Survey | 50 2 0 0 0
36426 | Bible Rock Brook 41.5038 | -72.57289 | General Survey | 82 6 3 2 0
7
36427 | Pattaconk Brook 41.3999 | -72.485392| General Survey | 153 6.8 0 0 0
22
36428 | Clark Creek 41.4425 | -72.4735 | General Survey | 87 4.3 16 |0 0
36429 | Beaver Meadow 41.4552 | -72.5288 General Survey | 62 2.5 9 3 0
Brook
36430 | Beaver Meadow 41.4473 | -72.54157 | General Survey | 50 1 39 |0 0
Brook 4
36431 | Falls River 41.3322 | -72.458 General Survey | 175 8 0 0 0
36432 | Plane Brook 41.3100 | -72.4977 | General Survey | 50 1.5 9 0 0
5
36433 | Stoney Brook 41.3689 | -72.173108| General Survey | 50 2.1 13 |0 0
92
36434 | Jordan Brook 41.3683 | -72.1509 | General Survey | 225 9.5 45 |0 0
36435 | Cranberry Meadow | 41.4051 | -72.225708| General Survey | 125 4 35 |0 0
Brook 77
36436 | Oil Mill Brook 41.3755 | -72.190655| General Survey | 110 10 0 8 0
58
36437 | Sanford Brook 41.4723 | -72.9364 | General Survey | 97 2.5 10 |0 0
36438 | Brooksvale Stream | 41.4654 | -72.925023| General Survey | 105 4.8 35 |54 |0
94
36439 | Jepp Brook 41.4428 | -72.913305| General Survey | 111 55 0 0 0
39
36440 | Willow Brook 41.4597 | -72.9183 | Wild Trout 110 12 3 63 |0
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36601 | Jordan Brook 41.3981 | -72.159576| HCE 50 2 1 0 0
36602 | Jordan Brook E)‘1.3988 -72.159803| HCE 250 1.5 28 |0 0
36603 | Bullet Hill Brook 48‘2.4850 -73.188816| HCE 100 1.5 39 |0 0
36604 | Bullet Hill Brook i§.4844 -73.187717| HCE 100 1.5 3 0 0
36605 | Trout Brook East ?1;.1.7821 -72.738223| HCE 70 2.5 0 0 0
36606 | Ruby Brook 21.9220 -72.259408| HCE 112 2 6 2 0
36607 | Bigelow Brook 451:23.0019 -72.128296| HCE 334 1 0 0 0
36608 | Trout Brook East 491?.7777 -72.736099| HCE 137 6.5 0 0 0
36609 | Trout Brook East 22.7802 -72.737631| HCE 119 3 0 0 0

* Salmon Brook has been experimentally stocked with Brown Trout fry since 2021 to enhance/jump start the depressed population
No fry were stocked in late 2028/BN numbers could be of hatchery,fyocked or wild origin.
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Overview: Connecticud stream fisherieseecontinuous changes
in angler participation, expectatigrad attitudes towards these
fisheries. New statutes, regulations, stocking policies, and vary
levels of law enforcement hae¢so affecteConnect i cu
fisheries. In additionstatewideangler demographics (age, race,
ethnicity, gender) aralsochanging and will likely lead to shifting
demands on fisheries/er time Angler surveys will be required tof
evaluate the effects of these changes on Connecticut stream [
fishelies and to provide important datasiastainably manage
fishing participation

Standardization and coordination of survey methodologies is
critical to ensure that data needs of stream management proje
(see Projects-8) are met in an efficient manner. Development o
alternative angler survey instruments, such asnensurveys, trail
camerasselfreporting creel cardsind fishing show canvas
surveys, may also be useful for evaluating statewide changes in angler attitudes and behaviors
toward stream fishing. There is also a need to develop and implement expedient surveys that ar
capabl e of rapidly assessing (fArapid assessfime
assessments can assess general levels of angler activity at multiple resources during a limited
period. The difference betweamemtstoandarndadgu P
assessments are providing a codesel assessment of a greater number of resources, during

some short period of interest (i.8Qpening Dayp weekend) as opposed to standard surveys,

Figure 1. Proud angler
with aRainbow Trout.
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which provide more detailed/precise information from a smaller set of resources over an
extended period.

The increasing access to soci al medi a and c
angler license database) affords the opportunity to solicit large numbers of constituents for the
purpose of acquiring statewide angler attitude and use patterns.

Compilation and maintenance of historic survey information in a standardized, accessible format
is needed to evaluate long term changes in angler usage and attitudes. A centralized angler
survey database will also help streamline the process of evalpatitig requests for changes to
existing management policies. Finally, a centralized and easily accessible database will be
particularly helpful in deciding where limited funds can be most efficiently spent to improve
fishing quality.

Objectives of the stream angler surveys job are:

AN X 533;;

1. Develop and implement
standardized survey
methodologies for stream
management needs.

2. Coordinate and conduct
quantitative angler surveys
(assessing catch, effort andp#
angler attitudes) on
important streams on an-asjg
needed basis.

3. Develop a standardized
guantitative methodology
for Arapid ac
stream angler utilization anc
attitudes.

4. Evaluate the potential for collecting statewide angler information using alternative survey
methods.

5. Maintain and archive stream angler survey databases and provide support to management
projects.

PO e -~ e SRV g o -
Figure 3. Seasonal resource assistant interviewing an angler
streamside.

This report describes efforts related to these objectives during the study year.

Key Findings

Objective 1: Develop and implement standardized survey methodologies for stream
management needs.

1 As angler participation, expectations, and behaviors evolve, and stocking regimes and
regulations modified, it is critical to evaluate letegm changes in angler usage, catch, and
stocking effectiveness. As a result, the Fisheries Division continuesployeahort, quicker
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angler surveys in nemanagement waterbodies; a different approach from longer durational
surveys historically done in management areas. This allows for an assessment of a greater
number & resources in a shorter peridthese surveys are intended to collect angler use and
catch data, along with evaluating public access and assessing stocking locations, ultimately
leading to changes in stocking regimes and locations that maximize the return to creel and
angler satisfactio.

These surveys began in 2017 and continue today (see Objective 2). Betvaen 4
management rivers/streams are selected annually to be surveyed from March 1 to June 15.
When possible, impoundments within a stream reach are also selected and surveyed. A

su vey Al oopo is developed, based on relev
creel agents follow atratified random design roving creel

Objective 2: Coordinate and conduct quantitative angler surveys (assessing catch, effort
and angler attitudes) on important streams on an aseeded basis.

0 A stream angler creel survey was designed and performed at four trout stocked rivers/strea
and two ponds: East Branch Salmon Brook (GrafiMgst Branch Salmon Brook (Hartland,
Granby) Farmington River (Tariffville) Scantic River (East WindspiCh r i s t Ronds e n 6
(Granby), and Broad Brook Millpond (East Windsan)thenorth-centralpart of the state
during the spring trout fishing season in 202he creel survegAppendix 1)is intended to
provide empiricakstimatesbout recreational trout fishing effort (hours of fishing), catch
(numbers of fish caught), harvest (number of fish taken), catch rates (the total number of fish
caught per hour), and perceptions about new and future regulations. These data will be used
in part to optimize management goals for trout production and distribution, including the
timing and frequency of stemg events, allotments for each waterbody, and selection of
stocking locations within each waterbody.

o0 We conducted angler counts and interviews using a stratified random design roving creel
methodology (Malvestuto et al. 1978). The surveys began on 3/A{@@2starof
statewide catch and release for trauyl finished on 6/15/2@2and included weekdays,
weekends, and holiday total, 66 creel days were conducted (44 weekdays and 22
weekend days).

o Defined strata included: 1)/eekdayWeekendand 2)Early Spring (3/1/202 i
4/7/202), Opening Day for Harvest (4/13/2024), andLate Spring (4/14/2024 i
6/15/202).

0 Survey days and start times were select ey
generator function and the target was to capture 5% of the time in each stratum.

o Each waterbody was stocked once in early springzedtimesin late springand
stocking events were spaced at minimum two weeks apart for all waterbodies.

0 The first creel was 08/1/2024 and the last on 6/14/2024

44| Page




A 32% (n=21) of creels were conducted during the catch and release season (3/1/2024
4/12/2024) and 68% (n=45) were conducted during the harvest season (4/13/2024
6/15/2024).

o0 Across all waterbodies, stocking sites, and stBy/8angler counts were recorded

(including zeros) and 2Alinterviews conducted.

A More interviews were conducted areekends (10&han weeklays(103).

A Median fishing start time for anglers was 12:10pm and median interview time for
creel agents was 1:10pm (Fige

A B

Frequency

104 10 M
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Figure 3. Frequency histograms of a) time of day anglers started their fishing trip and b) time of
day interviews were conducted = 211.

A Of the 44 total anglers counted across all waterbodi@g14%) fished in March,
188 (42%) in April, 163 (37%) in May, and 47 (11%) in June (Fiddire

35 -

<+—— 58 anglers on 4/13/202¢

30 A
25 A
20 A
15 A

Total Anglers

Figure 4. Angler counts by date. Data are aggregate of all waterbodies. No= 44
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o Interviewed anglers had been fishing between 0.6.1 hours (median = @5, sd =
1.25).
A Anglers reported catchintp7total trout during the survey:3 (8%) Brook Trout,34
(22%) Brown Trout100(64%) Rainbow Trout, and0 (6%) Tiger Trout (Figuré).
x These catches scale closely with and reflect stocking densities. For example, of
the 11,170 trout stocked in 2024 into the surveyed waterbodies, 10% were Brook
Trout, 27% were Brown Trout, 60% were Rainbow Trout, and 3% were Tiger
Trout. It is worth notinghat East Branch Salmon Brook only receives Rainbow
Trout (n=3,700 in 2024), possibly contributing to inflated catches of this species.

A

Brown Trout 8 Brook Trout ¢ Rainbow Trout

Number of Fish Caught

20
0 . 4] 0 -

=12 =8 @12 =12 =9 8912

Size Class (Inches)

Figure 5. Total number of trout caught by species and size class that were reported by anglers.
Note yaxes are on different scales.

x Of the211anglers interviewedSb (74%) had caughterotrout at the time of the
interview.
A Of the total trout caughB6 (36%) were harvestedind all were during the legal
harvest seaso®f these, thre€5%) were Brook Trout]0 (18%) Brown Trout,38
(68%) Rainbow Trout, and ®%o) Tiger Trout.
x  Although poaching during the catch and release season remains a concern of
many anglers, these data suggest it is not occurring in the surveyed waterbodies.
A Various baitlure typeswere used by anglemscluding bait(47%), lures 83%), fly
(6%), or a combination of type44%). Bait included earthworms, mealworms,
minnows, crayfish, and Powerbait.
x  The percentage of trout caught varied by/hai type with bait, lures, fly, or a
combination making ug3%, 33%, 4%, and20% of the total catch, respectively.
1 These data suggest that Connecticut anglers use a wide range of bait types an
methods, particularly bait, lures, or a combination of the two.
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A A zeroinflated negative binomial regression model showed there was a positive
relationship between the total number of trout caught and hours fiske@. (5,
R? = 0.53) (Figures).
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Figure 6. The relationship between the total number of trout reported to be caught by
interviewed anglers and the total hours fished by each angler. Data were fit usingiafletel
negative binomial regression model. Points represent individual anglers (n =tkdnarks
identify where each point falls on theaxis, and black line represents model fit.

Expanded angler effort and catch dsttawed thaspringangling effort was highest in
Christensends Pond and | owest in West Brjgan

A More angling effort was observed during the late spring strata compared to the early
spring strata in all waterbodies, and CPUE was higher in the early spring strata for all
waterbodies (Appendix 1).

A The number of anglers counted was lowest prior to the first stocking event and
highest in the days immediately after a stocking event at most waterbodies.

A Mean CPUE, and variation about the m¢standard deviationjcross all
waterbodies was highest in March and declined throughout the season {rigure

A Mean CPUBwas significantlyhigher during the catch and release season compared to
the harvest seasdp < 0.05;two-sample ites), but not between bait type nor
weekday/weekend strata.

A Across all waterbodies, moahglers(62%) either did not provide or did not know
their conservation Iilumbers when askedppendix3).

A 80% of anglers interviewed across all waterbodies and strata combined had purchase
a Trout and Salmon stanffpppendix4).
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A Most anglers%9%) were aware of the catch and release sefasdrout (all
waterbodies and strata combinégpendix5).
x 51% were either in favor or highly in favd% were either opposed or highly
opposed, and4% had no opinion
(Appendix 6)

x Common responses as to why anglg " T
were in favor of the catch and releag  ©
season included: they already 0
practice catch and release, they < 4

support conservation measures, the
dondt eat fi sh,
out and reduces crowdSommon

CPUE (#trout/hour)

(\') —
er s
N —
responses as to why anglers were -
opposed included: concern about o %

high poaching rates and paslease March  April May June

mortality, and a preference to return
to a traditional opening day, and a Figure 7.Mean CPUE across all waterbodies
month. Mean values are the bars and vertica
lines show standard deviations.

desire to harvest more trout
throughout the year.
A When asked how often they keep their catstird the harvest seasanglers
responded thewere more likely to releagban harvestheir catch across all
waterbodies, andoluntary release rates derived from observed catch and harvest data
from interviews suggestbe percentage of anglers that always harvested their catch
was relatively low (<15% for all waterbod)g@ppendix7).
x  The likelihood of keeping their catch also varied by bait type with anglers using
bait morelikely to keep their catchompared t@nglers flyfishing or using lures
x Common responses from anglers releasing their catch included: they already
practice catch and release, theyrdon
they prefer larger fishAnglers likely to keep their cataverwhelmingly eported
they do so because it feeds them, and they enjoy the taste.
A 57% of anglers across all waterbodies and temporal strata were either highly in favor
or in favor of a statewide 98 mini mum
x Common responses from anglers highly
minimum length on all trout included: they support wild trout conservation, they

dondét keteypeltirewe ,a 90 i s too small to

grow bigger. Interestingly,4% of anglers would like a higher minimum length

o Building on the 2024 spring angler surveysteeam angler creel survey was designed and
startedat four distinct sections dfout stocked rivers/streanasnd two ponds: Upper Scantic
River (Somers, Enfield), Roaring Brook (Stafford), Furnace Brook (Stafford), Middle River
(Stafford), St. Mart hads Ponddufifgthé sprengg d )
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trout fishing season in 262Like the 2024 surveythe surveys intended to provide
empiricalestimatesbout recreational trout fishing.

0 A stratified roving creel designas employedMalvestuto et al. 1978&tarting 3/1/2025
(start of catch and release for trout) and finished on 6/15/2025.

o Defined strata included: 1¥eekdayWeekendand 2)Early Spring (3/1/2051
4/11/2025), opening day for harvest(4/12/202), andLate Spring (4/13205 1
6/15/20%). The target was to capture 5% of the time in each stratum.

O Survey days and start times were select ey
generator function and the target was to capture 5% of the time in each stratum.

o Each waterbody was stocked once in earl yg s
Somersville Pond were stocked twice in late spring.

0 The upper Scantic River (Somers, Enfield) was divided into and sampled as two discrete
sections (upper and lower).

0 Results will be included in the following performance red#1/20253/31/2026)

An angler survey was designedTaodt cbMapbhgé gpdn
Ar efaMAf rom t he Goodwin Dam (Barkhamsted) djpwi

in 2024. The survey ran the entire calend@r
angling effort (hours), and opiniomuadcat a eg
catacidel| ease regul ations in the Farmington§ Ri
were surveyed and provided manadetsrwith s e
management decisions in the TMA.

o A stratified roving( Malewd s tdietss tgant twiaahsg elrphl ®a
*and ran thr obugfh Dkxx4e.mber 31

o The TMA was sectioned into fiveHagsé¢és omofjet
al . )2012

o Temporal st DaywpEanrcllyu/dved akldd WekE \kagiynagn d
Weekend/ ,HodBddazWwimt(ddrandBepr a'dEywr29y Sprin
( Marséthp rlityodeni ngAPraiyl 13th), which was ifinc
st r@prail Ag rlillu nedBs mmed urf &S e e fefbar( B2e pt e mb r
IDVct obpr L3ila( NovermeceimBPeThe3lgoal was t C
5% of the time in each stratum.

o Survey days, start times, start =zone, ang
Mi crosoft Excel &8s random number generato
The Far mi ngkedmre rRilyer diesignated Wil d and SEel
recognized trout fishery. The col dwater r @l e

Dam ca etaadiel wattheart fsiusphpeorryt s trout throughou t
designated for a 1. 8-rmiulngd-avdetckhhaseot rohbe 19
regul ations were instituted to capitalizeffon
incepttilbped TMA has expanded twice to accomrgod
congest While the trout fishery has histoffic
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during the |l ast 25 years a wild Brown Troft

yeapbpund-aocdelchhase TMA. I n 199dndel easaes ornead ugTav
in effect for only part of the fyetalre rwiawe rg sit
Av on, Burlington, and-rUOomndnvViMAl wasl expahdgdt

a smdso  MA was createdoupdtik®am mnfCohebyealf,
Bar khamst esdub sCweureermtsh e varieny lbhaverbeenreped
manage different secti-andelodadgd,e Irerwvegtrh i aargd u
well as terminal tackle I imitations (barbfes
the effects of strledamloinmed nt rtdwet rfiivehri m@ offeg
the enmite 22v&8r section from Goodwin Damftc
year round. Thi s #rnoculnudd eTsatnhdeF Isgb3 neens | lel y& gir |
where no hmrveetd, i anget he 17 9minlde SLasbd neess a Jon
I, IV, & V)

Table 1.Current regulations in the West Branch Farmington River TMA
and Farmington River TMA broken down by angler survey zone. Zone
colors correspond with those in Figure 8.

