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EDITORIAL - A MESSAGE FROM THE CHATRMAN

Gentlemen:

I have taken en the job of producing our Bulletin and the
accompanyine Newsheet, this month, to give our Editor, Arthur Sutton,
a chance t» restrre himself to health and generally get ready to carry
on with the grod work.

i - It is a big job - perhaps bigger than anycne who has nnt attempted
“ it can realise - btab one I undertake with pleasure for several reasons.

By sur collective efforts, we have made the National Anguilla Club
premier amongst specimen hunters' clubs - in this country and, so far as
I know, in the world. Our achievements are not the work of any one
individual: they stand to the credit of the Club as a whole.

We have conceived - and, indeed, experienced the labour pains! -
what is, in fact, a new kind of angling ~nrganisation: the "species club”
Superficially similar clubs have been formed in the past - the CCC and
the old Tenchfishers ccme to mind - but the resemblance is only super-
ficial. The whole concept »f a club concentrating on a. single species,
nati~nal in scope, organised so as to be able to. take in enough members
to get the werk dene, concerned nat enly with exchanging ideas and
'theories" but also with developing and carrying out scientific methods
of tackling angling problems, drawing cn all prssible sources of relevant
informatirn including zoological research in the scientific literature,
dealing with communications and the flow of information, and overall
maintaining the Club's go~d fellowship: the whele concept would have
seemed a mere pipe dream only a few years ago.

It would be impracticable t« review our achievements in detail.
But take only one small example: our use ~f the computer to calculate
the weighb-length regression from our data in 1966. The Club accepted
this calmly, as no more than appropriate in this day and age, in the
course of work stch as we have in hand. It scems to have taken some
time' for the outside world t» take the news aboard! But when our
fraternal . body, the new Tenchfishers club, let it be known that it, toe,
was developing computer methods, the notisn registered. Since then I,
alone, have been asked for interviews which have been written up in
the Observer, Angler's Mail, the American magazine Sports Illustrated
and (sosn to come) Reveille, and even broadcast on the B.B.C's
pregramme "Tcday'. Such publicity is an excellent thing for both Clubs,
and is nne of the outward and visible signs of successful achievement in
which every member may take just pride. '

In pioneering a scientific approach to the solution of some of the
specimen hunter's problems cf methods, tactics and strategy, we have
developed methods which Dr. Charles Tranklin has described as five years
ahead of their time and far in advance of anything previsusly envisaged
for the N.A.S.G., and which form the basis of the Abgociation's new plans.
Qur concept ~f the speci:s club has taken hrld; already, similar clubs
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nave been formed for Tench, Barbel and Bream and it is widely thought -
T believe it, myself - that such clubs will be formed for all the major
British species.

Tn fact, scarcely realising it, we have wrought something of a quiet
revoluti~n; and with solid achievement behind us, it does no harm to
pacse a miment to congratulate curselves on the prestige the Club enjoys.

T+ ig almost trite to add that there is, nonetheless, no room for
cosnlacency - kut it is true. Having teken a glance over cur shoulders,
it is to the future that we must turn cur eyes, for whatever we may have
schieved, we have as yet barely scratched the surface. It would not do

juatice to the situation to say "there is room for improvement" - there
L5 wach mere than that: there is an exciting challenge on every front.

With the creation of the Newsheet, our Bulletin is stripped for
acii‘n, and we are determined to continue developing it as a first class
¢c) Tishing Journal - interesting and enjoyable to read, and at the same
ac meaty and worth keeping for future reference; and in a form
_orwonient to keep and easy to refer to. There is a challenge to every
o to make a solid contribution to the Bulletin from time to time.

e have plans cn the social side, and a programme of ecl angling
~ ~corch second to none. We hope to continue developing our contacts
4 academic bodies, especially Liverpool University, where Dr. J.W.
: . and Dr. V.R.P.Sinha have already given us wonderful expert help.
. ig a challenge to every member to play his part in planning and

_zeonbing these activities.

We want a steady flow of applications for membership frem eel
spucialists like oursclves who are willing and able to play a useful
roie in the Club. Injections of fresh blend are good for the health of
any club, and we expect all species clubs to have a steady turnover in
membership, for few anglers maintain gpecial interest in a species
indefinitely - there is nsthing wrong in that. But we do expect that,
1uring his membership, however long or short it may be, an angler will
commit himself wholeheartedly to our activities. We do nnt and cunnot
demand Tesults - but we can and do demand effort! Of course, the effort
that different members can put in will vary; mnor do we expect members
to fish for eels and nnthing else, for in angling as in all things,
variety is the spice. But we do expect cels to play a major part in
members' angling, and we do expect a worthwhile contribution to the
Club's activities.

