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Int.roducUon 

Durln, r ••• arch ve ••• l It.blDi tor At.lant.lc .&lmon ~y drlft n.t. 1n 1969 

ott loutbve.t Newtoundland and ln the La~ra4or S.a-W •• t. Gre.nland area, r.cord. 

V'I" kept ot t.be numb.r. ot .alman call8ht. by n.t.. ot varlou .... h 81ze.. Net. 

llI.d v.reot tvilted Ul.t.ron (pol,yprowl.ne) Dr IIOnot11l1111nt. 1I110n (po1ywd.e). 

and .,.,.led 111 dept.h troll 1.5 t.o 2.5 tat.holll at. louthvllt..rn Nevtoundland., ~ut vere 

all about 1.5 tat.boIu 1n d'pt.b off Wilt Oreenland. In t.h. tormer ar.a n.U or 

41tt.rent •• h ',hll v.re t1.h.d ln a rollllar order v1t.b t.be Ul.t.ron n.u ot 

1III11 •• t. ... 11 .h. at on •• nd ot t.he neet, and the lar, •• t. at. the ot.her, tollowed. 

by til. IIOnotUament n.t... In tb. latt.er ar.a no at.t.&llpt. vu l1li4. t.o relll1&te the 

tl.ll1n, ord.r att.r the flr.t tev •• t.. (durln, Vh1cb t.h. order al d •• orlb.d above 

Val lI&1nta1ne4). 

Ne.h .izel llI.d at. louthvelt N.vtollndland (Port a\,IX Ba.qllOl) vere 4~, 

5~, 6 and 6. inch •• (ll~, 133, 152 and 165 mil) and at W •• t Or •• nland vere 4~, 5, 

5~ and 6 inch •• (114. 127, 140 and 152 mil). M •• h liz •• lIeuured Vlt. aft.r Ille 

by .. an. ot a hand-held rill. approumate4 t.h.1e nominal sh.. clo.ely. Amount 

ot ,.ar t1.bld Yal lin. rally 1 nautlcal 1111. at Port. a\,IX aa.qu.. and 3 mile. at 

We.t Or •• nland. rurth.r d.t&11. ot liar an4 t1lhin, are ,iven by MI,Y (MS. 1910 -

tb1l ... Un,). 

H.t cOl!lparlloDi 

Port &IlX Duqlll. 

':0t.&1 .ttort by .ach type ot lIII.h, alon, vitb nWllbu. and .11... oalllht, 

numb.rl and p.rc.nt. tlll.d, and p.ro.nt ret.urn. ot t .... d t1.h are 11.t.4 ln 

'1'abl. 1. Th. data are prel.nted •• parat.ly tor an .arly per10d ot VIZ')' poor 

catoh •• , and a lat.r plriod ot r.lat.iv.ly aoo4 catob •• , a. vell u oombined. 

oVir tb. vbol. p.riOd tor .aoh .Ih tyPi l.parat'lI and tor all "ar cOllb1n,d. 

Con.1der1n, tb • .o.t rel1abl. data tro. th. p.rlod ot lood ti.hlnl 

(Mir 22 - J\lDI 10, 1~6~), b •• , oatohin, rat •• v.re 0~taln.4 vit.h Ul.t.ron n.tl ot 

~, and 5~ inoh,. (114 and 1'3 .. ) and monotl1lllllnt n.t. of 6 lnch •• (152 11m). 

i ••• , 2.3 to 2.4 .Illlon,ol\llht per ml1' or n.t per hour tl'1I14. Th.r. vu 

a Irll4llal increu. in proport.ion. ot r1lh .uitabl, tor taulnll troll thl IlIallll.t 

to larlU.t Ul.tron •• b •• (83 to 95'), vhl1. ~8' ot tl.h tak.n ~y lIonot11ament 

n.U vel" tlUd. Return. ot tlll.4 t1lh, aroup.d by the ... h type in vblch 

t.1l1 t11b vere orisillally ca\llht, yer. variable tor the Ul.tron ... h •• , t.hollah 

thq vlre 111D111al vith the .Mll •• t ... h. Gr.at •• t r,turnl (47') nl\,\lte4 frODI 
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tagged fisb r., leased from IIIOnofil10111o;Ont. n"te. This compared with an average 

ret~rn of 33% from the Vlstron nets. The difference is not, however, 

statistically oigniticant (.10 > P > ,05). 

