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The Angling Match Catch Database:
Great Ouse Newport Pagnell to Bedford 2004 — 2020

Introduction

Angler catches by rod and line are a valuable source of information on fishery performance and can be a useful
indicator on the status of the exploited fish stock. The Environment Agency (E.A.) Angling Match Catch Database allows
fisheries staff to store matchresults provided by angling clubs and permits easy analysis of catches over time. Such a
data source can be useful to validate our routine sampling data collected by seine netting, electric fishing and hydro-
acoustic survey techniques, and may also add to it by detailing species infrequently caught in our surveys. The Match
Catch databaseis an excellent way for anglers to support their fishery and have their say on the quality of sport they
are experiencing and by collecting & providing the EA with match returns a club can also know that if it has a concern
about fishery performance, there will be a long term record against which this may be compared. Decisions on the
management of a fishery can then be made using all available data sources.

Method

Participating angling clubs are provided with a simple data sheet (a copy of which is included at the end of this report)
and asked to provide details of each match conduced such as number of competitors, duration of the match, top three
weights, overall weight, no of anglers ‘weighing in’ etc. as well as some observations on river conditions, weather and
also some simple determination of species composition. The Match Catch Database stores this information and can
provide output on angler participation, Catch per Unit Effort (C.P.U.E) given as the average weight in grams caught per
angler per hour, as well as average overall weights and species caught etc.

A system of classification was introduced in 1997 which allowed comparison of match results between rivers and
assigned a class that was based on the mean C.P.U.E. See Table 1 (below) for more details. In 2012 a new classification
band, A+, wasintroduced to help distinguish between good catchratesand exceptional catch rates. The system utilises
the same classification bands for rivers and stillwaters with the exception of the new A+ band which is significantly
higher for stillwaters, reflecting the increase in commercial stillwaters with elevated stock densities.

Trends in angling activity can be observed from the number of matches occurring and anglers participating in each
match, whilst details of the number of anglers successfully weighing-in, the weight of fish caught and the species of
fish present give a picture of the fish population residing within the angled reach.

Table 1: Match catch fisheries classification ranges. ,lmf,ggl'«Aﬂiégﬂétch’of}dé'ch"fric',rﬁ-"'
CPUE CPUE " Olneywaters. || .
Decimal Ounce / angler
Grams [ angler hour
Class hour
Rivers/ . Rivers / )
Stillwater Stillwater
canals canals
A+ >290 >909 >10.00 >32.00
A 150 - 289 150-909 |5.27-10.00 5.27-32.00
B 110- 149 3.8-5.26
C 70-109 2.5-3.84
D <70 <2.50
customer service line incident hotline floodline
03708 506 506 0800 80 70 60 0345988 1188

0845 988 1188

www.gov.uk/environment-agency

2 of 10



Match Venues

As can be seen from Table 2 (below) the large majority of match returns from this river reach have been kindly
provided by Olney and Clifton Fishing Association http://www.olneyfishing.co.uk without whom this analysis of
fishery performance could not be undertaken.

The Match Catch Database currently contains details of 161 matches that have occurred between Newport Pagnell
and Bedford over the past seventeen years and almost 95% of these were conducted on Olney and Clifton waters, the
remainder being split between venues at Felmersham, Biddenham and Kempston Mill.

As the data used for this analysis is heavily skewed towards Club Waters around Olney it may be argued that any
output is not representative of the river as a whole, and this is not disputed; however, ability to provide such analysis
is reliant on the goodwill of angling clubs to provide the data. If any angling club does feel strongly that this output is
not descriptive of the sport they have experienced then it will be particularly important to also provide catch data for
inclusion in future analysis. It should also be noted that whilst the author of this report is a regular angler, he is not a
match angler, and if there is any further match specific detail that would be of interest for inclusion in future reports
then such feedback would be appreciated.

Table 2: Match locations, No. of matches and No. of anglers.
Venue name NGR No. of matches | No. of anglers
Olney SP8842250704 151 3560
Felmersham SP9904457890 2 37
Biddenham TLO163650997 5 311
Kempston Mill TL0231147673 3 30
Total === 161 3938

Map 1. Showing location of match venues
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http://www.olneyfishing.co.uk/

Results

Participation

Figure 1 provides details of the number of matches Figure 1: Number of anglers and matches

conducted and the total number of anglers HNo. of matches @ No. of Anglers

competing in matches each year of the dataset iz . 00

within this river reach. Perhaps unsurprisingly, given i 320

the COVID-19 restrictions in place, the number of o 14 300

matches conducted in 2020 was less than in 2019, :g 12 ., o o 2503

although the number of anglers competing was £ w0 200 &

closely comparable which perhaps suggests that s 8 150 ¢

people were making the most of the limited 6 100

opportunities to participate when they became j I I I I I -

available. o .
00 <§° QQ (?’ (?’ '» g 6‘},1’ ”’AS'\%‘(@\‘? &bﬁ,l\@@m °’q§‘9

’\f v
Success rates

Figure 2 indicates that those anglers whom did Figure 2: Number of anglers and success rate
partake in matcheswere largely rewarded with 230