After speaking of achievements, it is a sobering thought that, in
its fifth year, the Club has only one 6 1lb. cel to its credit. Well, if
it were easy to catch big eels, I dare say we would all be intercsted in
some other species. If we apply the fruits of our work together in 1967,
our results in 1968 must improve. In the process, we shall learn still
morc, and start in 1969 with even better prospects, and so on. I want my
chare of results, this year, as each of us does. But I don't much care
vho gets the busters, so lceng as some of ug do - and many of 'em! I wish
the Club and every member the best of good fortune in 1968.

Terence Coulson, 16.2.68.
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SESSION REPORTING: WHERE DO WG GO FROM HERE?

Members will now have had an opprritunity to read through the Repcrt
on the results «f our sessisn repsrting work in 1967, and a supplementery
report ¢n our Growth-Pate work will be available shortly. In ~nc sonse;
we have sucseceded in taking only a fow small steps forward, yet in a
wider sensc, we have achieved a major angling break-through. By our
concerted team-work, we have begun o get some angling facts, at long
last - facts we can use direcctly to guide our fishing plans in 1968,
and on which we can confidently build further eff-rts to understand ecl
fishing in progressively greater detail.

Tt is common expericnce in scicntific work that progress is slow
at first, but then accelerates - 80 let your imaginaticn roam ahcad for
a moment, and think what we shall have achieved 10 years from now, if
we continue along the path.

Exactly whether we are to continue and if so, on what lines, is a
decisicn to which the whole Club must contributc. Your Committee
believes it would be a tragic folly not t~ continue after such a
promising start, and we hope you will agree. In thig case, we shall
have to consider together, in detail, three things:

1. what further work is needed to consolidate the provisisnal
answers we have alrcady got?

5. what additional questions are we to try to answer, this year?
3, what admin. impr:vements arc needed?

On point 1, I would suggest that we nced to collect at least one
mhre years data cn all the things we tackled in 1967 - even the oncs
where quite firm-secming answers ecmerged. It is true that 11,000 rod-
neurs and 200 eels is a falirly firm basis frem which to work; but it
is all in a single year's expcrience, and the answers will be lot firmer
if we can show whether =r nt they turn out about the same in a second
year.

On point 2, there is an indefinitcly long list of things we might
choose to probe into, but the 1ist ecan pe classified under two main
headings. First, we might cho-se to break some of our existing answers
down into finer detail. Second, we mi it choose to add some questicns
about quite different aspects of eel fishing.

Tet us look at breaking things down into finer detail. We have
some fairly good answers about the relative merits of different baits.
For example, on present evidence, we are fairly sure that on an average
water, deadbeits arc a bettor bet than worms for the bigger eels. Butl
suppose we now ask some more dotailed questions. For instance, are all
worms alike, or do brandlings, lcbworms, "blackhecads" give noticeably
different results? Do we get the samc pattern of results with single
worms as with great bunches of worms? Tf the difference between worms
and deadbaits is, at least partly, due to bait size, is there an
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optimum size of deadbait? How do results differ as between the various
species of freshwater fish we use as deadbait? What effect do injections
of additives such as blood or pilchard oil have? And so on.

Each of the various analyses we did could be broken down into more
detailed questions, in this way. The increase in the work involved in
filling in the session report forms would be marginal. I should like each
member to think through the various analyscs in the Report, decide for
himself whether he fecls there is a case for secking the various items of
more detailed informatirn at this stage, and let me know his views.

Considering, now, what fresh questions we might tackle, it is worth
emphasising that all - or at any rate, most - of the things anglers are
accustemed to holding more-or-less subjective "convictions" about, all the
things about which we love to exchange "views" and "opinions" based én a
few scraps of evidence or hearsay at most - all these are, in principle,
answerable in Tirm and factual terms if a sufficient body of detailed
recards are collected, analysed and interpreted. What areas of opinibn
are there, that we might set about trying to turn into fact?

