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ABSTRACT

Atotalof152gillnetsweresetand39seining
collectionsweremadetocollect9,023specimensof

fishrepresenting31speciesfromtheClearForkof

theBrazosRiveranditswatershed.Desirablegame
fishpopulationswerefoundtobeexceedinglyscarce

intheriverbutmoreabundantinlakesonthewater-

shed.Redhorseshiners(Notropislutrensis)and

stuntedsunfishwerefoundtobethemostnumerous

speciesintheriverwhilegizzardshad(Dorosoma
cepedianum),channelcatfish(Ictaluruspunctatus),
andsmallwhitecrappie(Pomoxisannularis)were

foundtobeveryprevalentinthelakesonthe

watershed.Theprincipalfisheriesproblemswere,
ingeneral,foundtobeexcessivepopulationsof

gizzardshad,rivercarpsucker(Carpiodescarpio)
andstuntedcrappieandsunfishandwidespread
saltwaterpollutionemittingfromoilwells,which

hasapparentlyreducedconsiderably,orcompletely
eliminatedgamefishpopulationsinseverallocal-

ities.



Job Completion Report

State of TEXAS

Project No. F-5-R-7 Name: Fisheries Investigations and Surveys of

the Waters of Region 3-B.

Job No. B-16 Title: Basic Survey and Inventory of Species,
as Well as Their Distribution in the

Clear Fork of the Brazos River in Region
3-B, Texas

Period Covered: April 16, 1958 - March 31, 1960

OBJECTIVES

To gather fundamental data on the above waters in regard to their physical,

chemical, and biological aspects and to determine the distribution of the species

present, their relative abundance and the ecological factors influencing their

distribution.

PROCEDURE

The Clear Fork of the Brazos River and its watershed was divided into upper

and lower regions on the basis of its physical and botanical aspects. All physi-
cal, chemical and biological data were organized and analyzed in relation to the

location from which they were collected. A total of 152 nets were set and 39

seining collections were made on the complete watershed. Of this total 134 netting
collections and 32 seining collections were made in the region designated as the

upper watershed and 18 netting collections and 7 seining collections were made in

the region designated as the lower watershed. A greater number of netting and

seining collections were made in the upper region than in the lower region because

in the upper region there were more lakes to set nets in and more water suitable

for seining. Altogether there were 29 seining collections taken from the river, 5

seining collections taken from tributaries to the river and 5 seining collections

taken from lakes on the watershed. There were 12 netting collections taken from

the river and 140 nets were set in lakes on the watershed. Netting was impossible
in the river's tributaries due to shallow water and narrow creek beds. Some of

the netting collections from lakes were obtained in conjunction with other

Johnson work.

The nets used were experimental type gill nets, 125 feet long and & feet deep
with five 25-foot sections of webbing ranging from l-inch to 3-inch square mesh.

Five types of seines were employed in making seine collections. They included

a 12' X commonsense seine, a 20' X 6* commonsense seine, a 30' X 6' bag seine

with }-inch mesh, a nylon straight seine measuring 50' X 6' with #-inch mesh, and

a nylon straight seine measuring 100' X 6' with mesh.



Specimenscollectedbyseiningweretakentothelaboratoryforidentification

andstudy.Samplesofeachspecieswerepreservedina10percentformalinsolution.

Specimenscollectedbynettingwereexaminedinthefieldforstomachcontentsand

sexualdevelopmentandwereweighedandmeasuredinordertoobtaingrowthand

conditioninformation.Alldatacollectedwasrecordedonfishcollectionsforms

inthefieldandlatercombinedandtabulatedintheoffice.

Temperature,pH,andturbiditywasrecordedateverythirdstation.Water

sampleswerealsocollectedbutitwasfoundthatreasonablyextensivewateranalyses
datawereavailablebycombiningrecordsobtainedfromtheTexasBoardofWater

Engineers,theTexasHealthDepartmentandtheUnitedStatesGeologicalSurvey.
Physicalandbotanicalobservationswerealsomadeatvariousnettingandseining
localitiesduringthecourseofthesurvey.

Norotenonetreatmentofpoolswasattemptedontheriverortributaries

becauseofflowingwaterorthedangerofflowingwaterincaseofrain.Itwas

fearedthatthisflowingwaterwouldcausefisheradicationonprivatepropertywhere

permissionhadnotbeenobtainedtoconductsuchwork.