River Section | Angler Survey Zone Regulation Approx River Miles

Goodwin Dam

downstream to Zone 1- Seasonal TMA
the West 3.6 mile 120MLL, 3.6 miles
Branch TMA ' Sept. 1-OD: C&R
(Abutments)
Zone 2-
2.8 miles
West Branch
TMA Year-round TMA .
(Abutments C&R only 5.3 miles
downstream to Zone 3-
RT. 219) 2.5 miles

Route 219 to
Upper Zone 4-
Collinsville 8.0 miles
Dam
Seasonal TMA
Upper 120MLL, 13.4 miles
Collinsville Sept. 1-OD: C&R

Dam
downstream to
Route 177
Bridge in
Unionville

Zone 5-
5.4 miles
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{ 5

Colebrook
Reservoir |

Barkhamsted
Reservoir

Fi gur eAn8gl er Surveys were
the Farmingt onr‘DReicvig r32l0 R dr
breakdown of management i

o Total estimated fishimng eefFaomi nghooau Rh @ |
in 2024 (90,038 hrs) when compared to a fpr
Note that no | ate fall stratum was empl e
A High flows during the early spring andflsp

bel ow zone 1 in 2024 (see efforth ame Cc@gtc
bel ow the Stildl River confluence and afe
perods. FIl ows within Zone 1 are more regul
through the West Branch (Hogsback) Resd@gryv

o Most fishing efiOpemt mgcdddBr)ed hfrroaagh ear | S
9) .

o Esti mated catch of trout was | ower in 2084

Despite | ower esti matded caatcdh rian exs0 2a4,r oTEMA
|l i ke those found in 2012 (0.74 trout/ hr gin
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Angler Counts by Date
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Figure 9. Count of anglers throughout the angler survey. Note the spike il
anglers omOpening Day (4/13).

A The majority (58%) of -t6ouftTamlugh2) wiem I &
9% of all trout caught were >160.

Table 2 Actual catch of trout reported by anglers or observed by
survey agents. Catch includes both kept and released fish.

Species ‘ <9" ’ 9"-11" ‘ 12" - 16" ‘ >16" ’ Total ‘

Brook Trout 11 15 40 1 67

Brown Trout 63 226 359 71 719

Rainbow Trout 27 108 395 45 575

Tiger Trout 0 0 2 0 2

Total 101 349 796 117 1363
o Brook, Brown, and Rainbow trout were caulgh
respectively, across all seasons and sechk i
Brook Trout, 47% Brown Trout, and 44% Rajg n|
simitbastocking rates for all species, t hoe
l' i kely contributing to increased Brown o]
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o

o

Nebgr 50% of al l estimated tr outr owuantdc HT MAn g2 Or
2012, 55% of all esti matredurccatTtMA.was f r ogm
Only 12 Small mouth Bass were reported befin
peri od.

El even Atl antic Sal mon were reported to e
A total of 1,092 anglers were intercept e
Of those com3%BpygberesntgfB@ded to be intergvi
only 195 (18%) were previously interviewed
recorded i f an angler had been previous|
The median start time f ot uaaydlsetrasr twansg Inlg aOr
(Figure 10)

Angler Start Time in Farmington River

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

n=1,048

Count

2 3 45 6 7 8 91011121 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM AM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

Time Anglers Started Fishing

Figure 10. Count of angler start times rounded to the nearest hour. Not all
interviewed anglers provided start times.

Most anglers across all seasons and sur vgey
by bait (23.7%), and | ur e-7®6205 w8 %)h.ir noFdtnfde oty ¢
TMA, zones 2 & 3, respectively.

O Bait useroontdh@é&Mpewas similar to whatg w
river. I n zones 2 & 3 bait use was 17g 9
was | ower (zone 2 = 5.7% and zone 3 1

Most (87%) anglers stated they had pur chas
required to fish in a Trout Management e
required to fish in the TMA and were advjg s
one.

The median distance stated to have been r

which they were interviewef, 50t mat edagy a
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The esti mat ed amenduimdm sn unmb eérheofzone i n whgch

interviewed was-3®&arntlry pQ .(range = 1
Most anglers interviewed were from CT ( 8 %
as far away as Europe and the Cari bbean 0

The medisapedtdtl bgranglers to fish on the jjda
(rang#$2=08aa). Anglers were asked how muc 1
excluding the cost of major fishing equifflpm

mi nor f ipsnteinntg eoqwdi hotel s/ motels. The ef fec

the | ocal economy is called net economi cj i
t he actual money spent (Hyatt, 1986) .
Opinion data were collected from angl er s i
to qguestions regarding current managemen
expansionrofndhEMpeasrsi bl e removal of th I
regul ations, please see Appendix 10. AIIQg a
the zone andr oMAdt ype 6g@adonal) in whic t
A Ninehyee percent of al | -reorugnlde rTsMAI nvtea rev [§ env
of the crucuredidaordeeladrase management regulfat
A Nearly 78% of all angbendg TMAeweiewed av

extendirmg ndaamdelcdhase trout regul ationsfup
abut ments (the current upstream demarc@ti

confluence. &@pbpsowombidebié@n dmnrecasred-a cad tycehli r
release regul ations.
A Nearly 73% of all angbend TMAewerl ewed av

extendirmg ndaamdelchhase trout regul ationsfup
abut ments to the Goodwin Dammi ITdiisnwoeafgde
yeapbund-aomdliéecahse regul ati ons.

A Ei ghtwwyg percent of all anglers interviefed
favor of the candeh¢aseamamademant hr eg @l a
A Nearly 67% of all anglers interviewed
bel ow t he-rowmrde TtMAyY)e avrer e i n -rfoawnmara oc@Eft c t e
release trout regulations upstream fro t
A Nearly 63% of all anglers interviewed n

extendirmg ndaamdelchhase trout regul ationsup
abut ments to the Goodwin (hogsback) Da

A OoOnly 24% of all anglers interviewed injth
dropping the cuarnwderd te aseasemgall adatomts f o t
Opinion data were also collethedptbbmcanglgsk

notified of etmateol sluirverysd yhalnder s with frgst
anddaxelposkin early 2025. The survey was fop
month frormthaouaghy FR®&8FararyeLBonses to onf i

Facebook) regarding current management r a
expansionroondh&€Mpfxear removal of the | o r
pl easee Appendi x 11. Al survey partici pgn:
were asked in the field portion of the sSjur
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current seasonal TMA regulations, which a

data on the upper seaaosunmdalT MAMA above thefl y

A Most responses were submitted via the ma

A Nearly 58% of all respondents fished t Qe
round) in 2024.

A Nearly 74% of all respondents fished tJe
round) before.

A Nearly 76% of online respondents were n
round-aocdelcdhhase TMA.

A Si xftojur percent of respondents were in a
TMA abover awthred yleMA.

A Si xftojur percent of respondentrsoured eT MM a
from the abutments up to the confluenc ]
against ext-reauwnchgT MA et oo etare St il | Ri verj.

A Nearly 63% of online respondermtundwdriVaA n

from the abutments up to the Goodwin (@og
respondents were against the extension

AOnly 32.2 % of online responses were i f
regul ations in the seasonal TMA bel ow he
were against removing seasonal regul at gon

Objective 3: Devel op a standardized quant i a

stream angler utilization and attitudes.

1 A limited rapid assessment on the Opening Day of trout harvest was conducted on 4/13/202
at six waterbodies to evaluate usage in-m@amagement waterbodies. Three counts were
conducted at each waterbody with two hours in between each count. Note, soadschd
Broad Brook Mill Pond limited access and resulted in a count of zero (Figure 11).

35

Angler Counts
— — (=) [oe] )
(=] wn = wn (=]

Lh

0 . -

Christensen's EBr Salmon Scantic River Farmington WBr Salmon Broad Brook
Pond Brook River Brook Mill Pond

Figure 11. Angler counts at six waterbodies conducted on the opening day
trout harvest, 4/13/2024.

55| Page




Objective 4: Evaluate the potential for collecting statewide angler information using
alternative survey methods.

1 A remote angler survey using trail cameras was initiated in February of 2025 on Sages
Ravine (Salisbury) and Gulf Brook (Somers). This survey is a follow up to and an
expansion of an experimental camera survey conducted by the FD in 2019 (Eltz 2020,
Dutterer et al. 2020). Cameras were placed at popular anglingaraasess traileshere
wade fishermen would be observed. In addition to the cameras used for monitoring effort,
a sign with QR code link to an online survey prompting anglers to voluntarilytrepo
catch rates was stationed at each waterbody. Anglers can scan the code and follow the
link to a series of questions where targeted species and catch data are reported using
Survey123. This creel will be ongoing in 2025 and will be reported in dethiéinext
performance report.

Objective 5: Maintain and archive stream angler survey databases and provide support to
management projects.

w Data contained within multiple Rbase software databases have been exported to Microsoft
Excel to facilitate future development of a single angler survey database as resources permit
Additionally, old and historic data sheets are being scanned for preservation azek data
being entered where needed.

Moving Forward

1 Evaluate stream angler survey results and make modifications to trout stocking allocations
and trout stocking locations as needed including:

o Continue to only stock locations once prior to harvest season, and multiple times during
the harvest season (higher and more steady catch rates during the catch and release
season; significantly more angling pressure during harvest season).

o Discontinue stocking, reduce the number of stockings, or reduce the number of trout
stocked in West Branch Salmon Brook (extremely low angler effort observed and wild
trout present).

o Consider reducing the number of trout stocked into the upper sections of East Branch
Salmon Brook (upstream of Mechanicsville Road) or designate it a Wild Trout
Management Area Class 1 due to little observed usallBeate those trout stocked into
the lower section (below Rte. 20).

A Continue to stock Rainbow Trout only.

o Consider increasing the total number of trout stocked during the harvest season in the
lower Scantic River, particularly along Rte. 191 below Broad Brook Mill Pond (higher
angler counts and lower catcates observed during the harvest season).
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o Continue to provide a | ate spring stockifing

pressure into June (recognizing that more angler counts were observed in May and June
compared to counts in March and April.
o Consider increasing creel survey effortsiggrson or trail camera) in late May and June
to better characterize usage as trout fishing conditions deteriorate.
1 Continue to evaluate alternatives or modifications to traditional survey methodologies to gain
efficiencies.
1 Utilize ESRI Survey123 to record angler survey data collected in the field.
1 Develop SOP and longrm strategies for trail cameri collect angler usage information.
1 Research options for more sophisticated trail cameras to improve image capture and data
retrieval.
1 Continue to suppo#d postdoc over a /ear periodo standardize and collate stream angler
survey data into a relational database.
1 Consider possible regulation changes to the-y@and Farmington River TMA based on
opinion responses gathered during the angler and online surveys.
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Appendix 1. Creel interview form used during the 2024 stream angler survey.

Water body: Date: Count Time: Agent:
Baitused: L) Lures W) Worms M) Minnows F) Fly 0) Other
Catch Harvest
BN BK RW UNK Trt Other BN BK RW UNK Trt Other
Stocking Site Tr/ATS
(enter # from |Time started [Time <9" 9-12" >12{<9" 9-12" >12{<9" 9-12" >12{<9" 9-12" >12 <9" 9-12" >12{<9" 9-12" >12{<9" 9-12" >12| <9" 9-12" >12" Total Trt |Total Trt |Stamp? |Town |Consv ID
map) fishing interviewed Caught  |Harvested |YesorNo |From Number

A) What are you fishing for?
If responded w/ trout is preference wild or stocked ? Don't care? Unknown? Comments
B) Have you previously been interviewed on this river section since Januaiyessi?No (circle ong
If angler was not interviewed before continue:
C) Are you aware of the new C&R period for trout from March1st through 6am of the 2nds Saturday in April (OD)?
Yes or No(ircle ong
D) What is your opinion of the C&R season?
2) In favor 1) Highly in favor 4) Opposed 5) Highly opposed 3) No opinion
Why?
E) How often are you likley to keep "target" during the harvest period in this river?
2) Most of the time (>50%) 1) Always 4) Rarely (<10%) 3) Occasionally (<50%) 5) Never
Why?
F) What is your opinion of a proposed statewide minimum length of 9" on all trout (stocked or wild)?
2) In favor 1) Highly in favor 4) Opposed 5) Highly opposed 3) No opinion
Why?
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Appendix 2. Expanded spring angler effort and catch at six (6}management waterbodies surveyed in 2024 in north, central CT.

Season Effort SE df RSE Trout SE df RSE Catch/ Effort
(hrs) Catch

Broad Brook Mill Pond
Early

. 235 101.6 17 43.2% 250 161.1 5 64.4 1.06
spring
Late spring 1,432 205.3 34 14.3% 429 138.1 36 32.1 0.29
Total 1,667 679 0.41
Christensenbdés Pon
Early 207 108.1 6 52.1 300 208.9 1 99.6 1.44
spring
Late spring 2,741 675.5 33 24.6 1,056 334.2 22 31.6 0.38
Total 2,948 1,356 0.46
East Branch Salmon Brook
Early 282 130.7 14 46.3 579 324.1 3 55.8 2.05
spring
Late spring 902 343.1 28 37.9 102 54.6 23 53.1 0.11
Total 1,184 681 0.56
West Branch Salmon Brook
Early 37 26.1 17 69.4 0 i i i 0.00
spring
Late spring 73 50.6 41 69.2 0 - - - 0.00
Total 110 0 0.00
Lower Scantic River
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Early 321 115.3 16 35.8 247 102.5 5 41.6 0.76
spring

Late spring 1,185 215.8 39 18.2 225 85.1 42 37.7 0.18
Total 1,506 472 0.31
Farmington River (Tariffville)

Early 53 37.3 9 69.9 840 ; ; ; 15.8
spring

Late spring 613 165.3 41 26.9 955 393.1 9 41.1 1.55
Total 666 1,795 2.69
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Appendix 3. Angler response to providing conservation ID nunthging the stream angler survey.

East Branch West Branch Farmington Lower Scantic Christen Brogd Brook

Salmon Brook | Salmon Brook River Pond Mill Pond
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 20 50% 1 50% 9 60% 14 25% 17 33% 19 38%
No 20 50% 1 50% 6 40% 41 75% 34 67% 31 62%

Appendix 4. Angler response to purchasing a Trout & Salmon s@umipg the stream angler survey.

Epoorant | destBanch || FaTnOn | Louerscanie | Cp 1 3 # ] Erona ook
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 33 85% 2 50% 12 87% 43 78% 42 80% 36 2%
No 6 15% 0 0% 3 13% 12 22% 9 20% 13 28%
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Appendix 5. Responses from anglers when asked if they were aware of the staimefdandelease season for trout that extends
from March £'to 6:00am on the"d Saturday in April. These opinion questions were only asked the first time they were interviewed
at a river/pond during the entire survey.

East Branch West Branch Farmington Lower Scantic Christen Bro_ad Brook

Salmon Brook | Salmon Brook River Pond Mill Pond
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 34 85% 2 100% 11 73% 32 58% 27 53% 22 46%
No 6 15% 0 0% 4 27% 23 42% 24 47% 27 54%

Appendix 6. Responses from anglers when asked their opinion of the statewide Catch and Release season for trout. These opinio
guestions were only asked the first time they were interviewed at a river/pond during the entire survey.

East Branch | West Branch Farmington . Chri st en BroadBrook
Salmon Salmon . Lower Scantic ;
River Pond Mill Pond
Brook Brook
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %
Highly in Favor | 10 25% 0 0% 3 20% 9 18% 4 8% 11 22%
In Favor 12 33% 2 100% 6 40% 22 38% 17 32% 11 22%
No Opinion 10 25% 0 0% 5 33% 22 40% 28 56% 25 51%
Opposed 5 13% 0 0% 1 7% 1 2% 2 4% 2 4%
Highly Opposed| 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0%
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Appendix 7. Responses from anglers when asked how often they keep their catch during the harvest season, which extends from
6:00am on the™ Saturday in April to the last day in Februadote, hese opinion questions were only asked the first imangler
wasinterviewed at a river/pond during the entire suraayg were asked both during the catch and release season and harvest season

East West Branch
Branch Farmington . Chri st en BroadBrook
Salmon . Lower Scantic ;
Salmon River Pond Mill Pond
Brook
Brook
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %
Always 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 1 2%
Most of the Time| 5 14% 0 0% 1 7% 4 9% 6 15% 1 2%
Occasionally 9 25% 0 0% 2 14% 10 23% 7 18% 8 16%
Rarely 11 | 31% 1 50% 3 21% 11 26% 8 20% 8 16%
Never 10 | 28% 1 50% 8 57% 18 42% 18 45% 14 2%
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Appendix 8. Responses from anglers when asked their opinion of
opinion questions were only asked the first time they were interviewed at a river/pond during the entire survey.