One obvious one is an clement in the general "location problem"
which we have not attempted, yet: namely, location within a water. In
other words, the study of "swims". We could, if we chose, classify swims
- for example, in terms of distance from the bank, depth, type of bottom,
proximity to weeds or "snags", etc. - add our observations on these
things to the S.R. form, and see what patterns emerge when they are anal-
yscd. There is some interesting food for thought on this subject in the
review of the I.F.T's work in this issuec. Is this subject of sufficiently
high pricrity to take aboard, this year?

Another such area is on questions of tackle. For example, there was
an interesting discussion on the subject of trace materials in the Bulletin
for October 1967, from sub-Group No. 1. The discussion was based on the
more-or-less subjective views formed by the various members from their own
cel fishing experience - and sound, sensible stuff it was, too., Of course,
as one expects in a discussion on a matter of opinion, there were areas
of disagreement; but I would not argue with any of their contributors,
for their opinions are certainly at least as good as mine! Nos what
interested me most was that not one of the contributors put forward the
notion that the relative merits of different trace materials is a factual
question, to which a factual answer could be obtained in just the samec
way that we are getting factual answers on the relative merits of
different baits.

For instance, if one really wants to know whether nylon-covered wire
has & bad effect on results relative to, say, menofil of the same B.S.
or the same diameter, there is on the one hand no real point in arguing
about it; nor on the other hand, trying to guess the answer from the
few shreds of one's own experience. However, we could incorporate data
on trace material in the S.R. in a properly thought-out way, and then see
from the analysis of our consolidated results just what effect the trace
material actually had on the quality and rate of catch. The discussion
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served the very useful purpose of defining the problem; the questi-n
now is, whether it is of sufficient pricrity to take aboard, this year?

These are just two examples, and again I should like each member
to think about the many additional questions of these kinds, and let e
know his views. To be quite explicit about this, I do not, for present
purposes, want to kn: i what you think the answers might be; I want %

know what you think the important guestions are. It goes without seying

that practical ideas about how an exercise might be set up, and on
methods of aralysis and interpretation, are always welcome.

On tre admin. side, the job ~f extracting data from the repsrts a
analysing it is a big one; but it is tolerable if the reparts are
reasonably well filled in and if they arrive on time. It is vital to
get a month's reports sorted out, querics answered, and analyses
completed before the end of the following month.

Yeur Committee's view is that members are expected to repnrt every
gsession of eel fishing. What is vital is that if you report sessicius
on a particular water at all, ycu report every session cn that water -
otherwise, the data will almost certainly be biassed, and that under--
mines the whole Club's effort. Repcrts of odd sessicns of 2 or 3 hovis
on waters visited only once during the season are useful, but they arc
rmuch less valuable than a full set cf reports ¢n a water fished steadi.y
throughout the season. All that is needed is a little forethought aid
a voluntary act f commitment to full repsrting on at least a shors-
list ~f the main waters fished.

On growth-rate work, there are a numbcr of specific points which
will be the subject of a separate note, after the Report has becn
issued.

It may be that, in addition to the general session reporting,
we shall want to set up one or two special schemes on a Group basis -
the ideas «n swims or on tackle mentioned above would lend themselves
to this approach. S:, if you or your Group have an idea for a
separate cxercise of this kind, let mc know.

Once we have the measure »f members' wishes, idecas and views ~n

priorities, we shall map out a draft scheme as we did last year, and
offer it for your approval.
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THE 9% 1b., "EEL" FROM THE G.U. CANAL AT TRING

No members missed the stories carried in the angling Press in the
middle of September, 1967, about an ecl of 9% 1b. being caught from the
Grand Union Canal near Tring in Hertferdshire. The accounts were given
in Angling Times, 14 September, page 3 and in Angler's Mail, 15 September,
page 2, and both were illustrated with photographs. Briefly, the stories
were ag follows.

Two Luton youngsters were spinning for perch in the canal, when one
of them hooked a powerful fish and, suspecting that he would net be able
t0 deal with it, handed the rod to his friend who landed what was thought
at the time to be a catfish., The beys weighed the fish on a spring
balance, noted a weight of 9% 1b., and gutted it. Later, the fish was
scen by a number of local anglers who identified it as an cel, and
suggested to the boys that they should make a claim to the British Record
(Red Caught) Fish Committee. The fish was weighed again in its gutted
conditicn and scaled 7 1b. 6 oz.