FINDINGS

AlthoughthedivisionoftheClearForkoftheBrazosRiverintoupperand

lowerregionswasdoneonthebasisofthephysicalandbotanicalcharacteristics

foundineachregion,theexactlinethatwasselectedtodividethetwoareas

hadtobechoseninamoreorlessarbitrarymanner.Nosharplineoftopographical
changeexists,althoughthereisadefinitechangeinthetopographyandecological
aspectsoftheupperandlowerregions.Themostlogicalplacetodividethewater-

shedwasfoundtobeattheLeudersDamwhichislocatedalmostonthecountyline

betweenJonesandShackelfordCounties.ThislineextendsupwardbetweenHaskell

andThrockmortonCountiesanddownwardbetweenTaylorandCallahanCounties.Using
thesecountylinesasadivisionpointbetweentheupperandlowerwatershedofthe

ClearForkoftheBrazosRiver,Haskell,Jones,Taylor,Fisher,Nolan,andScurry
Countiesareintheupperregion.Throckmorton,Shackelford,Callahan,Young,
Stephens,andHastlandCountiesareinthelowerregion.

PhysicalCharacteristics

Upperwatershed
-

TheClearForkoftheBrazosRiverarisesinthesouth-

easternpartofScurryCountyfromaseriesofsmallspringswhichflowsporadically
andonlyinperiodsofheavymoisture.Theriverinthisareaisactuallymore

likeacreek,drymuchofthetimewithshallowbanksandanarrowbed.Permian

redsoilsprevailinthisareaandmuchcfthelandisincultivation.Whenthe

riverflowsinthisarea,itusuallycontainsmuchredandbrowncolloidalsus-

pension.AsthestreamprogressesthroughFisherandJonesCountiesamultitude

ofcreeks,manyofwhichariseinNolanandTaylorCounties,areaddedtothewater-

shed.Thisadditionaldrainageareatendstocreateamorepermanentstream,with

widerbanksandgreaterflowintheeasternpartoftheupperClearForkofthe

BrazosRiverwatershed.Thisterrainisalsoforthemostpartflatcultivatedland

butcontainsmorerollingpastureintheeasternareas.AtNugent,whichisthe

easternextremityoftheupperregion,averageannualrunofffiguresforaperiod
of30.6yearsequalled91,770acrefeet.Theminimumflowrecordedduringthis

periodwas7,830acrefeetandthemaximumflowrecordedwas518,000acrefeet.



Lower watershed ~ The Clear Fork of the Brazos River below the Leuders Dam

is a wider, deeper stream bed that often contains flowing water. The stream bed is

primarily packed sand with limestone projections and there are many large trees

along the banks. The water in this region is usually very clear and the stream is

more deserving of its name as it continues further east. The vegetative cover on

the black and gray soils of this region, the permanence of water, and the presence

of many farm tanks and ponds are probably the main reasons for the less turbid waters

of the area. The terrain in the lower watershed consists mainly of undulating

pasture, and ranching is the chief land use. At Fort Griffin, near the eastern

extremity of the lower region, the average annual runoff figures for a period of 30.8
years equalled 173,300 acre-feet. The minimum flow recorded during this period was

6,370 acre feet and the maximum flow recorded was 711,000 acre-feet.

Aquatic and Shoreline Vegetation

Upper watershed - Aquatic vegetation in the upper region is limited to various

forms of algae and a few patches of bulrushes (Scirpus), which are located near the

eastern extremity, above the Leuders Dam. Shoreline vegetation is likewise limited.

Mesquite is common and willows, hackberries, chinaberries and pecans are widely
scattered at various locations along the upper watershed. Sunflowers, and various

weeds and grasses are the principal shoreline vegetative types.

Lower watershed - Besides various types of algae, the principal types of aquatic
vegetation in the lower region appear to be muskgrass (Chara) and coontail (Cerato-
phyllum). The shoreline supports a profuse vegetation with larger mesquites, pecans,

hackberries, chinaberries, post oaks, and willows being the more common trees.

Various grasses, vines, and brambles are also abundant.

Pollution and Water Quality

Because pollution and bad water quality occur in scattered areas in the water-

shed, according to where sources of pollution exist, no attempt will be made to give
the results of this investigation according to upper or lower regions. The primary
sources of pollution were found to be oil wells. Salt water escaping from these

wells and invading the sub-surface water supply or flowing directly out of the

ground appears to be the pollutant most seriously affecting the aquatic environment.