Eag';lli:i?]ch Wessztalirgg " FarFrer/negrton Lower Scantic Ch Fr’oin dS ten B&)ﬁlldpirnod()k
Brook Brook
All Anglers n % n % n % n % n % n %

Highly in Favor | 15 38% 0 0% 7 50% 17 40% 9 23% 13 42%
In Favor 14 35% 1 50% 3 21% 17 40% 17 43% 9 2%
No Opinion 8 20% 0 0% 2 14% 5 12% 13 33% 5 16%
Opposed 3 8% 1 50% 2 14% 2 5% 0 0% 3 10%
Highly Opposed| 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 5% 1 3% 1 3%
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AppemdEixpandgldera survey statistics by season f or aaldl Fsaurmi enyge i nz

duriadag 8B = standard error; df = degrees of freedom; RSE = rel a
Season | Effort SE df RSE Trout SE df RSE Catch/
(hrs) Catch Effort

Zone 1- Whittemore Pool to Goodwin Dam

Winter | 1,566 405 25.1 25.9% | 1,989 788 10.2 39.6% | 1.27
Ear_ly 2,386 447 23.9 18.7% | 2,224 736 10.1 33.1% | 0.93
spring

Spring | 10,347 1,051 | 221 10.2% | 6,137 1,480 |15.9 24.1% | 0.59
Summer | 11,001 937 38.7 8.5% | 6,790 1,605 |31.1 23.6% | 0.62
Fall 2,108 203 314 9.6% | 1,607 852 9.7 53.1% | 0.76
Late 1,015 225 13.1 22.1% | 697 341 4.5 48.9% | 0.69
Fall

Total 28,423 3,267 19,443 | 5,802 0.68
Zone 2- Upper section of theYear-round TMA

Winter | 597 179 19.9 30.0% | 846 474 2.7 55.2% | 1.42
Ear_ly 863 196 24.1 22.8% | 956 578 5.8 60.5% | 1.11
spring

Spring | 6,370 754 34 11.8% | 7,159 1,880 |6.6 26.3% | 1.12
Summer | 7,974 822 43.6 10.3% | 4,547 1,431 |18.8 31.5% | 0.57
Fall 1,844 259 15.3 14.0% | 462 213 7.2 46.1% | 0.25
Late 724 138 21.9 19.1% | 630 363 4.0 57.6% | 0.87
Fall

Total 18,371 2,349 14,600 | 4,939 0.79
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Zone 3- Lower section of theYear-round TMA
Winter 1,366 311 20.7 22.8% | 1,153 506 10.2 43.9% | 0.84

Early 1,120 177 21.3 15.8% | 738 314 8.2 42.5% | 0.66
spring
Spring | 7,810 715 41.0 9.2% |3,823 | 666 19.8 17.4% | 0.49
Summer | 9,993 817 38.7 8.2% | 8,088 1,871 |16.5 23.1% | 0.81

Fall 2,445 271 24.5 11.1% | 678 206 17 30.4% | 0.28
Late 1,666 298 25.3 17.9% | 1,722 | 427 5.1 24.8% | 1.03
Fall

Total 24,399 2,590 16,203 | 3,990 0.66
Zone 4- Rte 219 to Upper Collinsville Dam

Winter | 424 102 26.8 23.9% | 1,323 1233 |3 93.2% | 3.12
Early 790 178 19.2 22.5% | 178 177 1 99.2% | 0.23
spring

Spring | 5,308 624 38.5 11.8% | 5,962 2,190 |13.3 36.7% | 1.12
Summer | 3,049 430 43.5 14.1% | 2,329 698 135 30% 0.76

Fall 1,787 236 27.1 13.2% | 928 367 6 39.5% | 0.52
Late 1,129 213 20.6 18.9% | 1,281 | 493 9.5 38.5% |1.14
Fall

Total 12,486 1,782 12,001 | 5,157 0.96
Zone 5- Upper Collinsville Dam to Rte 177 Unionville

Winter | 59 31 20 53.4% |0 0
Early 523 140 24.1 26.9% | 540 281 5 52% 1.03
spring

66|Page




Spring 2,594 550 21.3 21.2% | 1,830 644 8 35.2% | 0.71
Summer | 2,032 337 46.6 16.6% | 487 243 10.3 49.9% | 0.24
Fall 695 161 28.7 23.2% | 552 273 2 49.4% | 0.80
Late 457 178 8.1 38.9% | 871 776 1 89.1% |1.91
Fall

Total 6,358 1,398 4,281 2,217 0.67
Grand 90,038 11,386 66,527 | 22,105 0.74
Total
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Appendix 10.Opinion responsdsy management tygfeom anglers intercepted (1,2pduring on river
interviews. Not all anglers responded to question as 31 declined interviews.

Num of TMA % In % Strongly In % No % % Strongly
Question Responses Section Favor Favor Opinion  Against  Against
Year
AWhat is your opi round
CatchandRelease management of (Zones 2
trout in this YR 379 & 3) 53.0 40.6 5.3 0.3 0.8
"What would be your opinion of Year
extending Yearound C&R round
regulations in the YR TMA from the (Zones 2
abutments upstream to the Still Rivel 375 & 3) 44.5 33.6 14.1 5.6 2.1
"What would be your opinion of
extending Yearound C&R Year
regulations in the YR TMA from the round
abutments upstream to the (Zones 2
Goodwin/Hogsback Dam?" 374 & 3) 40.6 31.8 14.7 9.9 2.9
iwhat is your opin Seasonal
Seasonal CatehndRelease managemen Zones 1,4,
of trout in this T 480 &5) 57.1 25.2 11.7 2.5 3.5
"What would be your opinion of
extending Yearound C&R Seasonal
regulations in the YR TMA from the (Zones
abutments upstream to the Sitill Rivel 482 1,4, &5) 39.2 27.4 17.0 11.2 5.2
"What would be your opinion of
extending Yearound C&R
regulations in the YR TMA from the Seasonal
abutments upstream to the (Zones1 4,
Goodwin/Hogsback Dam?" 481 &5) 35.6 27.9 18.3 11.2 7.1
AWhat would be vy«
removing the seasonal TMA (i.e.,
reverting to statewide regulations) in
waters downstream of the Upper All
Collinsville Dam’ 838 sections 19.9 4.1 34.5 27.7 13.8
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Appendix 11. Opinion responses from online anglers (2,626). 2,761 anglers took online survey, but 135 were flagged and
as likelyduplicates. Three separate survey links (surveys were identical) were sent out via email to all anglers that had pre
been issued a CT fishing license, on the CT Fish and Wildlife Facebook page, or directly to special interest groupsata a s

email. Perent of surveys completed by survey medium (email, Facebook, or special interest) are presented below.
% Strongly

Num of
Question Responses
Survey Medium 2,761

Facebook Interest

o % S_trongly
Against Against

Did you fish within the

Farmington River Year

round TMA or Seasonal

TMA sections in 20247 2,755

57.7 423

Have you EVER fished

within the Farmington

River Yearround TMA or

Seasonal TMA sections? 2,751

73.6 26.4

What is your opinion of the
DEEP's CatctandRelease
management of trout in the
Yearround TMA? The
current regulation is Catch
and Release only year
round from the old
footbridge abutments
(Barkhamsted downstrearn
to the Route 219 bridge
(New Hartford)) 2,739

55 3.2
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What is your opinion of the
DEEP's Seasonal Catch
andRelease management
of trout in the Farmington
River TMA from the
Abutments to the Goodwin
Dam? The current
regulation is Catch and
Release Only from
September 1 to 6:00 a.m.
2nd Saturday in April.
Daily creel limi 2 , 1.
minimum length from 6:00
a.m. 2nd Saturday in April
to August 31.)

2,732

34.6

29.9

20.3

9.3

5.8

What would be your
opinion of extending Year
round C&R regulations in
the Yeafround TMA from
the abutments upstream tc
the Still River?

2,736

25.1

39.3

20.7

8.8

6.1

What would be your
opinion of extending Year
round C&R regulations in
the Yeafround TMA from
the abutments upstream tc
the Goodwin/Hogsback
Dam?

2,733

24.2

38.4

20.7

10.0

6.7
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What would be your
opinion of removing the
seasonal TMA (i.e.,
reverting to statewide
regulations) in waters
downstream of the Upper
Collinsville Dam?Current
regulations are Catch and
Release Only from
September 1 to 6:00 a.m.
2nd Saturday in April.

Daily creel limi 2 , 1.

minimum length from 6:00
a.m. 2nd Saturday in April
to August 31.)

2,722

20.1

12.1

27.7

19.9

20.2
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State of Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Bureau of Natural Resources
Fisheries Division

Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoratiorbi~R-42
Annual Performance Repdrt-F24AF01138
4/1/202 to 3/31/20%

Grant Title: Inland Fisheries Research and Management
Study 1: Coldwater Fisheries Management
Job 4: Distribution of Hatchery Salmonids

Report Prepared b'Matt Devine

Job Personnel: Matt Devine, Calob Leader
Brian Eltz, CeJob Leader
Andrew Ransom, Primary Staff
Andrew Bade, Program Coordinator

Overview: Recreationafishing is a healthy outdoor,
experiencehat isimportant to the quality of life for
many of Connecticutds
the Stateds economy. T
million daysof fishing annuallyin Connecticut.
These same anglers (approximately 109,000 adu
anglers older than 16 years of age), spend rough| [EEsS=a
$30.00/day pursuing trout, which contributes arouiEig
$36 million annually t[&§
(USFWS 2013)Accordingly, a major objective of
the Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environment al Protieect i
Division is to enhance and diversify recreational
salmonid fishing opportunitie3.o support high !
guality fishing experi§
hatchery system annually stocks between 900,004
andl1.3 million salmonids (trout fry, fingerling trout
[often called yearlings], adult trout, Atlant8almon
[fry and adults], and Kokane&galmon fry) that are
reared at three State fish hatcheries. Currently,
Brown, Brook, Rainbow, antiger trout, along with
Atlantic and Kokanesalmon(a landlocked fan of
the anadromous Pacific Sockeye Salmemeyaised
for stocking in waters open to public fishing.
Additionally,the USFWS somewhat regularly providesplus broodstock Lake Trout

Figure 1. The Trumbull Connecticut Scout
Group helps stock trout in the Pequonnocl
River.
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Objectives for the Distribution of Hatchery Salmonids are:

1. Continue using computdrased trout stocking schedules.

2. Distribute trout and salmon to areas that provide suitable habitat and are open to the
general angling public.

3. ProduceAnnual Fish Stocking Repoaind construct a lonterm database of annual

allocations by site.

Continue to updatelectronic stocking maps

Finalize and implement a systematic method for allocating trout in lakes and streams.

Improve stocking site information for anglersysting maps of stocked streaorsthe

DEEP website.

o g s

This report describes efforts related to these objectives during the study year.

Key Findings

Objective 1: Continue using computerbased trout stocking schedules.

1 Microsoft Excel was used to organize all the trout and salmon stocking irsegsen,
opening dayf harvest for trout (4/13/2024in-season, and latgeason scheduldsish
allotments were sorted by hatchery, management type, and watersheatchedyhstaff
performed stocking of the various waters within designated ranges of dd2esgék
blocks) within each schedule.

Objective 2: Distribute trout and salmon to areas that provide suitable habitat and are
open to the general angling public.

1 Inall, 1@ lakes/ponds and4® distinct
riverine sections were stocked with
catchablesize (> 6 inches) salmonids in
2024. Fulltime and seasonal staff from th
inland fisheries management programs

m Lake
River

contributed to this activity.

o One waterbodyStanley
Quarter Park Pondvas added

back to the stocking program Figure 2. Percent of total catchabisize trout
after extensive dredging and (> 6 inches) stocked in 2024 by habitat type.
habitat work was completed.

o Significant cuts were made to the allocation at Wonoscopomuc (Lakeville

Lake) due to reduced public access. In the fall of 2023, the Town of Salisbury

closed their boat launch on Wononscopomuc Lake to all outside vessels to
help prevent hydrilla, a fasgreading invasive aquatic plant species, from
becoming established within the lake. To offset the loss of angler access
caused by the launch closure, the town provided lva#tslectric trolling
motorsfor a rental fee. Fishing effort under this new regivas estimated to

73|Page



https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/annual-fish-stocking-report.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Fishing/General-Information/Trout-Stocking-Maps
https://portal.ct.gov/DEEP/Fishing/General-Information/Trout-Stocking-Maps

be 1,550 angling hours, an ~80% reduction from historic levels (11,371
hours). As a result, the Fisheries Division elected to stock 1,500 Seeforellen
Brown Trout yearlings (50% reduction) and 500 adult Rainbow Trout (80%
reduction). The proposed stockingpaation is open to change should angler
access and use increase in the future, as maintaining angler access to this
unique fishery is important to both the DEEP and the Town of Salisbury

Approximately605,065catchablesize trout, 1987 catchablesize AtlanticSalmon,
391,034Atlantic Salmon fry, and 80,000KokaneeSalmonfry were stocked in 202
(see theAnnual Fish Stocking Repofr location specifics).

Of the total number of catchabdeze trout stocked, 36% were released into lakes and
ponds and 64% were released into rivers and streams (Figure 2). Size composition for
catchablesize trout was 4% yearlings-@inches), 59% adults {82 inches), 36% |lge-

size trout (>12 inches), and <1% retired broodstock (> 16 incBpsgies composition

was approximately 37% Brown trout, 43% Rainbow trout, 18% Brook trout, and 2% tiger
trout (Appendix 1).

To take advantage of mildinter conditions in 202 and in anticipation of Opening Day
of Harvest (OD) slated for April3", 2024, DEEP began stockirifrout Management
Areason Februar22"¥andTrout Management Lakem February2 1t

Of the total allotment of catchab$éze trout distributed, 47% were stocked prior to OD,
approximately 44% were stocked from OD to May',3nd 9% were stocked July
through December.

During fall 202 (Octoberi December), B87broodstock AtlantiGalmonraised at the
Kensington State Fish HatchgiBerlin) were stocked into the following waterbodies:
Naugatuck Riverq02fish; 715 2yearolds, 187 3yearolds), Shetucket River from the
Scotland Dam to Occum Dar845fish; 692 2year olds, 153-§ear old3, Mount Tom
Pond (20 2-yearolds), and Crystal Lake @0 2-yearolds).

Tiger Trout were stocked into both lakes and ponds (56%) and rivers and streams (44%),
with a total of 600 betweetl2incheand 14, 435 greater than

The Seeforellen strain Brovifirout stocking program continued in 2D2

o Overl2,000were stockedtayearlingsizeat East Twin Lake, Lake
Wononskopomuc, and Saugatuck Reserfgae theAnnual Fish Stocking
Reportfor details).

o 5,300were stocked in the fall as >12 inches adults into select coldwater and
Trout Management lakes.

0 375broodstock Seeforellen strain Browrout were stocked intb0 lakes
(Mashapaug Lake, Crystal Lake, Squantz Pond, Black fexdden) Long
Pond, Beach Pon@edar Lake, West Hill Pond, Highland Laded East Twin
Lake).

0 These fish were-3 years in age, and many were greater than 20 inches in
length.
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1 Finally, noBrown Trout fry werestockedwithin Class 2 and Class\8ild Trout
Management Aregsvaters are listed in thennual Fish Stocking Repgras the Fisheries
Division restrictedBrown Trout fry stocking to evaluate the success of establishing
naturalized populations and developing a fishery. In 2024, 17 previousiofrked
streams were sampled to assess the effectiveness of these stockings on species compositifin,
density, angpatial extent.

Objective 3: Produce Annual Fish Distribution Report and construct a longterm database
of annual allocations by site.

1 TheAnnual Fish Stocking Repovtas completed and made available to the public in
January 202 This report includes stocking information for salmonids and all other fish
species managed by the Fisheries Division (i.e., Walleye, Channel Catfish, Northern
Pike, river herring, Americahad, seaun BrownTrout, and Kokanee and Atlantic
salmon) throughout the State.

91 Design of a relational database contind&srrently all data are stored within Microsoft
Excel with separate worksheets for each year.

1 A historical trout and salmon stocking database has been designed and is currently being
updated. These data are sorted by waterbody, year, species, and fish size and will
facilitate data visualization, summary reports, and review of how allocations have
changed over time.

Objective 4: Continue to update electronic stocking maps.

1 Public stocking maps (n =3Lwere updated as needed and made avaitatbiee
including an interactive stocking map.

1 Inthe interactive stocking map, modifications to color schemes for stream segments wer
made, locations no longer being stocked were removed, and both text and signage were
updated on waterbody popups to reflect current regulations.

1 Stocking maps for hatchery staff are being revised and optimized to improve navigation
to stocking locations.

1 Work continues to map easements with fishing access in ArcGIS and implement into the
interactive stocking map.

Objective 5: Finalize and implement a systematic method for allocating trout in lakes and
streams.

1 Annual stocking densities for all lakes/ponds and rivers/streams were determined in 2020
Discrepancies in stocking rates (number trout/acre) were identified for all lakes/ponds
and rivers/streams in 2021 and stocking densities were adjusted where needed.

1 Insummer 2023, fisheries staff began conducting a comprehensive statewide trout
stocking site assessment to evaluate the suitability of current stocking locations. The mos
recent site assessment was done in 2014.

0 A rank and scoreodel is being used to assessstdfewide stocking
locations (i.e., every stocked location within a river/stream) based on criteria
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including angler access, stocking access, land ownership, and habitat

conditions.
0 A Surveyl23 form was developed to facilitate data collection in the field and

to date960individual stocking locations have been assesggdavere

assessed in 2024 (Figure 2)
0 Once completdisheries staff willreview andcoupled with results from

angler surveys and fish sampling datendify stocking locations and

allotmentsas needed.
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Other Important Findings

Figure 3. Individual stocking locations assessed during 2024 as part of the ongoi
statewide stocking site assessment using Survey123.

Objective 6: Improve stocking site information for anglers by posting maps of stocked
streams on the DEEP website.

1 To inform the public of catchablsize salmonid releases, stockings were advertised on
FacebooKWednesday and Friday) and both thieractive trout stocking magnd the

trout stocking repontvas updated daily for waterbodies that were open to fishing. Prior to
removal of the closed season for trout fishing, stocked waterbodies were not advertised
until close to Opening Day, which occurs on tR&éSaturday in April. All lists and maps

were updated as conditions changed.
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http://www.facebook.com/ctfishandwildlife
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1 Several outside organizations assisted with trout and salmon stocking in 2024 including:
o Eight (8) public school classes ranging from elementary school to high school.
o Two (2) youth fishing clubs.
0 One (1) Cub Scout group.
o0 Three (3) Trout Unlimited Chapters

1 Seventeen (17) streams were sampled in 2024 to assess the effects of historic fry stocking.
a result, three (3) streams were identified as being warranted for fry stocking in 2025 (East
Aspetuck River, Norwalk River, Blackberry River), as stocking mafl impact wild Brook
Trout and no wild Brown Trout were detected.

1 An updated trout stocking operations direcivexpected to binalized by fisheries sthfn
2025.The last trout stocking directive was completed in 1978.

Moving Forward

1 Implement theéStatewide Salmonid Action plgBeauchene and Eltz 2024nd evaluate
progress and additional needs for the upcoming Statewide Salmonid Action plan.

1 Research current property ownership and public access of stocking sites where there is som
level of uncertainty and quantify the amount of lost/changed access where records exist.

1 In all locations, review past stocking practices along with angler survey information, and
utilize data collected through online surveys and stocking site assessments to help determin
appropriate trout stocking timings and allocations.

1 Develop a classification/categorization system for all stocked waterbodies and determine be
stocking practices for each waterbody. Utilize waterbody size, angler access, angler usage,
distance from population source, management type, historical stquictices, and all
other relevant information during the process.