As usual, I took steps to seck additional details, including a letter
to the Secretary of the Committee, Mr. Peter Tombleson, to ask whether any
steps might be in hand to estimate the age of the eel. Mr. Tembleson
replied that he had seen the eel, but had put it in formalin and returned
it t» the captors; the Committee was not concerned with age, bhut only
with the species. However, he expressed personal interest in knowing the
eel's age, and suggested I get in touch with one of the boys, whose
address he gave me.

In due course, I received a very courteous and cordial invitation
to visit Luton to see the eel together with permission to try to extract
the otoliths if this could be done without spoiling the eel for setting
up. I was very well received by the boys and the parcents of one ef them
and given every facility to cxamine and work on tae carcass. After a
good deal of probing through a hole in the gside of the eel's head, I
extracted a single otolith, but could not locate the second stone.

The otolith bore little resemblance to any of the dozens of anguilla
otoliths I have handled, so I examincd the carcass more closely, and the
conclusion I came to secemed so incredible that I decided to hold my
council until I had an opportunity to cross-check the facts. Next day,
reference t» "Eels: A Biological Study" by Prof. Leon Bertin and other
authoritative works confirmed what I had suspected: that the "eel" was
not anguilla, but conger.

T wrote to the boys to pass on the sad news and to say that I was
sorry that they appeared to have been the victims of what had all the
hallmarks of a particularly mischievous hoax. I algso advised Mr. Tombleson
of the facts, and I believe the Committec asked for the carcass to be
ro—gubmitted for confirmation of the species. At the same time, I pointed
out to Mr. Tombleson that, in my view, the matter sheuld be given proper
publicity in the anglimg Press as soon as the identity of the fish had
been officially established, so as to make the differences between
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anguilla and conger so well-known that any would-be hoaxers would be
doterred in the future; and also to give the National Anguilla Club
credit for vigilance and knowledge. Obviously, if the capture of a
potential wecord cel warrented Press coverage, then its exposure as an
apparent hoax presumably has at least as much news value. I invited
Mr. Tombleson's co-operation in deciding the timing and form in which
the news might be released.

Since that time, the record claim has been withdrawn - presumably,
the boys took local advice and rcceived confirmaticn of my identification
- and I have had a useful meeting with Mr. Tombleson at which, amongst
other things, complete agrcement was rcached with regard to publication.
Mr. Temblesen expresscd appreciatien, both for himself and on behalf of
the Committee, for the Club's cleose interest in the matter.

Fending Press coverage, members may like to have a bricf summary of
the differences between anguilla and conger, so that there shall be no
doubt if ever a similar situation arises in future.

There arc three features which distinguish the two species to an
examination by cye. Firstly, the skin of conger is devoid of scales and
scraping with a knife reveals only smooth skinj in contrast, after the
first few years of freshwater life, the skin of anguilla becomes covercd
with small, deeply-cmbedded scales which arc clearly apparent to the eyc
in specimens of any size in the form of a "parquet floor" type of pattcrn
and can be felt - and seen even more plainly ~ if the skin is scraped
with a knife-edge. Secondly, the upper jaw of conger projects beyeond
the lower jaw at the tip of the snout; in contrast, it is the lower Jaw
which prcjects beyond the upper jaw in anguilla. Third 'y, the dorsal
fin starts nearer the head in conger.

Given an cel-likc fish of British origin, these threce features are
enough to enable cne to make a definite identification, conger or
anguilla. They are simple, and should clearly be made widely known to
anglers, to help eliminate innocent mis-identification and malicious
hoax, alike.

It is also worth knowing that the otoliths are distinctive; once
seen side by side, they would nct be mistaken. This much was apparent
from the ntolith of the 9% 1b. fish, and I have had the privilege of
confirming that it was typical by examining the collection of authentic
otoliths in the British Museum of Natural History. Our member, George
Moss, has also supplied otoliths from two conger, to start a similazr
collection of our cwn. Anguilla otoliths are concave on one side and
convex on the other with a small projection on one edge(rather like a
cupped hand with the fingers tegether and the tip of the thumb pro-
jecting) and with a well-marked groove on the convex side. Conger
otoliths are a more elengated, oval shape, convex on both sides, with no
groove or only a trace of one, and an indentation on one edge which
gives the appearance cf a "head" and "body". Comparative photographs of
otoliths will be reproduced in the Bulletin in due course; the knowledge
could aid identification in a Aifi.cul. caze for example, if one had
only the eel's head to wor» ~n.
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EEL INVESTIGATIONS IN LOUGH ARROW - A REVIEW

The Inlend Fisheries Trust has published a two-part paper describing
their work on the feeding of eels in Lough Arrow. The work was primarily
concerned with the possible effects of eels on the water as a trout fishery,
and much of the discussion in its 12 foolscap pages is concerned with this
aspect. The object of this review is to extract and summarise the inform-
ation on the feeding of eels.