. . . ., . M No. of Anglers W No. of Anglers 'weighing in' @ Percentage 'weighing in’
of the 245 anglers ‘weighing in’, which represents a

94% success rate, the highest such value observed o0 . ;ED
to date. Itis interesting to note that the percentage 0 ¢ g0 =<
of anglers weighing in has steadily increased since 2 200 ° ¢ 1 70 %—_ﬂ
2010 when a mediocre 49% of anglers were = e 60 §°
successful. E i:g ig gp
This ‘weighing in’ figure is perhaps not a particularly 5 100 |I | || ‘ | | zg g
useful indicator of the quality of sport experienced 50 I I I I o o
as the value simply indicates that the angler had 0 0
caught and weighed in ‘something’ at the end of the FEESF LTI T

match and does not differentiate between say, a net
of prime roach, or a single ruffe and also fails to account for anglers that choose not to weigh in despite catching.

Catch per unit effort (CPUE)

A more USGfUl indicator Of the quallty Of Sport that Figure 3: Average weight per angler/ average weight caught per hour.
may be experienced is the CPUE a value which is 3000

expressed as the average weight in grams caught —Weight Par Angler (g)

e W 2ight Per Hour (g) 500

per angler each hour fished. The CPUE value is - = 00 =
expressed as Figure 3 alongside the average total 5 2000 ?
weight per angler. Both of these values indicate a % 300 <
trend of increasing match catches since 2010 in 2 o0 2
terms of both weight per hour and average weight & 1000 200 %
per angler. The 2020 results are currently the 2 =
highest on record to date with an average catch per 500 I I I 100
hour of 496g (1lb 1o0z) and an average total weight ) 0
of 2398g (5Ib 4o0z) which compares particularly gggs888-d33s4885888
favourably to 2010 when an average total weight of fos s s mm s m s m s o
927g (2lb) was recorded.

customer service line incident hotline floodline

03708 506 506 0800 80 70 60 0345988 1188

: 0845 988 1188
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

4 of 10



Average catches

Figure 4 displays the average weight caught by  Figure a: Average weight caught by 1st, 2nc and 3rd placed anglers.

anglers placing first, second and third in each =8 Av. First weight ~ =@==Av. Second weight === Av. Third weight
sample year. The output shows good correlation 10000

between second and third placed anglers, whereas Zzzz

first place anglers have occasionally greatly exceed + ...,

their fellow competitors, perhaps suggesting ‘hot’
pegs or captures of large fish that have boosted
their overall catches. The 2020 result seems to have
been amongst the more consistent years, however
an average of 1375g (3lb) still separates anglers

achieving 15t and 3™ place catches.
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Species composition
As part of the match return, the angling club will Figure 5: Percentage of matches where each species was the primary
indicate the numerically principal, secondary and species caught (by year)

. . mRoach Bleak mDace ™ Perch Chub ®Bream
‘other’ species that are caught during the match |,
which allows some simple trend analysis of species 90 I | I I n I
composition. 80 i I

70

A subset of this data is displayed as Figure 5 and 60
shows the percentage of matches held annually in ¢ 50
which each key angling species was considered as 40
being ‘principal’ i.e. most numerous. Perhaps 5
unsurprisingly, this output indicates that abundant 10 I
silver fish species such as roach, bleak and dace are 0
frequently the most numerous species caught. § % §
Bleak were particularly well represented during
2011 when 54% of returns stated the species was principal, followed by dace (36%) and perch (9%) whilst, in an
unusual result, roach were not considered ‘most numerous’ during any of the matches held in that year. Dace and
roach have overtaken bleak in recent years and, in a reversal of fortunes, the species was not considered principal
during any matches conducted in 2019 (presumably to the great relief of some anglers?) The 2020 dataset indicates

that roach were considered the most numerous species during 75% of matches fished followed by dace and bleak
(12.5% each).
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Whilst these catch composition figures are drawn from general observations at the weigh-in, the dominance of roach,
dace, perch and chub does seem appropriate for the river, and the ponded nature of the site from where a large
proportion of the data-set is derived would perhaps help explain the regular inclusion of so many bleak and the

inclusion of both tench and common bream.
Figure 6: Species inclusion in matches conducted at Olney

Figure 6 shows details of species inclusion in 100.0

matches and denotes what percentage of the each 4 @00
species was considered either the principal species & 00
caught by number, secondary by number or were E ZEE
amongst the ‘also caught’ category. For example, En 00
although never a major species in terms of numbers & 40
caught, tench were actually recorded in a little over & 300
44% of the matches conducted at Olney. When 222
looking at the total dataset from Olney it is apparent 0o - 17 1
that bleak were considered the most numerous Bleak Roach Dace Perch Chub  Bream Gudgeon Ruffe  Tench
SpeCieS caught in almost 42% of matches held, were M Principal species W Secondary species  [JAlso caught
secondary in 13% and also noted in near 16% meaning
a total inclusion of 70%. Roach were considered the
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principal species in almost 34% of matches, secondary Table 3: Percentage of matches at Olney where each species
in 35% and also noted present on a further 25% of were considered principal, secondary or 'also caught’
occasions giving a 94% inclusion overall. The two Principal Secondary