1 Review and evaluate all individual river/stream stocking sites in CT once &u€ryears
and investigate changes in land ownership and public fishing access opportunities as
information becomes available

1 Continue implementingn intensive statewide rotating stream creel survey on both
management and nananagement rivers/streams aimed at quantifying angler usage and
optimizing trout hatchery production and distribution.
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Appendix.Summary of catchable trout (>90) stocked during the
type, species, and size.

By Management Type
Adult-size Trout: Specialty trout:

Brown Brook Brown Rainbow Tiger Brook Brown Rainbow Tiger Brood- Total

Yearlng Adult Adult Adult Adult >12" >12" >12" >12" stock Trout
Community Ponds 0 4,930 3,380 6,285 0 450 440 1,200 750 0 17,435
Trout Management Lakes 8,350 1,500 25,110 10,850 0 5,950 6,800 12,550 0 530 71,640
Trout Park Ponds 0 4,000 6,085 12,370 350 2,955 1,000 8,050 6,045 110 40,965
Lakes with No Special Management 3,700 5,954 29,501 28,825 0 5,875 2,610 10,135 1,300 150 88,050
Pond Totals 12,050 16,384 64,076 58,330 350 15,230 10,850 31,935 8,095 790| 218,090
Enhanced Wild Trout Streams 1,000 1,700 6,945 18,450 0 1,000 950 5,975 515 50 36,585
Trophy Trout Managed Streams 0 4,500 5,150 5,250 0 1,935 8,502 18,965 850 375 45,527
Trout Park Streams 0 2,045 1,925 1,575 250 1,725 750 4,250 850 55 13,425
Trout Management Areas (TMAS) 14,000 9,459 17,615 22,345 0 3,920 15,085 29,520 1,650 596 114,190
Rivers with No Special Management 0 27,430 59,140 36,925 0 15,005 7,255 28,710 2,475 308| 177,248
River Totals 15,000 45,134 90,775 84,545 250 23,585 32,542 87,420 6,340 1,384| 386,975
Total Trout 27,050 61,518 154,851 142,875 600 38,815 43,392 119,355 14,435 2,174/ 605,065
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State of Connecticut
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Grant Title: Inland Fisheries Research and Management
Study 1: Coldwater Fisheries Management
Job 5: Broodstock Salmonid Management

Report Prepared bBrian Eltz and Andrew Ransom
Job Personnel:  Brian Eltz, CeJob Leader

Andrew Ransom, Gdob Leader

Matthew Devine, Primary Staff

Andrew Bade, Program Coordinator
e
Overview: The West Branch ‘ = T \
Farmington River, below the ‘
Goodwin Damjs a federally
designated Wild and Scenic River (1.
miles) and regionally recognized troL
fishery.In addition, the old, -4
hypolimnetic water released from
Goodwin Dam createthe best
tailwater resource in the state of
Connecticuthat supports a sizeable
stocked and wild trout population
throughout the yeaf.o capitalize on
this unique fishery resource, a year
round catckhandrelease Trout :
Management Area (TMA) was Figure 1. Sampling the

Ol A ey AN
V. & 2% ! i

/i
s | = 3!“\‘ ':\

West Branch Farmington River Tr:

designated for a 1.8ifa stretch of the Management Area to determine population estimates anc
river in 1988. The TMA quickly collect broodstock.

became increasingly popular with anglers, so to accommodate angler demand and to reduce
angler congestion, the yeayund catckandrelease TMA has been expanded twice over the
years to now cover a total of 5.6 miles. The DEEP Fisheries Division eleta®f®rtions of

the river annually to monitor the trout population or capture selectantdholdover, stocked
Brown Trout to use as broodstock for the
from this selective breeding program are used to stock this TMA as well as other rivers in
Connecticut. Since the inception of the TMA, preportionof wild Brown Trout in fall

population samples have increased (from 2% to 45%) andalsm@omprise a substantial
component of the annual angler catch. Through this job, the Fisheries Division strives to
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maintain the quality of this fishery to ensure future generations of anglers will be able to enjoy
this incredible resource.

Landl ocked kokanee sal mon support a small ut
decades old, ptgrow-andtake fisheries occur in our highest quality coldwater lakes and serve a
small but avid group of dedicated anglers (kokanee fisheries gearrastimated 10 12K

angler hours annually statewide). The continued success of these fisheries is dependent on the
collection and manual spawning of holdover, sexually mature broodstock, raising fry at the
Burlington State Fish &tchery, and releasingyfinto two to three lakes each spring.

Specifically, the objectives of the Broodstock Salmonid job are:

1. Improve survival of stocked/serdbmesticated Brown Trout (Survivor strain) in high quality

trout fishing rivers and streams currently managed under special regulations (i-eouyeiar

or seasonal catch and release).

Continue to collect broodstock for the Survivor strain Brown Trout Program.

Provide quality fishing opportunities in special management &oe&sown Trout

Continue to evaluate trout populations in a subset of TMAs containing Survivor strain trout

to provide a better understanding of how to best manage stocked or mixed (stocked and

naturally reproduced fish) trout populations and to imptbeepotential fonatural

reproduction of Brown Trout in these areas.

5. Continue to assess new rivers/stream areas for their value to be managed with Survivor strai
Brown Trout populations.

6. Maintain kokanee fisheries in West Hill Pond and East Twin Lake by stocking approximately

50,000 fry per year in each lake; stock any surplus fry in Lake Wononskopomuc. Explore the

possibility of introducing kokanee into a suitable coldwater lake in @aSfE(Beach Pond).

Explore possibility of introducing kokanee to another lake.

8. Continue the collection of Kokanee broodstatkVest Hill Pond, and at East Twin Lake if
needed to obtain adequate broodstock numbers.

9. Determine relative abundance and average lengths of mature Kokanee at \\rxshdHill
East Twin Lake, and Lake Wononskopomuc.

Eal S N

~

Key Findings

Objective 1: Improve survival of stocked/semidomesticated Brown Trout (Survivor strain)
in high quality trout fishing rivers and streams currently managed under special
regulations (i.e., yeafround or seasonal catch and release)
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Selective breeding and reintroduction of
offspring from fish that grow and holdover in the
river helps to conserve selection of wild adapted
genes. Broodstock selection focuses on wild
origin fish and fish with several years of riverine
exposure as prefead brood animals, but fish
stocked as little as 6 months prior to collection
are often selected as broas well

1 In the Farmington River yeaound
TMA there is a protracted spawning
season for Brown Trout (both wild and
stocked holdoverspften lasting from Figure 2. Brown Trout collected from the
late September through early January Farmington River during fall sampling.
depending on stream conditions (water temperature and flow)eXteisded duratioof
spawning time is an adaptive trait of salmonids to protect the population against periodic
fall drought and flood conditions that otherwise may wipe out an entire year class of wild
fish. To mimic this process and maintain this geneticadiytéible trait, hatchery
personnel spawn the selected broodstock ovewadk period as fish ripen in the
hatchery environment.

1 In 2024, Survivor strain offspring were stocked into the following waterbodies with
special regulations (Table 1) where they have demonstrated better holdover potential
than the domestic strain Brown Trout re

Table 1.Locations where Survivor strain Brown Trout were stocked i#202

Large Adults

Date Waterbody Yearlings Adults (>12")

4/24/2024 Farmington River (West Br. TMA) 0 0 1,300
5/1/2024 Housatonic River, Upper TMA 3,000 0 0
5/28/2024 Farmington River (West Br. TMA) 4,000 0 0
9/13/2024 Pequabuck River, RTS 2297 3,000 0 0
9/17/2024 Hockanum River TMA 4,000 0 0
9/24/2024 Salmon Brook, WTMA 2 1,000 0 0

9/26/2023 Housatonic River, Upper TMA 0 0 3,000

9/27/2023 Housatonic River, Upper TMA 0 0 1,000

10/24/2024 Hockanum River TMA 0 0 450

Total 15,000 0 5,750

Objective 2: Continue to collect broodstock for the Survivor strain Brown Troutprogram.

1 Single pass electrofishing was used to cokd€broodstock Brown Trout (10025 is the
target) from the yearound catchandrelease Trout Management Area (TMA) of the West
Branch Farmington Riveand two sections of the seasonal TMA (above and below the
yearround TMA)between September 4@th. Additional fish were collected this year to
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utilize smaller than typical wild mal es
taking fish from different sections of the river; typically, brood are only collected from
within the yeairound TMA. The preferred candidate for broodstock is a wild fish (hatched
within the river) that is sevatyears old. Second preference is a rydtr holdover fish
(determined by total length of the fish and year of elastomer tag or specific fin clip). Each
spring (up until 2020), all Survivor Brown Trout eged an adipose fin clip and unique
elastomer tag color for future identification; now, only adult Survivors receive a unique
annual fin clip (adipose, right pelvic, or left pelvic). The final preference is a fish that has
been in the river at least 6 niba (typically a spring stocked large adult Survivor). All fish
are typically at least 13 inches in length and have evidence of viable gametes and strong
secondary sex traits.
1 The selected fish were transported to the Burlin@iate FistHatchery in a hatchery
truck with aerated, insulated tanks. At the hatchery, the broodstock were isolated from
other hatchery populations for fish disease/health measures.
o Hatchery staff spawne®B pairs (consisted of 88 females anch&fles; some
males were used more than once) and collel@d09yreen eggs from these
fish. At least 86% ofll croseshad one wild parenOverall egg eyaip was
determined to b&8%, which is lower than in previous years (I80%). All fish
were spawned between Octob¥rathid December'd
A These crosses will produce enough fish to meet all the production needs
for 2026 spring yearlings (8,000), 262all adults (4,000), 202fall large
adults (500), and 20Xpring large ag€ adults (1,100).
o0 All collected brood are returned to the river after spawning is completed.

Objective 3: Provide quality fishing opportunities in special management areafor Brown
Trout.

1 The Farmington River TMA (yeaound and seasonal) was stocked multiple times with
Brook, Brown, Rainbow, and Tigémout throughout the spring along with stocking
events in July and Septembéngual Fish StockingRepgrt I n addi ti on t
stocking efforts, cooperating groups (Metropolitan District Commission, Farmington
River Anglers Association, and Trophy Trout Club) received permits from the DEEP to
stock additional trout within the West Branch FarmingtoreRiv

1 Also, management areas such as Trophy Trout areas, other TMAs around the state, Tro
Parks, Trout Management Lakes, and Community Fishing Waters receive prescribed
allotments each year to provide unigue fishing opportunifiesijal Fish Stocking

Repor).

Objective 4. Continue to evaluate trout populations in a subset of TMAS containing
Survivor strain trout to provide a better understanding of how to best manage stocked or
mixed (stocked and naturally reproduced fish) trout populations and to improvehe
potential for natural reproduction of Brown Trout in these areas.

1 Nine standard sites within the yeaund catch and release section of the West Branch
Farmington River Trout Management Area (TMA) and two seasonal catch and release
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sections within the Farmington River TMA (above and below the-saard TMA) were
sampled to characterize the trout population fderitoring Fish Populations in Streams
for more detailsand for broodstock collection.

0 In 2024, the second highest catch rates of trout (464/km; average 340/kiBQRH5
were recorded within the standard sampling areas of thegead TMA (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Singlepass electrofishing catch rates (trout/km and wild Bro
Trout/km) during late summer/early fall in standard sections of the-rgeard
catch and release area of the West Branch Farmington River TMA; 2000
Note that no population sampling ococed in years where no data points a
presented.

o Wild Brown Trout catch rates were the second highest ever recorded (181/km,
average 99 fish/km 199%024) (Figures 3 and 4). As seen in Figure 4, the wild
Brown Trout population is largely made up of fish smaller than 28 cm, but numbers
of fish > 28cm arericreasing.
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Figure 4. Singlepass electrofishing catch rates (trout/km) during late summer/e
fall in standard sections of the yeayund catch and release area of the West Brai
Farmington River TMA, 200@024. Note that no population sampling occurred
years where no da points are presented.

1 Seasonal flows and temperatures allowed graduate student Chris Sullivan of UConn to
tag holdover Brown Trout in the Housatonic River TMA (Cornwall) on 7/17/2024. These
tagged fish will be monitored for the duration of the summer and reported on in a future
publication.SeeDisentangling effects of habitat on salmonid abundance in thermal
refuges while accounting for imperfect detectionprevious work in this TMA.

1 Survivors stocked in the Pequabuck River TMA are scheduled to be assessed via
electrofishing in 2025.

Objective 5: Continue to assess new rivers/stream areas for their value to be managed with
Survivor strain Brown Trout populations.

1 Survival of the 1,000 stocked Survivor yearlings into Salmon Brook Wild Trout
Management Area will be assessed in 2025 with electrofishing equipment\waghtse
first time this waterbody was stocked with Survivor fingerlings.

84|Page



https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1002/ecs2.4727
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1002/ecs2.4727

Objective 6: Maintain Kokanee fisheries in West Hill Pondand East Twin Lake by
stocking approximately 50,000 fry per year in each lake; stock any surplus fry in Lake
Wononskopomuc.Explore the possibility of
introducing kokanee into a suitable coldwater lake
in eastern CT (Beach Pond)

91 Developed and implemented Kokanee work
planin 2021.

1 Kokanee fry were stocked by boat into: East
Twin Lake, Salisbury (50,000), West Hill Pond
New Hartford/Barkhamsted (50,00@ndBeach
Pond, Voluntown, CT/Exeter, RI (80,000)

Objective 7: Explore the possibility of introducing
Kokaneeto another lake.

1 At Beach Pond (Voluntowr§0,000 fry were
stocked 9th consecutive year of stocking) toe re
establish the Kokaneégalmonpopulation that
disappeared after the introduction of Alewives RetiredFisheries Division Biologist

(196006s) . Edward Machowski holding a nice
0 Alewives were last detected in Beach  male Kokanee in full spawning color
Pond in the ear | y fromEastTwinLake (Salisbury), 201

electrofishing. In addition, no Alewife

were collected in vertical gill nets set during August 2011 and @0#8ring
purse seine sampling in 2024 recent publication by Dougherty et al. (2025)
also sampled Beach Pond for alewives and did not report any individuals

captured.
o Angler reports from summer of 2023 and spring of 2024 indicate large kokanee
(180) are being caught recreational |l yg

abundance (i.e., smaller population results in larger fish), and the large size
reported suggests thihie present population is low in density.

Objective 8: Continue the collection of Kokanee broodstoclat West Hill Pond, and East
Twin Lake if needed to obtain adequate broodstock numbers

1 At West Hill Pond, trap netting for the collection of broodstock salmon was completed
during October 202 Nets were fished from Octobéth through October 3h and a
total of 1,079 adult salmon487 females; 592 malgwere captured and transported to the
Burlington Fish Hatchery. Of these fisd5were spawned (432 male/female pairs),
producing 282,439 green eggs equating to 642 eggs/feiegercent eyap of the
eggs at Burlington Hatchery was high at 86.5% (similar to previous years) resulting in
237,114 eyed egg%his will yield an ample number of fry for stocking both Kokanee
management lakes (West Hill Pond and East Twin Lake) and one experimental Kokanee
lake (Beach Pond) in the spring of 202
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1 No broodstocknetting was needed at East Twin because netting efforts at West Hill
provided enough brood taeetproduction numbers.

Objective 9: Determine relative abundance and average lengths of mature Kokanee at
West Hill Pond, East Twin Lake, and Lake Wononskopomuc

1 A subsample ot14broodstock salmon from West Hill Porsi3(males and 61 fema)es
were measured while being spawned at the Burlington Fish Hatchery. The average size o
both sexes combined wd@85 mm (males = 343 mm; females = 328 mifime overall
size of the Kokanee collected for spawning in2@2aslargerthanin 2023(307 mm).

1 At West Hill Pondtwo nets were fished for a total efghtdays, however fish were only
collected for the hatchery during the initial folihe required number of matemale
pairs was met after the fourth day and nets were left in for several days if more were
required.

Moving Forward

1 Grow out Survivor Brown Trout for stocking in fall 202and spring 20&@

1 Monitor angler feedback on the quality of fishing in Femington Rivethroughangler
surveys (completed in 2024)ublic meetings, social media commeiaitsd direct public
interactions.

1 Determine feasibility of utilizing Survey123 application to record fish sampling data
collected in the field and as a means of electronic reporting by anglers catching kokanee,
especially at Beach Pond.

1 Closely monitor Alewife populations in both East Twin Lake and Nakeéonskopomuc
via vertical gill nettingand purse seining.

1 Monitor size of Kokanee at East Twin Lake to assess effects of competition with
Alewives.

7 Collect broodstock Kokanee each fall from West Hill Pond and/or East Twin Lake.

f Maintain the Stateds Kokanee fisheries
in East Twin Lake, West Hill Pond and Beach Pond.

o No longer stock Kokanee fry into Lak#ononskopomuanlessAlewives go
undetected for several years.

1 Monitor thekokaneepopulations within each of the stocked lakes, especially Beach
Pond.A secondary assessmemiBeach Pond should occur in the fall of 3@@ reassess
the developing fishery.

1 Determine the best method for assessing the survival ofslooked Kokanee
fingerlings in West Hill Pond.

References
1 Dougherty, M.M., MacDonald, A., York, G. and Post, D.M., 2025. Monitoring a

keystone species (Alosa pseudoharengus) with environmental effects: A comparison with
direct capture and environmental DNALoS One20(5).
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Job Personnel:

Overview: Thoughmosto f Co nn e g
lakes and ponds are considered warmwat
(dominated by sunfishes and bas®veral
locations in Connecticut support coldwate
lake fisheriedor holdover Brown Trout
and stocked Brook Trout. These fisheries
play an important role in adding to the
diversity of fishing opportunities provided
to Connecticutds an

Over the past 30+ years, the Fisheries
Division has studied various aspects of
Brown Trout i n many
coldwater lakes. During this period, management efforts largely focusagstmningand

enhancing holdover Brown Trout in select lakest maintain over summer coldwater habitat
through size and timing of trout stocked, fishing regulations (e.g., length limits, slot limits, and
season closures), and forage fish assessment (i.e., landlocked Alewife). Management efforts
worked to produce viablend, in some cases, notable fisheries for trophy Brown Trout.
Throughout this management history, both habitat and biological changes have occurred within
C o n n e c TroutManagement Lakg€3MLSs). Data collected over the past ten years indicate

Figure 4. Photo of night boat electrofishing.