Introduction

L. Arrow is a limestone lake of about 2,800 acres in Co., Sligo. The
bed consists of eroded limestone boulders, sand, mud and marl, and there
are both extensive shallows and considerable deeps. The water contains
a rich growth of food organisms, especially shrimps and water-lice,
shellfish and various insect larvae. The lake holds pike, perch, bream,
sticklebacks, eels and brown trout, the latter being noted for their
large size and goed condition.

Methods

The work was done during 1954, 55 and 56. '"Deadlines" carrying up
$o 100 commercial eel hooks and snoods were baited with either (a) all
worms; (b) all perch fry; or (c) alternate worms and perchfry (plus a
few sticklebacks in one year). These lines were fished so as to obtain
results by night and by day; over sandy and over steny beds; in the
shallows (up to 20 ft.) and in the deeps (from 20 to 100 ft. and more ).
To take account of the varying numbers of hooks psr line, a single
setting of 10 hooks is taken ag a "unit of effort" (thus the I.F.T. have
not taken the time factor fully into account, as we do in working with
rod-hours per eel; but their results are presented below in terms of
"units of effort per eel", which is roughly comparable in principle).

Regults
(1) Day v. night & shallows v. deeps

Day Night Total
Shallows 12 (6) 3.3 (400) 3.4 (406)
Deeps 4.8 (9) 1.0 (275) 1.1 (284)
Total 7.7 (15) 2,4 (675) 2.5 (690)

Figures are units of effort per eel; figures in brackets are the numbers
of eels in question; thus, for example, a total of 690 eels were caught
at a grand average of 2.5 units of effort per eel.

Three bread conclusions seem reasonable. 1: Overall, the deeps were
about % times more productive than the shallews; and night was about 3
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times more praductive than the day. 2: The deeps were about 2% times
more prcductive than the shallows by day, and about 3% times more
productive at night. 3: Night was about 3% times more productive than
day in the shalluws, and akout 4% %imes more productive in the deeps.

The difference between day and night is as expected, but it is perhaps
surprising that “he deeps appear to have been more productive than the
shallows ecven at night. It is even more surprising in view of the I.F.T's
comment thut eels caught in the deeps often had stomach contents which
suggested that they had been feeding in the shallows.

(2) Sandy v._stony bsd

Considering a’l baits, but results at night only:

Sendy bed 0.82 (92)
Stony bed 0.84 (92)

Again, figures are uvnits of effort per eel; and figures in brackets are
the numbers of eels concerned. The obvious conclusion is that, in L.
Arrow, the eels feed equally freely over both sandy and stony beds.

(3) Seasgonal variaticn

APR, MAY JUN JUL - SEP

Day, worms

Shallows - 9.0 28

Deeps - 2.5 9.3
Night, worms

Shallcws 3.8 - 0.36

Deeps 1.2 - 0.38
Night, mired setuings

Quzllows 4.9 . 2.7

Leeps 1.2 - 5.0

Figures are units of effort per e2l, 1954 and 55 cnly. It is difficult
to draw eny coflini” s . seasonal conclusions from these fragmentary data,
but it is periars tairc to say thab April and May are more preductive
than might be suprosad., The July - Szptember data suggest that there is
little to chooce bebween the (zeps and shallows at night, but that the
deeps are mcrs preductive Ly day.

The I.F.T. commont thal the rate of catch in 1956, on worms at
night in the shallcws, was abcut 7 times faster in late April and early
June than in lixrch and early April.

(4) Stomech contents

The stomach. contents of 13% of the eels were examined and the
results are tabulated on page 0. In considering the diet of fish, the
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gsize of the specimens examined is important, but unfortunately the I.F.T.
do not give size data except to say that "the eels captured were mainly
of fair size, and specimens of up to 3 lb. were taken".