. . . : . . Also caught
remaining species with >80% overall capture are dace Species species species
and perch, the latter species being principal in Bleak 4.7 13.2 15.9
relatively few matches, but having been recorded in Roach 33.8 35.1 25.2
>90% of competitions. Species such as chub and Dace 17.2 37.1 31.1
common bream have occasionally been reported as Perch 5.3 8.6 79.5
principal by number, however such incidences have Chub 2.0 6.0 49.7
been infrequent and these species more often fall Bream 0.7 13 45.7
within the ‘also caught’ category being caught in a Gudgeon - - 9.9
little under 50% of the events fished. Catch Ruffe - - 9.9
composition data has been collated for all key species Tench - - 44.4

caught from all Olney and Clifton matches and is provided as Table 3.

Fishery class

Figure 7 displays CPUE vs the fishery performance class bands given as table 1 and shows that during the first ten

years of this dataset fishery performance usually

fell within the ‘Class A’ range (150g —289g av. catch  Figure 7: CPUE Vs Class bands 2004-2020

per hour), whereas from 2014 onwards o o X X
— —— —_—A —
performance has generally  exceeded the A+ =
threshold, the exception being 2017 when the 2
average value was just 2g below the cut off value. g 400
This current classification seems to be well RN A
2

B e—C

supported by reports in the local press (some of

which are included overleaf) and opinions posted 200

on social media, however; it is important to state

once again that this dataset is based upon a small 1o

sample area and that if this report does not feel 0
representative of fishery performance experienced
elsewhere, it will be important that these results
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are supplied to the EA for inclusion as this will allow a more robust output that is more representative of the river as

a whole.
Conclusion

The Great Ouse around Olney is currently offering some excellent sport for
silverfish, particularly roach which have been of growing importance to match
results over the past three years, and also the species that predate upon them.
Match returns have shown growing dominance by roach overthe last two years
and match weighs, in terms of average weight per caught per angler and
average weight caught per hour are currently the highest on record. Angler
success rates are also the highest to date with 94% of competing anglers
choosing to weigh in.

Match returns from elsewhere on the Great Ouse, and from rivers within the
Great Ouse catchment, would be much greatly appreciated and if any Great

Ouse clubs have an archive of previous match data, which they would be happy
to share, then | would also be keen to know.

This report will be updated with any match data that subsequently becomes
available. Hopefully 2021 will be a better year for all anglers.

customer service line
03708 506 506

www.gov.uk/environment-agency

incident hotline
0800 80 70 60

floodline

0345988 1188
0845 988 1188

6 of 10



Angling clubslocated within the Great Ouse and Fenland area whom wish to contribute to the Angling Match
Catch Database may contact us via the private messengerfeature on the teams Facebook page viathis link:
https://www.facebook.com/OuseFishEA

Justin Mould

Analysis and Reporting
28.01.2021

Images 3-8: Examples of catches from the Olney and Clifton waters.
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https://www.facebook.com/OuseFishEA

The following page contains a number of relevant clippings from the weekly fishing reports written for the
Northamptonshire Chronicle and Echo & Milton Keynes Citizen and included here with kind permission by their
author Trevor Johnson.
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Environment Agency Match Record

Name of angling club:

Date of match:

River:

Venue:

Section / peg fished:

Number of competitors:

Match start time:

Match duration (hrs):

Number of anglersweighing-in:

Total weight caught:

(Ibs/oz) or (g) delete as appropriate

Winning weight:

(Ibs/oz) or (g) delete as appropriate

2™ weight:

(Ibs/oz) or (g) delete as appropriate

3" weight:

(Ibs/oz) or (g) delete as appropriate

Species CaughtIn:

Greatest number:

Second greatest number:

Other speciespresent:

Riv er Conditions:

Level Colour Condition River Temp
Low Clear Falling Cold
Normal Coloured Steady Normal
High Green Rising Warm
Weather Conditions:
Brightness Wind Rain
Dull Still Dry
Changeable Light Drizzle
Bright Moderate Light
Strong Heavy
Hail
Sleet
Snow
Any othercomments:
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THE SPREAD

Are you unknowingly spreading invasive
species on your water sports equipment and clothing?

Invasive species can affect fish and other wildlife, restrict navigation, clog up propellers
and be costly to manage. You can help protect the water sports you love by following
three simple steps when you leave the water.

Check your equipment and clothing for live
organisms - particular in areas that are damp
or hard to inspect.

Clean and wash all equipment, footwear and
clothes thoroughly. Use hot water where possible.

If you do come across any organisms, leave them
at the water body where you found them.

Dry all equipment and clothing - some species
can live for many days in moist conditions.

Make sure you don’t transfer water elsewhere.

For more information go to www.nonnativespecies.org/checkcleandry
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