L 11 T <91 Al T U O

that conditions in some of Connecticutds cofl d
producing holdover trout (e.g., declines in over summer habitat and loss/fluctuations of forage
base). Continda assessment and management of the | i@#mi

lakes is crucial to adapt stocking strategies as adequate coldwater habitat changes.
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In 2013, Fisheries Division biologists developedassification systembasedn a | ake 6 s
potential for producing holdover Brown Trout and other coldwater fishes (e.g., Kokanee Salmon
and Rainbow SmelEltz and Machowski 20)6Parameters used in the classification system
include over summer habitat (i.e., volume of late summer cold, oxygenated water), forage
abundance, and availability of thermal refugia. This classification system is now being used as a
guideline in determimg appropriate stocking and management options for each coldwater lake.

The objectives of theColdwater L akesManagement job are:

1.

Continue to assesdbundance and size distribution of Brown Trout and Alewives in
HighlandLakeand other important coldwater lakes as resources permit.

Determine the need for continuing or changing special regulations for trout at Highland
Lake

Assess other management options for producing quality Brown Trout fisheries in
coldwater lakes, including stocking different sizes, strains and densities of trout.
Continue to btain temperature and oxygen profiles on coldwater lakes.

Explore potential for forage fish introduction in a few selected coldwater lakes.

Key Findings

Objective 1: Assess abundance and size distribution of Brown Trout and Alewives in
Crystal and Highland lakes, and other important coldwater lakes as resources permits.

The relative population size of Alewives was assessed at Wyassup Lake (8/14/24
included in sampling because of an ongoing effort to reintroduce Smallmoufh Bass
Beach Pond (8/21/24), Highland Lake (8/19820/24), West Twin Lake (8/26/2024
included because of a direct connection to East Twin)l.akel East Twin Lake
(8/27/248/29/24). Wyassup Lake, Beach Pond, Highland Lake, and West Twin Lake
were all sampled using a purse s€iB@m x 16m, 0.8mm mesHhjurse seining started at
sunset and continuechtil the desirednumber of tows was completed each day. Number
of tows was determined by the size of the waterbmaed on recommendations by
Devine et al. (2018), with 105 recommended for most laké&sast Twin Lake waalso
sampled using five vertical gillnets (9.5mm, 12.7mm, 15.9mm, 19.1mm, and 22.2mm bar
mesh)thatwere set each sample date and retrieved the following day.
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Photos ertlal iIInet h|||plyed and while ih are bei removed after a
night of sampling.

No Alewives were captured in Wyassup Lake, Beach Pond, or West TwinTlake.
populationin East Twin Lake appears to have returned and stabilized after its resurgence
in the late 2010s.

Highland Lake had a relative density of 15.2 alewives peeé$einl, whereas East Twin
averaged 3.2 alewives. East Twin Lake also had an average density of 114/night with the
vertical gillnets, which was an increase from 78 in 20@8a decrease from the peak of
229in 2003

An experimental electrofishing sample was conducted at the Saugatuck Reservoir on
10/29/24 to assess recent stockings of Seeforellen Brown Trout. Working under the
thought process that Brown Trout are staging near tributaries prior to upstream
migrations diring the spawn period, this sample was conducted on the north end of the
reservoir near inflow tributaries. This was the second time a trout specific sample has
been conducted in this waterbody, and again zero trout were captured. Future efforts (i.e.
trap netting) will be required to determine how to effectively assess this population.

In East Twin Laketrap netting was used to assessibldoverBrown Troutpopulation

using the Schnabel markcapture method (Everhart et al. 1975, Ricker 1975) from
1021/24 until 11/22/24. This was the first sample event after a regulation change

all owing harvest of only one b maswereder out
and checked-3 times a week for the duration of the sample pefibére were an

estimated 394 Brown Troutvith a 95 % confidence interval of 25886 (Figure 1).

This is slightly lower than the population estimate of 416 {288 95% CI) from 2021.

A total of 149 individuals were captured during netting, with the smallest fish being
342mm and the largest being 674mm. Faitye of these fish (31%) were larger than the
220 mini mum size to be kept (Figure 2),

they were Seeforellen strain. The 262@ ar c¢cl ass of Seeforelle
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due to constraints resulting from Cov@, and it is possible they make up more of the
current population than observed.

1500

1000

Number of Fish
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2000

2010 2020
Year

Figure 1. Estimated population sizes of Brown Trout in East Twin Lake from 1991 to 202.
Each year sampled is represented by a red circle. The population estimate for 2024 was

(95% Cl: 258i 486).
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Figure 2. Measured lengths (mm) of Brown Trout captured in East Twin Lake in 2024.

Objective 2: Obtain temperature and oxygen fgpr
monitor potential changes in summer coldwater habitat (the season with the most
severe/restrictive habitat conditions for coldwater fisheries resources in Connecticut).

1 Single point temperature and oxygen profiles were conducted in East Twin Lake (8/27
28/24), West Twin Lake (8/26/24), Highland Lake (8/19/24), Beach Pond (8/12/24), and
Wyassup Lake (8/14/24). Coldwater habitat (<20C and >4.5mg/L) was only observed at
EastTwin Lake (8 meters) and Beach Pond (10 meters). Repeated Temp/DO samples
were also conducted in Colebrook River Lake to monitor coldwater resources available
for the Farmington River tailwater fishery. Sample were taken on 7/18, 7/30, 8/16, 8/29,
and 9/5. Results indicated that cold water (<20C) remained within the reservoir
throughout the summer, however only three vertical meters of volume remained on 9/16.

Objective 3: Determine the need for continuing or changing special regulations for trout at
Highland and Crystal lakes.

1 Starting January 1, 2026, two thermal refuges have been officially designated in Highland
Lake where trout concentrate at the mouths of small tributaries during summer months in
years where coldwater habitat in the hypolimnion is depleted.

Objective 4: Assess other management options for producing quality Brown Trout fisheries
in coldwater lakes, including stocking different sizes, strains and densities of trout.

1 Work continued within the hatchery system to rear the Seeforellen strain of Brown Trout
for stocking in2024/2025 This trout strain was brought back into hatchery production in
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2019 because it is especially suited to
reported longevity and late maturity result in increased growth and overall size. A full
plan for utilization of these Seeforellen Brown Trout has been created and was
implemented beginning in 2021.

o For locations stocked with Seeftlem in 2021 and 2025see Table 2.

Table 1 Numbers, sizes, and lakes stocked with Seefoistlaim Brown Trout irthe 2024/2025
reporting period.

Seeforellenstrain Brown Trout

Stocked
Lake Month of Stocking > 6 inches > 12 inches > 16 inches

Black Pond,Meriden Dec./Jan./Feb. 0 350 30
BeachPond Nov./Feb. 0 600 30
CedarLake Feb. 0 0 30
CrystalLake Nov./Jan. 0 800 30
EastTwin Lake May/Nov./Jan. 4175 1000 30
HighlandLake Nov./Jan. 0 1300 30
Lake

Wononskopomuc May 4175 0 0
Long Pond Nov./Feb. 0 600 30
Mashapaud.ake Feb. 0 0 50
SaugatuclReservoir May 3700 800 0
Squantzpond Nov./Feb. 0 800 30
WestHill Pond Nov. 0 600 30
Total 12050 6850 320

Objective 5: Explore potential for forage fish introduction in a few selected coldwater
lakes.
1 Spawning populations of Rainbow Smelt were investigated during April of 2024 at West
Hill Pond and Colebrook River Lak&here was no evidence that a spawning population
of smelt persists at West Hill Pond, however a small number of individuals congregating
near tributaries was observed at Colebrook River Lake. Future work should be conducted
to assess population size arapplation metrics of smelt in this waterbody.

Moving Forward

1 Continue to monitothe abundance and size distribution of Alewives in East Twin Lake
via vertical gill net Continue toevaluatethe effects of Alewife competition with
Kokanee by monitoring growth of théokanee

1 Continue to monitor temperature and dissolved oxygen during late summer in key
coldwater lakes and adjust Brown Trout stocking numbers as needed.
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1 Assess newly initiated stockings of March season Trout Management Lakes with angler
surveys or trail cameras including the two new Brook Thkéamagementakes.

1T Add an objective to the current Sport Fifgsh
fishing for Brook Trout in Mohawk Pond (Goshen) and Black Pond (Woodstock) by
annually stocking adult Brook Trout int e

1 Reuvisit harvest regulations on Trout Management Lakes to support the potential fishery
generated via the Seeforellen stocking and assessment plan.
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Overview: Lake, pondand large river
monitoringis crucial to maintain wo-
date fish population data (e.g., populatio
size structure and growth rategdentify
changes in fish assemblagasd evaluate
management strategiesccordingly, he
Fisheries Division has regularly monitore e
fish populatonsnConnect i cu \
large rivers Nighttime boat electrofishing f& N f
is the primary technique for assessing fis
assemblages in these waterbodies.

However, we have recently increased theyr /S o
scope of this program with daytime ‘
sampling in large rivers using a-idot
raft with an ETS kectrofishing system

Figure 1. Nighttime boat electrofishing to obtain varic

s o fish species data is a core function of the warmwatetr
new |OcatI0nS annua”y and I‘eVISItIng fisheries program_

previously sampled locations on a
rotational basis as lakes and large rivaesdynamic systemsaharesubject tdboth natural
variationandanthropogenic influences (e.g., winter drawdowns, herbicide applications,

Our sampling regime involves visiting
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dredging, invasive species, shoreline development, changes in angler pressure, and climate
change}hat caralter their respective fisheries over time

The objectives of the lake, pond and large river monitoring job are:

1. Regularly sample warmwater fish populations from a variety of waterbodies
including special management lakes, waterbodies with a variety of angler usage and
habitat types, and sites with known perturbations.

2. Monitor growth and population structure of important warmwater fish species in
sampled lakes.

3. Evaluate the effects of introduced gamefish on resident fish populations.

4. Collect fish population data in previously unsampled lakes as resources permit.

5. Maintain warm water survey databases and provide support to special management
projects.

Key Findings

Objective 1: Regularly sample warmwater fish populations from a variety of waterbodies
including special management lakes, waterbodies with a variety of angler usage and habitat
types, and sites with known perturbations.

1 Forty-five nighttime boat electrofishing samples were carried out on 41 waterbodies between

4/1/2411/19/24 (Table 1).

o Samples were carried out for varied reasons, which include:
A One trout and Alewife only sample.
One Walleye only sample.
Two all species samples with fish retained for pathology work.
Two Smallmouth Bass only samples.
Four black basé.e. Largemouth Bass and Smallmouth Basg) Esocid (i.e.
either Chain Pickerel and/or Northern Pike) only samples.
Thirty-four all species samples.

T AnAll specieso refers specificall
of lake and large river monitoring, as opposed to other prejestific
samples (e.g., samples to generate bass population estiralzibse
abundance estimatew presence/absence).

1 Two waterbodies (Lower Bolton Lake, Bolton and Shuttle Meadow
Reservoir, Southington) were sampled as part of an ongoing statewide
lacustrine (i,e.il ake dwel l ingo) Small mout
these waterbodies all fish species were sampled and up to 30
Largemouth Bass, 30 Smallmouth Bass (when posséié)either 30
Bluegill or Pumpkinseed were retained and sent to the United States
Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Lamar Fish
Health Center in Lamar, PA for fish pathology testifilgis testing
was done as part of an ongoing s
lacustrine Smallmouth Bass populations. The pathology testing was
done according to the protocols of the United States Fish and Wildlife

> D>>I>> >
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Service, Wild Fish Health Survey Protocols, which included:
bacteriology, kidney tissues inoculated on BHIA slants withdhiems
run on bacterial growth and PCR confirmation; virology, cell culture
of kidney/spleen/swim bladder samples homogenized, dilarel
incubated for two weeks on CHSE, EPC, FHM, and2Btell lines
with PCR confirmation on any noted CPE) to look for Largemouth
Bass virus and other fish pathogens.
A Two private waterbodiefoolittle Lake, Norfolk and Indian Lake, Sharon)
were sampledsing nighttime boat electrofishing
1 Appendix A contains detailed reportstbé samplings thatere
provided to the respective lake associations and town authorities.
A Two waterbodies (Hammonasset Lake, Madikdhngworth and Peat
Swamp Reservoir, Seymouhatare owned and operated by the Seuth
Central Regional Watekuthority (SCRWA) were sampledsing nighttime
boat electrofishingThese two locationare not open to fishing.
1 Appendix A contains a report for Peat Swamp Reservoir that was
provided to SCRWA.

Table 1.List of waterbodies sampladsing nighttime boat electrofishing. Sampling was carriecbettveen
April 1 and Junell, 2024, and again between Octoberl, 2024 and November 1/\@@246 * 6 den o
time being sampled by the DEEP Fisheries Division.
Waterbody Name Town Sample Date Sample Designation
Amos Lake Preston 6/5/24 All species
Bashan Lake East Haddam 5/20/24 All species
Beachdale Pond Voluntown 11/5/24 All species
Birge Pond (2 times) Bristol 5/8/24, All species
5/13/24
Black Pond Woodstock 4/30/24 All species
Black Rock Lak& Thomaston 10/8/24 All species
Candlewood Lake (Lattins Cove | New Milford- 6/10/24 & All species
launch) DanburySherman 6/11/24
New Fairfield
Center Springs Park Ponhd Manchester 10/15/24 All species
Day Pond Colchester 11/4/24 All species
Dodge Pond East Lyme 10/21/24 All species
Doolittle Lake Norfolk 5/30/24 All species
Eagleville Laké MansfieldCoventry | 11/6/24 All species
East Twin Lakgaka Washining Salisbury 6/4/24 All species
Lake)
Fisher Meadow Avon 11/12/24 All species
Freshwater Porid Enfield 10/10/24 All species
Halls Pond East Hartford 9/30/24 All species
Ashford
Hammonasset Lake Madison 11/13/24 All species
Killingworth
Highland Lake 3 times) Winchester 4/26/24, Black bas® Chain Pickerebnly
5/10/24, (2 times) &all species (1 time)
5/24/24
Indian Lake Sharon 11/14/24 All species
Lakewood Lakdgaka Great Brook | Waterbury 10/1/24 All species
Reservoir)
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Lake Saltonstall East HavefBranford | 5/28/24 All species
Lake Wintergreen (2 times) Hamden 5/9/24, All species
5/14/24
Lower Bolton Lake Bolton 4/29/24 All species & fish pathology
Ma |l o n e §aka Ame Ibake)* | Bristol 10/21/24 All species
Mansfield Hollow Lake 3times) | Mansfield 5/3/24, Black bass/Chain Pickerel onlg
5/17/24, times) & all species (1 time)
5/31/24
Morey Pond Union-Ashford 512124 All species
Powers Lake East Lyme 5/22/24 All species
Peat Swam Reservdir Seymour 10/9/24 All species
Rowans Pondaka Butternut Park | Middletown 10/17/24 All species
Pond)*
Saugatuck Reservoir EastonRedding 10/29/24 Trout & Alewives only
Weston
Shuttle Meadow Reservéir Southington 5/7/24 All species & fish pathology
Spaulding Pond (aka Mohegan | Norwich 10/7/24 All species
Park Pond)
Squantz Pond New Fairfield 4/4/24 Walleyeonly
Sherman
Stanley Quarter Park Pond New Britain 10/22/24 All species
West Hill Pond BarkhamsteeNew 5/29/24 All species
Hartford
West Twin Lakeglaka Washinee | Salisbury 6/3/24 All species
Lake)
Wyassup Pond (2 times) North Stonington 10/2/24, Smallmouth Bass only
10/16/24

Objective 2: Monitor growth and population structure of important warmwater fish
species in sampled lakes.

T Catch per unit effort calculations were ¢
specieso samples were performed. See Appe
1 No scale samples were taken during the 2224ampling season for this Job.

Objective 3: Evaluate the effects of introduced gamefish on resident fish populations.

1 Work began in 2022 to develop a database of introduced gamefish stocking allocations, as
well as collate historic and recent electrofishing data, to enable this type of aldiytde
samples have also been schedWweidrk is ongoing and additional progress will be reported
as new advances are made.

Objective 4: Collect fish population data in previously unsampled lakes as resources
permit.

1 Ten previously unsampled waterbodies were sampled during 2024. These locations have an
asterisk next to their name in Table 1.

0 In 2024 the FD began sampling Community Fishing Waters and some Trout Parks
with an electrofishing raft. This raft was specifically designed and purchased to
sample small lakes and ponds and mediarge rivers that our traditional
electrofishing boats caot access.
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A Differences in pulsator technology, hull design, and characteristics of the
sampled waterbodies limit the comparability of catch per hour between
samples performed using the raft and other electrofishing vessels.

Objective 5: Maintain warm water survey databases and provide support to special
management projects.

1 All 2024data collected during lake and pond sampling, asagefther warmwater sampling
done to support special management projects (e.g., Wallel/dlorthern Pike relative
abundance estimatasad bass population estimgtdsave been entered into the fish
community relational database.

1 Progress was made to restore access to, and improve usability of, the fish community
sampling data collected prior to 20More information on this effort can be found in Study
3, Job 2.

1 The lake and large river survey also supported a special management project on Candlewoo
Lake by performing one night of boat electrofishing to assess the fish community response t
recent changes in aquatic vegetation.

9 Statistical programs using R have been created that automatically perform basic fish
community analyses to help standardize and reduce the turnaround time for fish community
reports prepared for external partners, as well as aid FD staff in having dhmatibn
readily available.

Moving Forward

1 Continue regular monitoring of Candlewood Lake to assess fish community responses to the
loss of aquatic vegetation and inform further management actions.

1 Continue the sampling plan that includes supporting special management projects,
rotationally sampling waters without special management, and sampling new waters as time
allows.