Taggc~ fish Were rated ~ fair, good or excellent condition according 

to li.Qount of scale loss and apparent viability. Arbitrary numerical values 

were assigned to useh condition rating (1 c dead fish, 2 = fair condition, 

j "' goo~ and 4 = excellent) and these wer" averaged for each mesh size and type 

of twine ('L':lble 3). On this b.ais there was a progres~ive increasf; in aver""" 

condi~ion with illcrease in meskl size; the /IIOnofilament nets producing the b"st 

average condition. Considering tagged fish only, however, condition ratings 

were variable for the vlU'io\a Vlltron mesh sizes, but remained higher for 

monofilament nets. 

Average length ot fi~ caught .incre~ed with mesh size for the Ulstron 

nets, but the average size call&ht in 1IIO.!lof1llllJlent nets was smaller tnan that 

for the comparable Ulst.ron /Msh Biilofl (Tlble 1), 

W"st Greenland 

Effort, caterl and tagging data are listed in l'able 2. The data art; 

shown separately for each of 3 major are~s; most fishing WId tagging was done 

in ilisko lJ"" (Sept. 22 - Oct. 2, 1969). Th~ latter material is also preslmted 

with th.:: exclusion of a sinClle d8¥'S fishing during which the !!"ar '.as not 

patroll.::d, to g~ve a more meaningful comparison of the relation between n~ers 

caught and tagged (the routine t&iC\ing procedl4re involved continuous patr::>lling 

of the nets vhile fishing). 

ilith reference to the IIIOst abWldlillt data series (Dislto B8¥, S"pt;. 2~ 

Oct. 2), the monofilament nets were by far th~ most efficient; catching Gear; 

tr.e cat ch rate bdne; 2.3 times that of the next best gear (3.7 versus 1.6 Slllmon 

per mile of net per hour fished). Ulstroll nets of 4~ inch (114 rom) IIl\:sh siz': 

"rOI1~ced 1.h" low'ost catch rate. conf1rming the results of 'rempl"man (1968) "'n'~ 

compared tnese with )-6 inch (127-152 01IIl) meshes. As in 1.h" "arli,,,r utp"rimcnt 

at Port aux Basques the proportion of f'ish caught; in condition sui tabl" for 

tlljl,ging incr"a.sed with mesh size in the lilstron n~ts, but W'lS gr"at"st (7a~) 

for fiSh talwn in monofilament nets (Disko il8¥ data excluding ::;'"pt. 30 fis!lir,;;;. 

Percent r.,t"rns from e .. cll mesh type arE; shown, but sinc" r,:turns to dat." tc,taJ. 

only 14 fish from the Disko 1l8¥ tage:ing, no conclusions a.r" drawn. 

As .. t Port aux lJasques, a.vera!>" condition rating imf,rovcd with incr',3.~' 
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in "",~h si,,<:, wnh monofi.i.!llDLnt nets producing th" highest avera!>", ratio!> 

(<r ... bl.:: j). Average 5iz.:! of saJ.mon caught (Table 2) increased with mesh size, 

and was slightly gr<;ater tor monofilan..,nt nets ttl"", for Ulstron nets of 

comparable meGll si ze, in contra~t to the result from th" Port awe Basqu<:s 

experiment. 

