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- Introduction

® Wide concern re de& of pike stocks etal, 2002:

Nilsson et al., 2008; Lucentini et al., 2009; Baetens et al. 2013;
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Assessment of capture recapture methods of pike in four
small Finnish lakes, 2006-2009 (Adapted from Kuparinen et al.,
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Methods




Results
12 events over 2 year period

Total angler effort = 149 man days EER
12.4 + 1.4 man days, range 3-19 man days)

522 pike captured (mean 35.3 + 1.2/day)
505 pike tagged

504 sexed; sex ratio = 1M : 1.4F significantly
different to 1:1 (y? = 16.07; P < 0.01)

Scale analysis estimated M 2-9 yrs old, F 2-11
yrs old

Significant difference in the time between
capture and recapture of fish retaining both
tags (mean 195 = 20 days) and retaining one
tag (mean 337 £ 27 days), (F;g9=18.32, P <
0.01)

Recapture time 14-1036 days (mean 251 id”////(
17) “









Relationship of the back-calculated length at the penultimate annulus (triangles) and length at capture
(squares) vs annual length increment and daily growth rate for male and female Esox lucius. Solid lines
represent the significant relationship from linear regression between the variables from back-calculation;

coloured lines represent the same relationship, but from mark-recapture data.
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