1 Continue to explore options to improve database management, especially as it concerns usi
pre- and pos2018 fish community data in long term analyses given their different data
structures. The onboarding of a pdstctoral fellow during the summer of 20to developa
completeand more useiriendly database is a major step forward in this effort.

1 Increase focus on evaluating the impacts of introduced gamefish on resident fish species.
(Data management improvements should facilitate this work.)

1 Purchasing a new electrofishing boat.

98|Page




Appendix A
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Indian Lake Electrofishing Report

CT DEEP Fisheries Division

March 5, 2025

Background:

Indian Lake is an approximately 2@@re private lake along the borders of Sharon, CT and
Millerton, NY. The southern and eastern shores of the lake are bordered by paved roads and
permanent homes while the western shore is less developed. Indian Lel&gvsly shallow
(maximum depth of 15 feet), of natural origin, and is fed by bottom springs and surface runoff.
The carbonate bedrock that underlies much of the watershed leads Indian Lake to have relativel

Ahardo water. | n d e eattiym cericentnatioa of @9Hng/b, findiah Léke i n d Ja
one of the waterbodies mostragk of zebra mussel infestation in Connecticut (Biodrawversity
2013).

Plant surveys have been conducted on Indian Lake since at least 1958 (Galligan 1958; Taub

1962; Soufrine et al., 2009). These surveys indicate a long history of extensive submerged

aguatic vegetation, particularly in the shallow northern arm of the lakée \Aguatic vegetation

is natural and desirable up to a point, the large amount of vegetation observed in Indian Lake

may be influenced by the | arge amount of acgf.i
Resource Conservation and Development AB&8). Also, the species composition of the

submerged aquatic vegetation has unfortunately changed to include at least the following three
invasive species: Eurasian watermilfai{ophyiium spicatun, variableleaf watermilfoil

(Myriophyllum heterophylluip and curlyleaf pondweed ¢tamogeton crispiis

There have been at least three prior fish community samples at Indian Lake: electrofishing
samples in 1965 and 1970 and a gillnet sample in 1970 (Connecticut Board of Fish and Game
1965, 1970A, 1970B). These samples suggest that Indian Lake had goodipapofa

Largemouth and Smallmouth bass, Chain Pickerel, Bluegill, Pumpkinseed, Redbreast Sunfish,
Golden Shiner, Creek Chubsucker, and Brown Bullhead. Black Crappie, Rock Bass, Yellow
Perch, and Grass Pickerel were also present at lower abundance. fiti@naleland average

sizes of these species suggest that Indian Lake has been a potentially valuable warmwater fishe
resource for many years.

The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Fisheries Division

samples a variety of freshwater lakes and ponds, which can include public waters, private water
supply reservoirs and private lakes. Gathering data from different waiestaldws the
Fisheries Division to assess the Stateds frjges
population size, fish age, and growth based on varying usage types. For example, public waters

see far more angling pressure than private lakes asddtb-fishing water supply reservoirs.

Therefore, the fish populations can be markedly different in terms of size and age structure

between these different types of waterbodies. The Fisheries Division sampled Indian Lake using
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night boat electrofishing in 2024 because it had not been sampled in 54 peéfose the
modern iteration of the Lake and Large River Electrofishing Survey began.

Key Concepts:

The Fisheries Division samples lake fish communities using boat electrofishing following
standardized sampling protocols. The electrofishing boat is deployed at night in the nearshore
areas of a lake. The boat is piloted at slow speed (approximately leneemhour or slower)

and DC current is pulsed into the water from an onboard generator through special st#saless
droppers that are suspended from two probes off the bow of the boat. Stunned fish are
immediately netted, counted and measured, theased back into the lake (electrofishing is
mostly nonlethal).

Throughout this document, fish are sorted into three categories that roughly correspond to their

trophic | evel (i .e., thei rL epvoesliot iporne dwaittohrisn
Ssizes and prey pri-mavel ¢ wipieteaniediaersizes andmmay A/ Mi
consume fish-Lpvey o apeciileseware smaller and

The relative abundance of fish species is expressed aspeaticbur (CPH) of electrofishing
time. CPH provides a standardized index of abundance that facilitates comparison of species
densities among lakes or over time within a lake.

For most species, CPH is calculated for four-siZea s sesi ze®t @c k-dizais ger (
defined as the smallest sizsieemmonl Yysiaeisy e gh
defined as the size at which most anglers considerthd fesls i r abl e t o-sd ateadh )o
larger (preferred size is a larger size that anglers would actively prefer to catch), and
Amemorsalzle® (a catch that is | arge enough t
an angler).

Proportional Size Distribution (PSD) is an index of size structure that describes the percentage
all stocksize or larger fish that are of quakiyge or greater. PSD is considered an index of the
percentage of Abigo f i dlbw-levelfish speciesather ¢ paustockt i
size designation, but there is a quattye designation. PSD values are still calculated for these
species, but, in this case, the PSD is a percentage of all the sizes of fish captured that are of
guality-size o greater.

Hyperlinks attached to each fish speciesd n
provided. These hyperlinks wil!/l |l ead the r

A

Connecticut 6 Dbdeptkinforntaion ean be cevievesjarding each fish species.

Key Findings:

Five Fisheries Division employees arrived at Indian Lake on November 14, 2024, around 4:30
PM. Tanya Riva of Millerton Road granted us access to the lake via the boat launch on her
property. Sampling began at 5:07 PM and was completed at 8:17 PM. Sixwaryresampled
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around the | ake, each takingimebwéene2l &ah
time the boat was actively putting electricity into the water) was 1 hour.

The water temperature (8.1 C [46.6 F]) was colder than our standard sampling windo2v (10
C). Typically, catch efficiency begins to d
catchefficiency across species and size classes. Water clarity, asidetéby Secchi disk, was

2.5 meters (i.e., 8.2 feet). Conductivity was 208.3 ps/cm and specific conductance was 307.7
puS/cm. The crew achieved 4.1 amps output using 15% power at low range on th&&onih0

GPP electrofishing control box. Wind conditsowere calm, and it was partly cloudy. Overall, it
was an effective sample conducted under appropriate sampling conditions. In total, ten different
species of fish, two species of turtle, and five species of invertebrate were sampled. Total catch
and catclper hour by size class can be found in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Figure 1 shows
length-frequency histograms sorted by species. Please see Table 3 for the lengths used to creat
Size categories.

Top-Level Species:

w Largemouth Bas§uicropterus nigricany, @ highly sought after sport fish within Connecticut and
nationally, was above average abundance for ssaekand qualitysize fish, relative to the
state average from public lakes open to fishing. The PSD was also above average. In additi
to the largegproportion
of quality-size Largemouth Bass, there were several very large individuals greater than 45
cm (17.7 inches). Indian Lake has excellent trophy potential for Largemouth Bass.

w Chain Pickere{esox nige), @ Native apex predator, was above average abundance fesgeck
guality-size, and PSD.

Mid -Level Species:

w Bluegill (Lepomis macrochigshave been widely introduced in Connecticut and have the tendency
to be extremely prolific, which can result in stunted growth of their populations and depresse
numbers of other coexisting sunfish species. They are highly abundant in Indian Lake with
all sze classes being more abundant than the state average. Although the PSD is below t
state average due to a large number of small individuals, there were several trophy fish in th
sample with a remarkable number of Bluegill that were eight inches er.larg

w Pumpkinseediepomis gibbosgs@ F € o ne of Connecticutds nat.i
cooccurring with Bluegill they tend to not be as abundant. In Indian Lake, Pumpkinseeds ar
below the statewide average at all size classes and the PSD is below the statewide averag

w Redbreast Sunfisfiepomis auritiy @are a native species that is typically common in rivers and
large streams but usually uncommon to rare in lakes. They are native to Atlantic coastal are
from New Brunswick to central Florida, but in Connecticut, they have a patchy distribution
across althe major watersheds. Redbreast Sunfish appear to be scarce in Indian Lake wit
too few caught to have an informative PSD.

w Hybrid Sunfish(Lepomis spp are relatively more common in private waterbodies like Indian
Lake. They also tend to reach larger average sizes than either parent species. Hybrid Blueg
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https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/chain-pickerel
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/chain-pickerel
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/chain-pickerel
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/chain-pickerel
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/chain-pickerel
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/bluegill
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/bluegill
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/bluegill
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/bluegill
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/redbreast-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/redbreast-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/redbreast-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/redbreast-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/hybrid-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/hybrid-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/hybrid-sunfish
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/hybrid-sunfish

x Pumpkinseed sunfish were observed in the sample. There is not a statewide avera
calculated for comparison, but the number and size distribution is roughly in line with what
would be expected of a private waterbody in Connecticut.

Rock Bass(ambiopiites rupestris are an introduced species in Connecticut that are typically
common where found. Rock Bass abundance in Indian Lake was below the state average f
both stock and quality sizes. PSD was also below the state average.

Yellow Perch(perca flavescensare native and can be found in almost all lakes, ponds, and larger
streams in Connecticut. They tend to be a
most popular panfishes. At Indian Lake, Yellow Perch abundance was above the state avera
for all size classes and PSD was also above the state average.

Black Crappi€pomoxis nigromacua)s@ | s o cal |l ed ACali co Basso,
occurs within all drainages in Connecticut. At Indian Lake, they are above the statewide
averages for stock and qualiize fish. The PSD is slightly below the state average.

Brown Bullhead(ameiurus nebuiosjs@ r € Connecti cut 6s most wi de
catfish species. They can be difficult to sample with nighttime boat electrofishing unless in
high abundance. From our sampling data, it appears that the population of stock and qualit
size individuals in the lake is generally below average. However, too few individuals were
sampled to categorize the PSD or make any definitive conclusions about the Brown Bullhea
population in Indian Lake.

Low-Level Species:

w Golden Shinefnotemigonus crysoleuck@re found in almost all lakes, ponds, and larger streams in

Connecticut. This species is our most common lake and pond minnow species and tends
be the preferred prey species (when in high abundance) for predatory gamefish. There is n
a statewide stoekize designation for this species, but there is a qusility designation.
When data are analyzed for the stetke category, all sizes of fish captured are used. Golden
Shiner were slightly below the state average abundance for all and -gizditgndslightly

below the state average for PSD.

Invertebrate Species:

w Chinese mystery snaildeiurus nebulosysare a widely distributed invasive species in Connecticut

that was found in Indian Lake.

w Banded mystery snailsiparus georgianys are native to the southeastern and midwestern United

States but not the northeast. They have previously been reported from at least East Twin Lak
Lake Waramaug, and Bantam Lake in Connecticut.

w Asian clam €omicula flumined are an invasive species that is widely distributed in Connecticut

and globally.

w There were two additional specimens, a pea clam and a yellow mussel, that staff were n

able to positively identify to species.
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https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/rock-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/rock-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/rock-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/rock-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/black-crappie
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/black-crappie
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/black-crappie
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/black-crappie
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/black-crappie
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner

Table 1: The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Indian
Lake on 1114-2024

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable
Brown Bullhead 2 1 0 0 0
Black Crappie 44 31 20 19 2
Blueqill 741 548 160 136 17
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseec 8 8 5 4 1
Chain Pickerel 64 34 16 6 0
Golden Shiner 19 19 5 NA NA
Largemouth Bass 91 66 39 17 6
Musk Turtle 4 NA NA NA NA
Painted Turtle 2 NA NA NA NA
Pumpkinseed 53 43 4 1 0
Rock Bass 9 9 5 3 2
Redbreast Sunfish 6 6 0 0 0
Yellow Perch 332 280 179 70 6

Table 2: The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Indian Lake
14-2024. Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where available.

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
Black Crappie 43.8 30.9(21.3) 19.9(17.1) 18.9 2.0 64.5 (77.2)
Bluegill 737.9 545.7 (343.3159.3 (142.3 1354 16.9 29.2 (47.9
Brown Bullhead 2.0 1(11.7) 0 (10.6) 0.0 0.0 0(91.1)
Chain Pickerel 63.7 33.9(20.6) 15.9(6.3) 6.0 0.0 47.1 (35.8
Golden Shiner 189 18.9(20.9) 5(6.7) NA NA 26.3 (39.6
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseed 8.0 8 (NA) 5 (NA) 4.0 1.0 62.5 (NA)
Largemouth Bass 90.6 65.7(57.9) 38.8(29.4) 16.9 6.0 59.1 (54.8
Musk Turtle 4.0 NA (NA) NA (NA) NA NA NA (NA)
Painted Turtle 2.0 NA (NA) NA (NA) NA NA NA (NA)
Pumpkinseed 52.8 42.8(59.3) 4(23.5) 1.0 0.0 9.3 (42.3)
Redbreast Sunfish 6.0 6 (33.7) 0(12.7) 0.0 0.0 0 (34.6)
Rock Bass 9.0 9 (38.9) 5(24.4) 3.0 2.0 55.6 (67)
Yellow Perch 330.6 278.8 (102.1 178.3 (48.2)  69.7 6.0 63.9 (53.5
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Discussion:

OQur nighttime boat electrofishing sampling Bpr
It is not unusual for fish to experience strong ydasses when conditions are favorable and

weak yeaiclasses when conditions are unfavorable. Additigngtle time of year will affect

when certain species are available for capture. That said, Indian Lake appears to have a health
diverse fish population overall. Interestingly, Smallmouth Bass were not observed in our 2024
sample but were previously commdmallmouth Bass have become extirpated in many lakes

and ponds in Connecticut. The shallow and heavily vegetated habitat of Indian Lake is likely
better suited to Largemouth Bass, and Indian Lake had exceptionally large Largemouth Bass an
Bluegill. Theae are several introduced plant, invertebrate, and fish species present in Indian Lake
Indian Lake is also among the mostiak waterbodies for invasion by zebra mussels in
Connecticut based on water chemistry. The lack of public access at Indiars lueertunate

given the high quality fishing opportunities present for several species.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Andrew Bade (pho#®@BD01; email:
Andrew. Bade@ct.ggv
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Appendix

Table 3.Size categories for sportfish in Connecticut. All lengths are expressed in
centimeters.

Species Stock Quiality Preferred Memorable
Largemouth Bass 20 30 38 45
Smallmouth Bass 20 30 35 43
Northern Pike 35 60 71 86
Chain Pickerel 25 38 45 53
Walleye 25 38 45 50
Brown Trout 20 33 40 50
Rainbow Trout 20 33 40 50
Brook Trout 20 33 40 50
Yellow Perch 13 20 25 30
White Perch 13 20 25 28
Black Crappie 13 20 25 30
Rock Bass 8 15 18 22
Sunfish 8 15 18 22
Channel Catfish 20 30 40 50
White Catfish 20 30 38 45
Brown Bullhead 15 23 30 35
Golden Shiner 0 15 NA NA
Alewife 0 14 NA NA
White Sucker 0 30 NA NA
American Eel 0 38 NA NA
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January 28, 2025
Connecticut
s Department of Energy &
== Environmental Protection

Christopher P. McDowell

Fisheries Biologist 2

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Bureau of Natural Resources

Fisheries Division

Eastern District Headquarters

209 Hebron Road

Marlborough, CT 06447

January 28, 2025

Ms. Sally Thatcher
Doolittle Lake Company
Norfolk, CT 06058

Dear Ms. Thatcher:

Thank you for inviting us to sample the fish population in Doolittle Lake on May 30, 2024.
Please find attached a brief summary report of our 2024 results.

Sincerely;

Christopher P. McDowell

Christopher P. McDowell
860-707-2767
christopher.mcdowell@ct.gov

Attachment:Summary Report for the May 30, 2024, Fisheries Sample of Doolittle Lake, Norfolk,
CT by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Fisheries Division

209 Hebron Rd. Marlborough, CT 06447 www.ct.gov/deep
Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
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Summary Report for the May 30, 2024, Fisheries Sample of Doolittle
Lake, Norfolk, CT by the Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection Fisheries Division

Background

A Doolittle Lake is in the town of Norfolk, Litchfield County, Connecticut. Controlled by
the Doolittle Lake Company, the lake is private and not open to the public for fishing.
The lake is natural in origin and had the water level raised by anfemhhaonry dam
and an earthen dike, creating a 198cde impoundment. It has a maximum depth of
approximately 60 feet, with an average depth of approximately 29.8 feet. The lake is
thermally stratified with the deep water having abundant dissolved oxygere. diieeiwo
unnamed streams associated with the lake. One flows into the lake on the northern end,
and one flows out of the lake at the dam.

A Pre1959 historic stocking records indicate that Doolittle Lake was stocked with Lake
Trout, Smallmouth Bass, salmon, catfish, Rainbow Trout, Chain Pickerel, and Yellow
Perch A Fishery Surveyf the Lakes and Ponds of Connectizdi959.

A As stated in AA Fishery Survey of the L
October 8, 1957, biologists from the Connecticut State Board of Fisheries and Game
reclaimed (eradicated and then restocked) the lake using the chemical Rotenone (a
piscicide) After reclamation, Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental

Protection (CT DEEP) Fisheries Divisionbt

District Headquarters located at 2065 Thomaston Road, Watertown, Connecticut 06795,
show that théoolittle Lake Company, working with State fisheries biologists, stocked
various numbers, sizes, and strains of trout (i.e., Rainbow, Brown, and Brook Trout, and
a Brown Trout x Atlantic Salmon cross) into the lake from 1958 into the 1990s. From
these stokings, a lake spawning strain of Brook Trout became established that created an
exciting, directed fishery for lake residents. It was determined through sampling and fly
fishermen testimony that Hexagenia mayflies were the main source of food for the trou

in the lake. Unfortunately, after a number of years of success, the Brook Trout population
in the lake began to mysteriously decline, as did the population of Hexagenia mayflies.
At this same time, it was found that Golden Shiners, Brown Bullhead andcdamé&el

had made their way into the lake. Coinciding with the decline in the Brook Trout
population, the Brown Trout population began to thrive with individuals growing quite
large (1921 inches). Research into why the Hexagenia mayfly and Brook Trout
populations declined pointed towards winter drawdowns resulting in nearshore habitat
loss during biologically important times of the year for both the Brook Trout and the
Hexagenia mayflies. It was also hypothesized that the increasing population of Golden
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/fishing/general_information/fishery-survey-1959.pdf?rev=14011c72ee4b491898ce9b68a27c8ca2&hash=5CE0B3E4B1222C3DB54855107A96D05C

Shiner could be impacting the Hexagenia mayflies as well. With the decline in Hexagenia
mayflies the macroinvertebrate composition within the lake shifted to being dominated

by phantom midges, which likely outcompeted angstablishment attempts by

Hexagenia mayflies and these phantom midges were readily eaten by Golden Shiners
allowing for the Golden Shiner population to increase, but the phantom midges were less
effectively foraged upon by the | akeos ro
population wasble to thrive on the increasing Golden Shiner population. This simple

fish community with a trophy Brown Trout fishery continued until the early 2000s when
Yellow Perch were first discovered. Yellow Perch were able to outcompete the Golden
Shiners and beane established as the primary forage fish. As the Yellow Perch
population increased, the Golden Shiner population decreased, as did the Brown Trout
population due to the change in the forage base. Additionally, the number of trout that the
Doolittle LakeCompany stocked into the lake declined over time due to the increased
cost per trout outpacing their allotted budget. At some point after 2009, Largemouth Bass
were first observed which suggests a recent introduction.