Of the 133 eels examined, 114 had food in their stomachs. The table
shows the number of eels in which the stated type of food was seen:

Shrimps & water-lice 96
Snailg & bivalves 59
Insect larvee etc. 64
Earthworms & leeches 11
Fish 20
Spawn 8

Shrimps and water-lice were the most important dietary items with
insect larvae and pupae next (Duck Fly pupae and cased caddis were
singled out for mention) and shellfish (especially Theodoxus (Neritina)
end Bithynia) third.

The worms and fish seen were mainly earthworms and perch fry, and
most if not all were thought to be swallowed baits. The comment was
made that the trout are known to feed voraciously on perch fry; but not,
apparently, the eels - at least, in the size range examined.

The Sexing of Eels: A Footnote

Members will have found the review by David Marlborough on this
subject (Bulletin, August 1967) a most useful summary. In a nutshell,
an eel with a "frilled organ" is female; an eel with a'lobed organ" may
or may not be male. However, it may be worth emphasising that, in the
paper by Jones & Sinha referred to, the largest eel with a "lobed organ"
in which the sex was not yet "fixed" one way or the other was only 14",
i.e. less than 2 oz. Out of 201 eels in the range 10 - 19", 73% were
definite males and only 7% were definite females, all having "lobed
organs'".

In our growth-rate work, last year, we did not take account of the
sex of the eels; but there is no reason why we should not make the
distinction between "females" and "eels with lobed organs", in future,
using David Marlborough's descriptions. Incidentally, Dr. Sinha is still
interested in receiving specimens of whole eels upwards of 20" in length
- and by supplying such specimens, we would not only get growth data but
also contribute towards studies on the diet of large eels and on the
sexual significance of these lobed organs, too.
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NOTABLE EELS OF 1967

1967 may have been a poor year for most members of the Club, but a
fair number of big eels were once again reported in the angling Press.
An attempt was made to get in touch with the captor in each case, by the
courtesy of the angling journal concerned, and quite.a lot of extra .
details were obtained in this way.

Sti11 more details of big eel captures came in from our friends in
several specimen groups, and I am sure you would all like %o join me in
thanking these good anglers for their help: - let us trust that these
friendly 11nks Wlll develop to even greater mutual: advantage. b §

The censolidated list of big eels is reproduced on page. 12. Details
reported in the Press are common property, of course, but in many- cases
there are extra details given by the captor in confidence._ Members will
need no: remlndlng that information from other groups muat, please, be

treated as confidential. i

y ~ Apart from big eels caught by angling, several notable eels were

/ captured in other ways. A 7 1bJ eel was caught by hand from the Thames

/ by Bermondsey dock worker, Brian Cottrell, and reports and photographs

' appeared in A.T., 25 May and A.M., 26 May. Eels of 6 and 7 lb. were
found by a keeper trapped in the sluice system at "Greystone Lake" on
7 July, and reported to us by our friend, Robert Jones (see Mr. Jones"
letter about. “Greystone" in the Bulletln, April 1967).. In the Country[_
Life issue of 20 July, Dr. David Haler ‘gave an account of an eel found
dead in: the'R. Wey, Surrey, which measured 51" in length and 16" in :
girth, and was estimated after "hefting" the' carcass to weigh about 15 1b.
- a reasonable estimate according to out statistical data.. In the
Northampton Chronicle & Echo, .8 September, news of an 8 lb. 2 oz eel
being dredged from a dyke draining into the Northants. Nene set -our good
members Bob Church and Phil Shatford off in search of confirmation; the
head ‘of this great eel was eventually tracked down to the botton of a .
flshmonger g waste-bin and, undeterred, Bob -secured its -otoliths. .
Dr. Sinha has since estimated that it had spent 18 years'in freshwater.
An account of the 9% 1b. "eel" from the G.U. Canal at Tring is given on

page 6.

N— It is good to hear news of these bigeéls, ‘even if- they did not
rejoice an angler's heart: at least, we know that there are a few eels
of 8 1b. -~ even, perhaps, 15 lb. - around for the catchlng! But, of
course, it is mainly from the eels caught by angling that we can hope
to learn:something of: poss1b1e relevance to our own flshlng. . :

Please read the 11st crltlcally and volunteer any 1nformat10n you
may have by way of correctlons or additions - espe01ally detalls of the
capture of any big eels not mentionediih the list. ‘ i
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FPESH LIGHT ON THE SCHMIDT-TUCKER CONTROVERSY