Chlorides were found to be present up to 43,800 p.p.m. in one artesian spring on

the banks of California Creek. California Creek, which is the main tributary of

the Clear Fork of the Brazos River, and the river itself were the only places where

water quality and pollution data was obtained. This water quality data was obtained

from the Texas Board of Water Engineers, the Texas Health Department, and the United

States Geological Survey. Other areas where salt-water pollution was found to exist

included the Clear Fork near Roby and near Eliasville, and the Old Hamlin City Lake.

Old Hamlin City Lake is apparently devoid of all fish except for some very
salt tolerant species. It has been stocked several times with bass and catfish

from the state hatcheries, but evidently these fish have not survived.

Effluents going into the river near Leuders have been found to be primarily
the washings from a limestone quarry and may even be beneficial to certain species.
The largest shad found in any locality along the river were collected near the point
where the effluent was being discharged.



FiguresAythrough50giveamorecompleteaccountofthewaterqualityof

theClearForkoftheBrazosRiver.Insufficientdissolvedoxygenwasnotcommon

andappearedtobeaminorfisheryproblem.ThepHvaluesrangedfrom7.1to8.h,
while7.7wastheaveragereading.Formorespecificandcompletewaterquality
information,thereaderisreferredtotheabovenamedfigures.

FishPopulations

Theresultsofthenettingandseiningcollectionscanbestbegiveninthe

followingannotatedspecieslistandthefisherychartsincludedinthisreport.
Anindextoallcharts,maps,andpicturesisincludedinthisreportimmediately
preceedingthefisherycharts.Figure10givesacompletesummationofseining
results,whileFigure39givesacompletesummationofnettingresults.Fishery
informationpertainingtomorespecificareasoftheClearForkoftheBrazosRiver

watershedcanbelocatedbyreferringtotheincludedindex.Atotalof9,023
specimensof31specieswerecollected.These31speciesrepresented11families

and20genera.

AnnotatedSpeciesList:
-

Lepisosteidae(gars)

Lepisosteus
osseus(longnosegar).Thisspeciesisverydominantinsome

sectionsofthelowerpartoftheClearForkoftheBrazosRiver.Somestretches

ofstreaminthelowerareahaveapparentlybeenpracticallydenudedofsmallfish

bythisspecies.Thegarsinthosesectionswereobservedtoberatherpoorandon

theaverage,weighedonlyonepound.Inoneparticularnettinglocationinthe

lowerriver,garsweresoactiveandperhapssoravenousthattherewereapproximately
20oftheminthegillnetbeforethesurveycrewhaditcompletelysetout.There

werenogartakenintheupperreachesofthewatershedandnonecollectedfrom

lakesineitherregions.Thus,consideringthewholeriver,itstributaries,and

thelakesonthewatershed,garaccountedforonly2.45percentofthetotalfish

netted.

Clupeidae(herrings)

Dorosomacepedianum(gizzardshad).Thisspecieswasaboundantinboth

nettingandseiningcollectionscomposing9.42percentofthetotalseiningsample
and23.95percentofthetotalnettingsample.Thiswasthehighestpercentage,
bynumber,ofanyspeciestakenbynetting.Theriver,itself,wasparticularly

heavilyinfestedwiththisspecies,withover35percentofthefishtakenfrom

theriverbeingshad.Theywerelargeaveragingover10ounces,whiletheshad

takenfromthelakesaveragedonly2.5ounces.

Catostomidae(suckersandbuffalofishes)

Ictiobusbubalus(smallmouthbuffalo).Mostnettingstationsintheriver

yieldedthisspecies,buttheywerenotasprevalentinthelakes.Thisspecieshas

ahighcommercialvalueandisnettedcommerciallyinLakeFortPhantomHill.The

difficultyofaccessandnettingintheholesintheriver,wherethemajorityof

thisspeciesexist,preventsamorewide-scalecommercialutilizationofthesefish



from the Clear Fork of the Brazos.

Carpiodes carpio (river carpsucker). This is the dominant sucker in nearly

all West Texas waters. They were taken both by net and seine and were widely dis-

tributed throughout the watershed. The presence of this species constitutes a

serious fishery problem in some lakes on the Clear Fork of the Brazos River drainage,

especially since no utilization of the species by either man or fish has been ob-

served.