A In 2023, a request to the CT DEEP FD to sample Doolittle Lake was made by Ms. Sally
Thatcher (a member of the Doolittle Lak C
population.

A The FD is continually trying to obtain n
fisheries resources and therefore samples a variety of freshwater lakes and ponds, which
o0 can include public waters, private water supply reservoirs and private lakes.

Gathering data from different water bogdi
freshwater resources and make comparisons of fish population size, fish age, and
growth based on vging usage types. For example, public waters see far more
angling pressure than private lakes and cldasdiéshing water supply reservoirs.
Therefore, the fish populations can be markedly different in terms of size and age
structure between these diffetéypes of weerbodies.

Key Concepts

A The FD samples lake fish populations using boat electrofishing following standardized
sampling protocols. The electrofishing boat is deployed at night in the nearshore areas of
a lake. The boat is piloted at slow speed (approximately one mile per héawer)sand
DC current is pulsed into the water from an onboard generator through special
stainlesssteel droppers that are suspended from two probes off the bow of the boat.
Stunned fish are immediately netted, counted and measured, then released lbhek into
lake (electrofishing is mostly nelethal).
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Throughout this document, fish are sorted into three categories that roughly correspond t
their trophic | evel (i .e. their positiong w
o] Tepvel 0: predators that reach | argelsi
o] MiLde v espedies that reach intermediate sizes and may consume fish prey.
0 Lolwevel 0: smaller species that prey roi

2 S B 1}

The relative abundance of fish species is expressed aspeaticbur (CPH) of
electrofishing time. CPH provides a standardized index of abundance that facilitates
comparison of species densities among lakes or over time within a lake.

For most species, CPH is calculated fortwosiZeas ses: f i sh ztelhatralf e
larger (stock size is defined as the smallest size commonly caught by anglers), and those

t hat ar-®i Ziga adn t hpizerisgdefined ésghe side atwiyimost anglers

consider the fish desirable to catch). See Appendix A for styak qualitysize length

values of popular Connecticut fish species.

Proportional Size Distribution (PSD) is an index of size structure that describes the
percentage of all stoesize or larger fish that are of qualityze or greater. PSD is
considered an index of the percendlage of
lowlevel fish species there is no stesike designation, but there is a quastye

designation. PSD values are still calculated for these species, but, in this case, the PSD i
a percentage of all the sizes of fish captured that are of gaaléyr greater.

=]

[@))

Hyperlinks attached to each fish species
been provided. These hyperlinks will lead the reader to the online version of the
AFreshwater Fishes of Cdeptmiefanationcahlde b o o k h
reviewed egarding each fish species

Key Findings

A

A

A

Four FD employees arrived at Doolittle Lake on May 30, 2024, around 8:00pm. A

member of the Doolittle Lake Company attended the sample. Sampling began at 8:58pm

on May 30, 2024, and was completed at 12:24am on May 31, 2024. Six zones were

sampled around &lake, taking between Z&8. minutes to sample each zone. Total
Afontimeo (i.e., the time when the boat a s
stun and capture fish) was 1.10 hours.

Sampling conditions were considered 6goold©o

Water clarity, as determined by Secchi disk, was betweeh theters (i.e., ~6:8.2
feet). Water temperature was 205 (i.e., ~68.9F).
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Only five different fish species were captured (Appendix B).

Appendix C contains a set of lengtlequency graphs showing the size structure of each
species captured during sampling.

Top-Level Fish Species (See Appendix B and C)

0 Largemouth Bas@Micropterus salmoidgsa highly sought after sport fish within
Connecticut and nationally, was present in above average abundance for bath stock
and qualitysize fish relative to the state average from public lakes open to fishing.
However, the PSD was below the state average.

Mid -Level Species (Appendix B and C)

o Brown BullheadAmeiurus nebulosjigs s Connecti cut s most
only native catfish species. This species can be difficult to sample with nighttime boat
electrofishing unless present in high abundance. As only three individuals were
captured during this sample, no calculas could be carried out to determine CPH
and PSD rankings because of too few individuals.

o Yellow Perch(Perca flavescenss found in almost all lakes, ponds and larger
streams in Connecticut. It tends to be a schooling species and is@mermfn e ct i c u
most popular panfish. An impressive 793 Yellow Perch were captured during this
sample. Compared to the state average from public lakes open to fishing, Yellow
Perch in Doolittle Lake were above average in abundance for both atatkuality
size fish. However, the PSD was below the state average.

o PumpkinseedLepomis gibbosys s one of Connecticut s
species. Quite surprisingly, this was the only sunfish species captured during the
sample, which is extremely rare as nearly every waterbody in Connecticut contains
the Statebds most c eginOfthe Bumpkihseed baptargdetieei e
stocksize individuals were above the State average abundance. The-gizality
individuals were average compared to the State average abundance and the PSD wa
below the State average when compared to public ks to fishing.

Low-Level Species (Appendix B and C)

0 Golden ShinefNotemigonus crysoleucasan be found in almost all lakes,

ponds, and | arger streams in Connectifjcu

common lake and pond minnow species and is often the preferred prey species,
when in high abundance, for predatory sport fish. There is natewstle
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https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/largemouth-bass
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/brown-bullhead
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/yellow-perch
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/pumpkinseed
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner
https://portal.ct.gov/deep/fishing/freshwater/freshwater-fishes-of-connecticut/golden-shiner

stocksize designation for Golden Shiner, so all fish captured are used to calculate
a stocksize value. There is, however, a quasitge designation (Appendix A).

Very few (i.e., 13) individuals were captured, so interpretation of the stock,

quality and BD values should be made with caution. Steizke individuals were
below the state average, whereas qualitg individuals and PSD were above the
state average for public lakes open to fishing.

Summary

The fish community in Doolittle Lake lacks the diverse assemblage of warmwater fish
species typically found in Connecticut lakes and ponds. The reclamation of the lake 67 years ag
and the strict focus of the paststcking program on trout only is liketesponsible for the
relatively low fish diversity. The below average PSD for all the sportfish sampled in Doolittle
Lake shows there is a very simple fish community with very low population densities for these
sportfish species. The current assemblagesbfspecies in the lake likely came from angler
releases from other waterbodies and/or natural immigration through the unnamed feeder stream
on the northern end of the lake.

Doolittle Lake is one of a small number of waterbodies that does not contain the
nonnative sunfish species Bluegill, which re
and ponds. In fact, Largemouth Bass was the onlymative species present imetsample. One
native species that occurred historically but was notably absent from the sample is Chain
Pickerel.

Lakes and ponds are dynamic systems and fish populations can fluctuate in abundance
from yearto-year due to habitat changes and/or climatic conditions. Because a single night
sample is a fAsnapshoto in ti me, hidiversilyana not Jpr
lake or population size structure, especially if some fish species are in extremely low densities in
the lake. It is not unusual for fish to experience strong-gkeases when conditions are favorable
and the reverse when conditions anéanorable. This is why the FD tries to sample locations
multiple times over multiple years to get a better handle on the status of fish populations.

Additionally, electrofishing catch efficiency varies by species and time of year. For
example, at 68% (20.5°C), which was the water temperature at the time of the sample,
coldwaterdependent fishes like trout and salmon would likely seek thermal refuge in deeper
waters below the thermocline where they would not be sampled by night boat electrofishing. If
we were to try to sample specifically for coldwatiependant fishes using night boat
electrofishing we would focus our efforts when water temperatures were betWee66%30
(10°C-18°C). Catfish species are also not sampled effectively by standard electrofishing
approaches and can be better studied using low frequency pulse rates or baited hoop nets. For
these reasons, complementary sampling approaches can give a fuller picturfesbf the
community in a waterbody like Doolittle Lake where there are aahiand possibly species, that
are not sampled effectively by electrofishing alone.
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It would be the recommendation of the CT DEEP FD that, if the Doolittle Lake Company
would like to enhance the fish community for its residents, it considers assessing various
environmental aspects of the lake, such as dissolved oxygen, the planktonesteibiate
communities, and habitat types (i.e., vegetation diversity and substrate types). Additional fish
community sampling, such as fishing logs from residents, could also help identify additional
species that may be present. From there, recommensiabafd be made as to what type of
fishery or fisheries would be best suited for the lake.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss any fisheries management options
moving forward please feel free to contact Chris McDowsibfe 860.707.2767emait
christopher.mcdowell@ct.gpwor Andrew Badeghone 860.490.0701emait
andrew.bade@ct.gdv

Appendix A. Stocksize and qualitysize length cutoffs for various Connecticut fish species.
Scientific names are listed in parenthesis next to the common name of the fish species.

Metric (cm) English (inches)
Species Stock Size | Quality Size Stock Size Quality Size

Top-Level
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Largemouth BasdMicropterus salmoidés
Smallmouth BassMlicropterus dolomielu
Chain PickerelEsox nigey

Mid -Level

Black Crappie Pomoxis nigromaculatis
White Perch Korone americanp

Yellow Perch Perca flavescens

Brown Bullhead Ameiurus nebulosjis
White Catfish Ameiurus catus

Channel Catfishi¢talurus punctatus
Bluegill (Lepomis macrochirys
Pumpkinseedlepomis gibbosys

Green Sunfishl{epomis cyanellys
Redbreast Sunfish.épomis aurituls

Low-Level

Golden ShinerNotemigonus crysoleucas
White Sucker Catostomus commersonii

20
20
25

30
30
38

20
20
20
22
30
30
15
15
15
15

15
30

W wWwwwooo ororug
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Appendix B. Total number of each fish species sampledsiat catckperhour (CPH), stoclsize CPH, and qualitgize
CPH and proportional size distribution (PSD) of captured fish species in Doolittle Lake, Norfolk, CT during the
2024, night boat electrofishig s ampl e rel ative to the State averag
was within £ 10% or PSD was within £ 5 percentage points of the State average. Scientific names are listed in
next to the common name of the fish specie

Stock-Size CPH Quality -Size CPH Doolittle
# All Doolittle| State | StockSizg | Doolittle| State | Quality- Lake
Sampleq Size Lake | Averagg CPH Lake | Average Size PSD
Species CPH Ranking CPH Relative
Ranking to
State
Averag
Largemouth 193 192.0 96.5 57.9 ABOVE 43.8 294 ABOVE BELOW
Bass
(Micropterus
salmoide}
Brown Bullhead 3 TF TF 11.7 NC2 TF 10.6 NC NC
(Ameiurus
nebulosus
Yellow Perch 7933 | 788.8 676.4 102.1 | ABOVE 98.5 48.2 ABOVE BELOW
(Perca
flavescenps
Pumpkinseed 171 170.1 152.2 59.3 ABOVE 22.9 23.5 | AVERAGE| | BELOW
(Lepomis
gibbosu3}
Golden Shiner 13 12.9 12.9 20.9 BELOW 11.9 6.7 ABOVE ABOVE
(Notemigonus
crysoleucay'

TF = Too few individuals were caught to determine a meaningful ranking.

2NC = Not calculated.

3Seventyeight Yellow Perch were counted but not measured. They are not included in the calculations ahdtock
quality-size CPH.

“For Golden Shiner there is no specific steike designation. Instead, a value for the s&izk column is derived fro
all the size classes sampled. There are, however, specific egiabityalues. PSD values are calculated for these sp
but, in his case, the PSD value is a percentage of thsizdl fish captured that are of qualiize or greater.
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Appendix C. Lengthfrequency graphs for fish species sampled by the Connecticut Department

of Energy and Environmental Protection Fisheries Division using nighttime boat electrofishing

in Doolittle Lake, Norfolk, Connecticut on May 30, 2024N(tei the values for the-axis [i.e.
ALength (cm)o are the same f oaxiasl I[ ig.rea.p hiisC o gTnht
different for each graph due to the number of individuals caught being widely different for

certain specie$
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Connecticut
_am Department of Energy &
== Environmental Protection

March 8", 2025

William Henley

Aquatic Resource Scientist

South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority
90 Sargent Drive | New Haven, CT 06511

SUBJECT: Peat Swamp Reservoir Night Boat Electrofishing Summary Report
Dear Mr. Henley,

Thank you again for allowing us to sample the fish population in Peat Swamp
Reservoir, which we did on the evening of October 9, 2024. Please find attached a

summary report describing what was observed during the sample as well as background
information tohelp contextualize the findings.

Sincerely,
[

Andrew Bade, PhD

Supervising Fisheries Biologist

Bureau of Natural Resources Fisheries Division

Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection
2065 Thomaston Road, Watertown, CT 06795

CC: Peter Aarrestad
Christopher McDowell
Spencer Mallette

2065ThomastorRoad An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employ

Watertown,CT 0679 ﬁ L SO > Win)

portal.ct.gov/DEE
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Peat Swamp Reservoir Electrofishing Report

CT DEEP Fisheries Division

Marchb, 2025

Background:

Peat Swamp Reservoir in Seymour, Connecticut is an impoundment of Beaver Brook
that was created with the construction of the Peat Swamp Reservoir Dam in 1925. Peat
Swamp Reservoir was created as a water supply reservoir and is owned by the South
Central Rgional Water Authority but is not currently an active source of drinking water.
Other than a seine sample in 2024 to check for the presence of mosquitofishes (none
were observed), little is known about the fish community in Peat Swamp Reservoir.

The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Fisheries Division
conducted a night boat electrofishing sample at Peat Swamp Reservoir on October 9th,
2024. The Fisheries Division samples a variety of freshwater lakes and ponds, which ca
include public waters, private water supply reservoirs, and private lakes. Gathering data
from different waterbodies all ows the Fishegri
resources and make comparisons of fish population size, fish age, arnd based on

varying usage types. For example, public waters see far more angling pressure than
private lakes and closddfishing water supply reservoirs. Therefore, the fish populations
can be markedly different in terms of size and age structure bethesandifferent types

of waterbodies. The Fisheries Division sampled Peat Swamp Reservoir using night boat
electrofishing in 2024 because it has not been sampled yet and permission to do so was
granted by the South Central Regional Water Authority.

Key Concepts:

The Fisheries Division samples lake fish communities using boat electrofishing following
standardized sampling protocols. The electrofishing boat is deployed at night in the
nearshore areas of a lake. The boat is piloted at slow speed (approximatelequer mi

hour or slower) and DC current is pulsed into the water from an onboard generator through
special stainlessteel droppers that are suspended from two probes off the bow of the boat.
Stunned fish are immediately netted, counted and measured, léeseceback into the

lake (electrofishing is mostly nelethal).

The relative abundance of fish species is expressed aspeadicbur (CPH) of
electrofishing time. CPH provides a standardized index of abundance that facilitates
comparison of species densities among lakes or over time within a lake.
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For most species, CPH is calculated for four-siZea s sesi ze®t oc k-1 ar ger (fst

size is defined as the small es$i 3@ @ eo c olmano gk 1y
(quality-size is defined as the size at which most anglers consider ttiefishble to
catch) , -simreedf eorrr ddar ger (preferred size is I

actively prefer twesiezabcha, candhfimbmbrabl arfige
noteworthy and likely to be remembered by an angler).

Proportional Size Distribution (PSD) is an index of size structure that describes the

percentage of all stocksize or larger fish that are of qusiltiy or greater. PSD is

considered an index of the percenilamge of ADbE g
level fish species there is no stegike designation, but there is a quabtye

designation. PSD values are still calculated for these species, but, in this case, the PSD is

a percentage of all the sizes of fish captured that are of gaaléyr greater.

Key Findings:

Four Fisheries Division employees and a South Central Regional Water Authority

representative arrived at Peat Swamp Reservoir on October 9, 2024, around 6:00 PM.

Staff accessed the lake by launching just west of the dam. Sampling began at 7:02 PM

and was empleted at 10:15 PM. Six zones were sampled around the lake, each taking

bet ween 23 and 3thi nme on u(tie.se. ,Totthad aimonunt of i
actively putting electricity into the water) was 1 hour.

The water temperature was (19.7 C). Water clarity, as determined by Secchi disk, was 2
meters. Conductivity was 89.4 us/cm and specific conductance was 99.6 uS/cm. The
crew achieved 3.8 amps output using 80% power at low range on theFSmith.0

GPP eletrofishing control box. There was a light breeze and it was partly cloudy.
Overall, it was an effective sample conducted under appropriate sampling conditions. In
total, eight species of fish and one species of turtle were sampled. Please see Tables 1
and?2 for a summary of the count and CPH by species and size class. See Figure 1 for
lengthfrequency histograms by species. See Table 3 for the lengths used to create size
categories for popular Connecticut fish species.