Fresh interest in the migration of Atlantic eels was aroused in
1959 when Dr. Denys Tucker proposed a hypothesis radically different
from the one originally put forward in Schmidt's classical work.
Schmidt proved that Furopean eels originate from a breeding ground in the
Sargasso Sea, and assumed that the mature silver eels which annually
migrate frem Furopean waters to the Atlentic, in fact reach the Sargasso
and breed there,

Tucker argued that it was unlikely that the mature eels could
accomplish this remarkzhle Jovrney, and proposed instead that the eel
larvae which are carried to Europe are derived from the breeding of
American eels, which are known to breed in an area partly overlapping
that of the European eels. Schmidt regarded European and American eels
as differant species, but Tucker argued that the differences between
them - for example, the average number of vertebrae - are of a kind known
to be affected by conditions of temperature etc. during the hatching of
the egg and early development; and that eggs laid in the parts of the
Sargasso from which the larvae would eventually be carried in the Gulf
Steam to Europe, are subjected to conditions which cause the development
of the European eel characteristics. In short, Tucker argued that
European and American eels are one and the same species, and that the
differences between them are not gensztic.

Danish scientists at the Institute of Genetics in Copenhagen have
now published research findings (Nature, 10 June 1967, p. 1141) which
argue against Tucker's hypothesis. The Danish workers have examined
haemoglobin from the blood of European and American eels by electro-
phoresis - a special method of analysis. They have found that all
European ecls have the same haemoglobin pattern (848 specimens examined ).
The same pattern is most common amongst American eels, but there are
in addition two other less comion patteras (666 specimens). The
proportions of the three petterns amongst American eels strongly suggests
that they are gsnetically determined.

Clearly, the argument is that - whatever non-genetic differences
there may be between European and American ecls - there is at least
this one differarce which is genctic, ard the Danes state that this is

"strong evidence against Tucker's one-population concept".

The Danish workers add that Tucker's hypothesis would be tenable
only if European eels with the two uncommon American haemoglobin patterns
are in some way exterminated before reaching the sizes they sampled, and
they say that 'while thooretically possible, such an efficient selection
geems to us very unlikely".

We do not know Dr. Tucker's reaction to this new work; he has
shown himself a redoubtable proponent of his hypothesis and might,
perhaps, be prepared to contend that "such an efficient selection" is
not implausible. But, while not sounding its death-knell, perhaps, the
Danes certainly seem to have put the hypo*hcris in considerable doubt.
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EXCHANGE OF DATA?

From Peter Elleray (i/c The Tenchfishers' computer programme): "Without

wishing on either side to "poach" information from the
other Club, I wonder whether it might be of interest to members of both
the National Anguilla Club and The Tenchfishers to exchange information
on a few items of basic data, such as rod-hours per fish?"

*¥What do members think about this?

EFFECT OF MOONLIGHT

From Ray Brown: "I was really interested to note in the Report the

increase in RH/E for moonlight nights - shows there
ig almost certainly some fact in the old anglers' maxim about bright
-ights and eels".

From Jim Bourke: "In part six of the Report (state of the moon) I found
a great deal to think about. I must admit that I don't
believe that the brightness of the moon puts the eels down so much as the
drop in temperature that almost invariably occurs on bright nights. In
May 1966, I had two eels from the canal, 4:1 and 4:12. Both of these
ecls were taken in bright moonlit conditions with no cloud cover, but the
common factor was this: the temperature was dropping from the upper 60's
to the lower. Nothing very unusual about this, but for the fact that a
fellow member of my Group did a repeat performance a few weeks later with
cels of 4:0 and 3:12. Focd for thought.

"On the matter of temperatures, was I in error taking the readings
before fishing? I do this now out of habit - but I do try to take it in
near enough the same spot that my bait is going to lie"

#¥Fgir comment; tub the data do seem to show that both
bright moonlight and the falling temperatures one gets
on cleudless nights (whether brightly msonlit or not)
tend to discourage the eels from feeding, in the average
water. Of course, we still have a lot to learn about
the effects of ligh%t and temperature, especially with
regard to differences hetween individual waters.
Temperatures should preferably be taken before, during
and after fighing - say, at intervals of 3 - 6 hours -
to show the movement of terperature during the session
and so that temperatures at the times of captures may
be estimated. To avoid disturbing the swim, it is good
enough to take readings from a similar gpot nearby.
Obviously, an electronic thermometer which can be left
in situ solves the disturbance problem, and allows
readings to be taken as frequently as one wishes.