Conclusions 

From both sets of data it appears that n"ts of monofilament twine ar" 

at lea.st equal to, and may be much superior to twisted Ulstron nets in catching 

salmon. It is also apparent that salmon taken by monofilam<ent drift nets 

remain viable for a longer period relative to those caught by Ulstron, enabling 

a grea.ter proportion of the catch to be tagged. Evidence from the Port awe 

basques experiment also points to a greater survival of tagged fish from 

monofila.mcnt nets. 

lJifferences in catching efficiancy of monofilament relative to Ulstron 

drlft net3 are probably related to lesser viEibility of the former. 'rhe Ulstron 

nets used wer~ dark green in colour, while the monofilament nets were of light 

!>reen translucent twin". Differences between the catchine: ,efficiency of mono

filament relati v( to Ulstroll at Port »we basques and W"st Gre:"nland lAay be 

related to behavioural dU'fer"nct!s, cr perhaps more likely to the different 

fishing t.ectmiques employed in each a.rea. At Port awe Basques the: mOllofila.1J1cnL 

nets were at One en..! of the fleet; thus fish striking the Ulstron nets at,d 

swi1llll1ing along tn"m in a direction away from the monofilament nets might pass 

around the £:n:l of th" fleet. At West. Greenland there were usually some mono

filament nets at one end of the fleet and others scattered in groups througrlOut, 

providing several "windows" through "hich fish could hav£: attempted to pass. 

Three observations support ''-,he contention that salmon sometimes "run" 

along a fleet of n<)ts in ar. attempt ';0 avoid the barrie:r presented: 

(1) Less slUmon ",ere c .. ught when nets were tit>htly stretched in "

straight line than when wind and current conditions caUS,,(1 them 

tv assume a mt:andering confi3Uration. 

(;,) When wind ar.d sea conditions caused one end of th" fleet to 

dril't back tow .. rd th" centre of the gear, larger numbers of 

salm<.Jn "ert; cal.lght io the loop or tr .. p so formed tt .... n along 

tne st.r"i!>t.t part of the flc"t. 
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(3) Salmon lying off tne nets were occasionally driven in by tne small 

boa1- Ilsed for t~g1ni. 

Tn~ possibly gre.ter survival rate and better average condition of fisn 

caught in monofil~nt netu .ppear to be related to tne lesser pressllre exerted 

on the fisn by these meshes. lt was Doted that fish caught by Ulstron nets were 

more firmly enmeshed by the thinner and more nexible twine, often rel>ul ting ir. 

noticeable constriction and net Bears. Even though no external damage is VLsible, 

it is known that Ulstron nets can cause rupture of blood vessels in the mllseles 

(;~urray. WIli te and Whitaker, 1969). IIDli thiB condition vas occasionally noted at 

West Greenland in pOllt mort .. ex&lllinationll of UDtagged fish. Monofilament meshes 

on the other nand appeared to hold tile 1'1&h less tightly, and they vere more 

easily lost in attemptini to retrieve them from the nets. 

Averase conditiOCl ratinp (an fish caught) for nets of the same tvin~ 

and mesa she vere sllbstant1all¥ lover at West Greenland than at Port aux Bas,,'"'''", 

indicating that salmon at We.t Greenland are more susceptible to injury from 

catching and handling (Table 3), thou.g.~ this V88 no doubt also related to tne 

longer time necesl>Bry to patrol the gre.ter amount of gear, resulting in mor~ 

dead fi~h. Avera,r;e conditiOn factors for tagged fish alone vere only slightly 

lover at West Greenland than at Port aux Basques. 

Although average size of salmon caught varied vith mesh size 1n botn 

exp~rimenLs. similar meshes took smaller fish on th~ average at West Greenland 

taan at rort aux Basques. This vas no doubt a reflection of differences in 

size composition of the salmon available to the gear in each area. 

M/I¥, It.. W • Me. 19"10. 
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r"ble.l. Averag" condition rating for each mesh size WId tyye of t"ine . 

• 11-' = monofilament. Data for 2 fishing d8lftl "her. nettl "ere not patrolled an, 

excluded from the West Greenl~ld averages under tne column for all fisn. 

Mesh All Fiah T"Qf;ed Fish Onll 

(inch<:s) Port aux Basques West Gree:lland Port aux Basques West Greenland. 

4~ 2.87 2.11 3.24 3.11 

5 2.30 3.18 

)\ 2.92 3.15 

5~, 2.36 3.20 

6 3.10 2.69 3.28 3.26 

'. t.l'l! 3.14 3.24 

6MF 3.34 2.78 3.38 3.30 
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