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Peat Swamp
Reservoir on 1092024

Species All Stock  Quality Preferred Memorable
American Eel 5 5 4 NA NA
Brown Bullhead 1 0 0 0 0
Black Crappie 19 2 2 2 0
Bluegill 1259 267 71 61 5
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseed 3 3 2 2 0
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Chain Pickerel 100 25 12 7 2

Largemouth Bass 158 57 49 19 0
Painted Turtle 1 NA NA NA NA
Pumpkinseed 289 213 26 21 0
Yellow Perch 341 144 107 73 39

Table 2: The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Peat Swan
Reservoir on 20240-09. Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where ava

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
American Eel 5.0 5 (24.3) 4 (6.4) NA NA 80 (42.9)
Black Crappie 18.8 2 (21.3) 2(17.2) 2.0 0.0 100 (77.2)
Bluegill 1247.9 264.6 (343.3) 70.4 (142.3) 60.5 5.0 26.6 (47.9)
Brown Bullhead 1.0 0 (11.7) 0 (10.6) 0.0 0.0 NaN (91.1)
Chain Pickerel 99.1 24.8(20.6) 11.9(6.3) 6.9 2.0 48 (35.8)
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseed 3.0 3 (NA) 2 (NA) 2.0 0.0 66.7 (NA)
Largemouth Bass 156.6 56.5(57.9) 48.6(29.4) 18.8 0.0 86 (54.8)
Painted Turtle 1.0 NA (NA) NA (NA) NA NA NA (NA)
Pumpkinseed 286.5 211.1(59.3) 25.8(23.5) 20.8 0.0 12.2 (42.3)
Yellow Perch 338.0 142.7 (102.1) 106.1 (48.2) 72.4 38.7 74.3 (53.5)
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Discussion:

population. It is not unusual for fish to experience strong-gkesses when conditions
are favorable and weak yeaasses when conditions are unfavorable. Additign#te

time of year will affect when certain species are available for capture. That said, Peat
Swamp Reservoir appears to have a healthy, diverse fish population overall.

Peat Swamp Reservoir has the potential to support strong fisheries for Yellow Perch,
Chain Pickerel, and Largemouth Bass. Its proximity to urban centers in Ansonia and
New Haven would make it a unique fishing opportunity for a large number of
Connecticut aglers. The Fisheries Division encourages the South Central Regional
Water Authority to consider granting public fishing access to Peat Swamp considering
that it is not an active source for drinking water.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Andrew Bade (phoa@B60
0701; emailAndrew.Bade@ct.goy
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Appendix:

Table 3.Size categories for sportfish in Connecticut.
All lengths are expressed in centimeters.

Species Stock Quality Preferred Memorable
Largemouth Bass 20 30 38 45
Smallmouth Bass 20 30 35 43
Northern Pike 35 60 71 86
Chain Pickerel 25 38 45 53
Walleye 25 38 45 50
Brown Trout 20 33 40 50
Rainbow Trout 20 33 40 50
Brook Trout 20 33 40 50
Yellow Perch 13 20 25 30
White Perch 13 20 25 28
Black Crappie 13 20 25 30
Rock Bass 8 15 18 22
Sunfish 8 15 18 22
Channel Catfish 20 30 40 50
White Catfish 20 30 38 45
Brown Bullhead 15 23 30 35
Golden Shiner 0 15 NA NA
Alewife 0 14 NA NA
White Sucker 0 30 NA NA
American Eel 0 38 NA NA
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Appendix B

2024 Catch Per Unit Effort and Length Frequency Histogram Reports for Lake and Pond
Samples Where All Species Sampling Was Performed
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AMOS LAKE (PRESTON)
(Sampled using SmitRoot electrofishing bogt

Table 1.The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Amos Dékgben

2024.

Species All  Stock  Quality Preferred Memorable
American Eel 39 39 3 0 0
Alewife 235 231 3 0 0
Brown Bullhead 21 21 18 12 0
Bluegill 830 712 151 43 0
Chain Pickerel 17 9 6 2 1
Golden Shiner 7 7 4 0 0
Largemouth Bass 53 25 13 5 3
Pumpkinseed 153 144 15 0 0
Redbreast Sunfish 3 3 0 0 0
Yellow Perch 47 45 16 2 1

Table 2.The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Amos
Lake on06-05-2024 Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where

available.

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
Alewife 255.9 251.5(53.3) 3.3(6.9) 0.0 0.0 1.3(23.4)
American Eel 425 425 (24.3) 3.3(6.4) 0.0 0.0 7.7 (42.9)
Bluegill 903.8 775.3 (343.3) 164.4 (142.3) 46.8 0.0 21.2 (47.9)
Brown Bullhead 229 22.9(11.7) 19.6(10.6) 13.1 0.0 85.7 (91.1)
Chain Pickerel 185 9.8 (20.6) 6.5 (6.3) 2.2 1.1 66.7 (35.8)
Golden Shiner 7.6 7.6 (20.9) 4.4 (6.7) 0.0 0.0 57.1 (39.6)
Largemouth Bass 57.7 27.2(57.9) 14.2(29.4) 5.4 3.3 52 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 166.6 156.8 (59.3) 16.3(23.5) 0.0 0.0 10.4 (42.3)
Redbreast Sunfish 3.3 3.3 (33.7) 0 (12.7) 0.0 0.0 0 (34.6)
Yellow Perch 51.2 49(102.1) 17.4 (48.2) 2.2 1.1 35.6 (53.5)
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BASHAN LAKE (EAST HADDAM)
(Sampled using Kann electrofishing bhpat

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Bashan Lake on 05

20-2024.
Species All Stock  Quality Preferred Memorable

American Eel 2 2 2 NA NA
Brown Bullhead 1 1 1 1 0
Bluegill 354 321 111 85 a7
Brown Trout, Stocked 1 1 0 0 0
Hybrid Bluegill and Pumpkinseed 1 1 1 1 0
Chain Pickerel 8 8 5 2 0
Banded Killifish 2 0 0 0 0
Largemouth Bass 67 59 55 40 12
Hybrid Pumpkinseed and Redbreast 1 1 1 1 0
Pumpkinseed 28 28 23 17 2
Hybrid Bluegill and Redbreast 2 2 2 2 1
Redbreast Sunfish 160 131 33 2 0
Rainbow Trout, Stocked 1 1 1 0 0
Smallmouth Bass 33 13 3 0 0
White Catfish 15 14 11 1 0
Yellow Perch 296 277 54 7 0

Table 2. The catch per hour of each organism caught by species and size class in Basha
on 0520-2024.

Species All  Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
American Eel 2 2 2 NA NA 100
Brown Bullhead 1 1 1 1 0 100
Bluegill 354 321 111 85 47 346
Brown Trout, Stocked 1 1 0 0 0 0
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseed 1 1 1 1 0 100
Chain Pickerel 8 8 5 2 0 62.5
Banded Killifish 2 0 0 0 0 NaN
Largemouth Bass 67 59 55 40 12 93.2
Hybrid Pumpkinseed Redbreast 1 1 1 1 0 100
Pumpkinseed 28 28 23 17 2 82.1
Hybrid Bluegill & Redbreast 2 2 2 2 1 100
Redbreast Sunfish 160 131 33 2 0 252
Rainbow Trout, Stocked 1 1 1 0 0 100
Smallmouth Bass 33 13 3 0 0 231
White Catfish 15 14 11 1 0 786
Yellow Perch 296 277 54 7 0 195
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BEACHDALE POND (VOLUNTOWN)
(Sampled using SmitRoot electrofishing bogt

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Beachdale Pond on
05-11-2024

Species All Stock Quiality Preferred Memorable
Brown Bullhead 3 3 3 1 0
Bluegill 18 18 14 6 0
Golden Shiner 24 24 15 NA NA
Largemouth Bass 3 1 1 0 0
Pumpkinseed 2 2 1 0 0
Yellow Perch 9 9 9 7 1

Table 2 The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in
Beachdale Pond on 2024-05. Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses
where available.

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
Bluegill 160.0 160 (343.3) 124.4 (142.3) 53.3 0.0 77.8 (47.9)
Brown Bullhead 26.7 26.7 (11.7) 26.7 (10.6) 8.9 0.0 100 (91.1)
Golden Shiner 213.3213.3 (20.9) 133.3(6.7) NA NA 62.5 (39.6)
Largemouth Bass26.7 8.9 (57.9) 8.9 (29.4) 0.0 0.0 100 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 17.8 17.8(59.3) 8.9 (23.5) 0.0 0.0 50 (42.3)
Yellow Perch 80.0 80 (102.1) 80 (48.2) 62.2 8.9 100 (53.5)
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BIRGE POND (BRISTOL)
(Sampled using NRS ¥éo0t Expedition series electrofishing raft

Table 1.The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Birge P&q@Bon

2024.
Species All Stock  Quality Preferred Memorable

Brown Bullhead 142 136 9 0 0
Black Crappie 6 6 1 0 0
Bluegill 83 79 34 0 0
Brook Trout, Stocked 1 1 0 0 0
Common Carp 2 0 0 0 0
Channel Catfish 1 1 1 1 0
Golden Shiner 2 2 2 0 0
Largemouth Bass 3 3 3 1 1
Pumpkinseed 10 10 3 0 0
Rainbow Trout, Stocked 1 1 0 0 0
Yellow Perch 46 41 4 0 0

Table 2 The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Birge
Pond orn05-08-2024 Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where

available.

Species All Stock Quality  Preferred Memorable PSD
Black Crappie 9.7 9.7 (21.3) 1.6(17.1) 0.0 0.0 16.7 (77.2)
Bluegill 133.8 127.3(343.3)54.8 (142.3) 0.0 0.0 43 (47.9)
Brook Trout, Stocked 1.6 1.6 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0.0 0 (NA)
Brown Bullhead 228.8 219.2 (11.7) 14.5(10.6) 0.0 0.0 6.6 (91.1)
Channel Catfish 1.6 1.6 (NA) 1.6 (NA) 1.6 0.0 100 (NA)
Common Carp 3.2 0 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0.0 NaN (NA)
Golden Shiner 3.2 3.2 (20.9) 3.2 (6.7) 0.0 0.0 100 (39.6)
Largemouth Bass 4.8 48 (57.9) 4.8(29.4) 1.6 1.6 100 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 16.1  16.1(59.3) 4.8 (23.5) 0.0 0.0 30 (42.3)
Rainbow Trout, 1.6 1.6 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0.0 0 (NA)
Stocked
Yellow Perch 74.1 66.1(102.1) 6.4(48.2) 0.0 0.0 9.8 (53.5)
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BIRGE POND (BRISTOL)
(Sampled using Kann electrofishing bhpat

Table 1.The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Birge P&+iBon
2024.

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable
Brown Bullhead 117 114 3 0 0
Black Crappie 1 0 0 0 0
Bluegill 45 44 16 0 0
Brook Trout, Stocked 3 3 0 0 0
Brown Trout, Stocked 7 7 0 0 0
Hybrid Bluegill and Pumpkinseed 1 1 1 0 0
Golden Shiner 5 5 4 0 0
Largemouth Bass 11 10 8 2 1
Pumpkinseed 4 4 0 0 0
Rainbow Trout, Stocked 6 6 2 0 0
Yellow Perch 35 34 3 2 0

Table 2.The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in
Pond on 20245-13. Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses wh
available.

Species All  Stock Quality  Preferred MemorablPSD
Black Crappie 3 013 0(@171) O 0 NaN (77.2)
Bluegill 135132 (343.3)48 (142.3 0 0 36.4 (47.9)
Brook Trout, Stocked 9 9(NA O(NA) O 0 0 (NA)
Brown Bullhead 351342 (11.7) 9(10.6) O 0 2.6 (91.1)
Brown Trout, Stocked 21 21 (NA) O(NA) O 0 0 (NA)
Golden Shiner 15 15(20.9) 12(6.7) O 0 80 (39.6)
Hybrid Bluegill and 3 3 (NA) 3(NA) O 0 100 (NA)
Pumpkinseed

Largemouth Bass 33 30(57.9) 24(29.4) 6 3 80 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 12 12(59.3) 0(23.5) O 0 0 (42.3)
Rainbow Trout, Stocked 18 18(NA) ©6(NA) O 0 33.3(NA)
Yellow Perch 105 102 (102.1)9 (48.2) 6 0 8.8 (53.5)
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BLACK POND (WOODSTOCK)
(Sampled using SmitRoot electrofishing bogt

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Black PdrDon

2024
Species All  Stock Quality Preferred Memorable
Brown Bullhead 6 6 6 3 0
Black Crappie 16 16 14 4 0
Bridled Shiner 5 0 0 0 0
Bluegill 446 390 234 80 0
Brook Trout, Stocked 29 29 20 5 0
Chain Pickerel 46 33 10 4 3
Golden Shiner 5 5 5 0 0
Largemouth Bass 125 89 36 8 3
Pumpkinseed 52 51 29 4 0
Hybrid Bluegill & Redbreast 1 1 1 1 0
Yellow Perch 50 50 40 13 1

Table 2. The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Ble
on 0430-2024 Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where avalil.

Species All Stock Quality  Preferred Memorable PSD
Black Crappie 24.8 24.8(21.3) 21.7 (17.1) 6.2 0 87.5(77.2)
Bluegill 691.2 604.4 (343.3)362.6 (142.3 124.0 0 60 (47.9)
Bridled Shiner 7.7 0 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0 NaN (NA)
Brook Trout, Stocked 44.9 44.9 (NA) 31 (NA) 7.7 0 69 (NA)
Brown Bullhead 9.3 9.3 (11.7) 9.3 (10.6) 4.6 0 100 (91.1)
Chain Pickerel 71.3 51.1(20.6) 15.5(6.3) 6.2 4.6 30.3 (35.8)
Golden Shiner 7.7 7.7 (20.9) 7.7 (6.7) 0.0 0 100 (39.6)
Hybrid Bluegill and 15 1.5 (NA) 1.5 (NA) 15 0 100 (NA)
Redbreast
Largemouth Bass ~ 193.7 137.9 (57.9) 55.8(29.4) 124 4.6 40.4 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 80.6 79(59.3) 44.9(23.5) 6.2 0 56.9 (42.3)
Yellow Perch 77.5 77.5(102.1) 62 (48.2) 20.1 15 80 (53.5)
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BLACK ROCK LAKE(WATERTOWN)
(Sampled using NRS ¥éo0t Expedition series electrofishing raft

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Black Rock Lake on
10-08-2024

Species All Stock  Quality Preferred Memorable
Black Crappie 14 13 8 0 0
Bluegill 493 226 61 9 0
Hybrid Bluegill & Pumpkinseec 11 3 1 0 0
Brook Silverside 53 0 0 0 0
Chain Pickerel 18 9 4 2 0
Golden Shiner 1 1 1 NA NA
Largemouth Bass 22 6 1 0 0
Pumpkinseed 32 26 3 0 0
White Sucker 4 4 4 NA NA
Yellow Bullhead 14 0 0 0 0
Yellow Perch 1 1 0 0 0

Table 2.The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in Blac
Lake on10-08-2024 Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in parentheses where a

Species All Stock Quality  Preferred Memorable PSD

Black Crappie 38.2 354(21.3) 21.8(17.1) 0.0 0 61.5 (77.2)
Bluegill 1343.£615.9(343.3) 166.2(142.3) 24.5 0 27 (47.9)
Brook Silverside 144.4 0 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0 NaN (NA)
Chain Pickerel 49.1 24.5(20.6) 10.9(6.3) 5.5 0 44.4 (35.8)
Golden Shiner 2.7 2.7(20.9) 2.7 (6.7) NA NA 100 (39.6)
Hybrid Bluegill & 30.0 8.2(NA) 2.7 (NA) 0.0 0 33.3 (NA)
Pumpkinseed

Largemouth Bass 60.0 16.4 (57.9) 2.7(29.4) 0.0 0 16.7 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 87.2 70.9(59.3) 8.2(23.5) 0.0 0 11.5 (42.3)
White Sucker 109 10.9(31.2) 10.9(25.8) NA NA 100 (84.9)
Yellow Bullhead 38.2 0(9.8) 0 (6.5) 0.0 0 NaN (72.1)
Yellow Perch 2.7 2.7(102.1) 0(48.2) 0.0 0 0 (53.5)
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CANDLEWOOD LAKE, LATTINS COVE LAUNCH
(Sampled using Kann electrofishing bhpat

Table 1L The number of each organism caught by species and size class in Candlewood Lake o
06-11-2024

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable
Alewife 81 81 10 NA NA
Bluegill 304 294 102 15 1
Common Carp 4 0 0 0 0
Grass Carp 1 0 0 0 0
Largemouth Bass 12 12 10 4 0
Pumpkinseed 32 32 18 2 0
Rock Bass 14 14 12 5 1
Redbreast Sunfish 4 4 0 0 0
Smallmouth Bass 67 39 29 23 13
White Perch 50 50 45 2 0
Yellow Perch 1 1 1 1 0

Table 2.The catch per hour (CPH) of each organism caught by species and size class in
Candlewood Lake 086-11-2024 Statewide averages for CPH and PSD are shown in
parentheses where available.

Species All Stock Quality Preferred Memorable PSD
Alewife 80.6 80.6(53.3) 10(6.9) NA NA 12.3 (23.4)
Bluegill 302.6 292.6 (343.3)101.5 (142.3) 14.9 1.0 34.7 (47.9)
Common Carp 4.0 0 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0.0 NaN (NA)
Grass Carp 1.0 0 (NA) 0 (NA) 0.0 0.0 NaN (NA)
Largemouth Bass 11.9 11.9(57.9) 10 (29.4) 4.0 0.0 83.3 (54.8)
Pumpkinseed 31.8 31.8(59.3) 17.9(23.5) 2.0 0.0 56.2 (42.3)
Redbreast Sunfish 4.0 4 (33.7) 0 (12.7) 0.0 0.0 0 (34.6)
Rock Bass 13.9 13.9(38.9) 11.9(24.4) 5.0 1.0 85.7 (67)
Smallmouth Bass 66.7 38.8(26) 28.9(10.4) 22.9 12.9 74.4 (39.6)
White Perch 49.8 49.8 (127.6) 44.8 (48.9) 2.0 0.0 90 (66.7)
Yellow Perch 1.0 1(102.1) 1(48.2) 1.0 0.0 100 (53.5)
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Figure 9. Lengthfrequencyhistogram for Candlewood Laké6-11-2024.
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