Cyprinidae (shiners and minnows)

Cyprinus carpio (carp). This species is sub-dominant to the river carpsucker

but does constitute a fishery problem in lakes where it occurs. Carp have more

utility than river carpsuckers and they are becoming more and more fished for in

many West Texas lakes because of their large size, tremendous strength, and willingness

to fight when caught.

Notemigonus crysoleucas (golden shiner). Although this species was taken by
net and seine, it was taken only from lakes. It is not believed to be native in

the Clear Fork of the Brazos River, or its watershed, but is known to have been

introduced as a forage fish by the state fish hatcheries.

Notropis lutrensis (redhorse shiner). This is the dominant shiner in the Clear

Fork of the Brazos River and its tributaries. They constituted over 44 percent of

the fish taken by seining for the whole watershed. These minnows are particularly
abundant in the sporadic, intermittent streams of the upper part of the Clear Fork.

Notropis volucellus (mimic shiner). Only nine specimans of this species were

collected from the complete watershed. They were collected from a number of different

types of habitats, but were always in very much of a minority. Five were collected

from lakes and four were collected from the river and they were taken from both the

upper and lower watersheds.

Notropis buchanani shiner). Only two specimens of this species were

collected. These collections indicated that the fish prefers running, muddy waters.

Pimephales vigilax (parrot minnow). Nearly all of the 149 individuals of

this species collected were taken in the bigger waters of the middle and lower

reaches of the river. Some localities in the lower river were saturated with these

minnows. While taking a collection from the Pitt Taylor Ranch, in the lower river,
thousands of these minnows were observed trying to swim up stream into the water

pouring over a small dan.

Pimephales promelas (fathead minnow). This species was found in abundance in

the upper reaches of the river and appears to be dominant over the parrot minnow

in this area while the trend is apparently reversed in the lower river.

Ameiuridae (freshwater catfishes)

Ictalurus punctatus (channel catfish). Only occasional specimens of this fish

were obtained by seining and netting in the river and its tributaries. The species
was very abundant in netting collections taken from the lakes and composed almost

23 percent of the number and almost 44 percent of the weight of the total netting



sample.ThisfishisverymuchsoughtafterbyWestTexasanglersandisfrequently
stockedfromthestatefishhatcheries.

Ictalurusmelas(blackbullhead).Thisspecieswastakenbynetandseine

fromboththeriverandthelakes.Itappearstobemoreabundantinsomeofthe

smallerlakes,whichapparentlyhavenoflatheadcatfish,thaninanyotherwaters.

Ictalurusnatalis(yellowbullhead).Thisspeciesappearstobemoreprevalent
intheriverthaninthelakesandwasverymuchoutnumberedinthefishcollections

takenfromthelakesbytheblackbullhead.

Pylodictusolivaris(flatheadcatfish).Thisverydesirablefoodfishismuch

soughtafterbyanglersandapparentlyservesasaneffectivebullheadcontrolin

lakeswhereitoccurs.Onlyfourspecimensofthisspecieswerecollected,butthis

isattributedtoafaultinthemeansofsampling(ie.thesmallmeshesofthenets

usedarenoteffectiveincapturingthisspecies)andtotheprobabilitythatthese

fishlieonthebottominalethargicstateforlongperiodsoftime.Thesefishare

knowntobetakenbyanglersinseveralofthelakesontheClearForkoftheBrazos

Riverwatershedwheretheywerenottakeninthefishcollections.

Cyprinodontidae(killifishesandtopminnows)

Fundulusnotatus(blackstripetopminnow).Theonlylocalityinwhichthis

topminnowwasseinedwasatributaryofthelowerpartoftheriver.

Funduluskansae(plainskillifish).Thisspecieswascollectedfromthe01d

HamlinCityLakewhichcontainslargeamountsofchlorideswhicharebelievedtobe

theresultsofnearbyoilwells.Thekillifishwasnottakenfromanyotherlocality.

Cyprinodonrubrofluviatilis(RedRiverpupfish).Thisspeciesappearstobe

thedominantfishintheOldHamlinCityLakewherethewateristoosaltyformost

otherspeciesandwascollectedonlyfromthislocality.

Poecilliidae(mosquitofishes)

Gambusiaaffinis(mosquitofish).Themosquitofishiscommoninbackwater

sloughsandquietpoolsthroughoutthewatershed.Theywerethesecondmostcommon

fishintheseiningcollections,andareconsideredtobeverydesirabletoman

becauseoftheirpracticeofeatingmosquitos.

Serranidae(basses)

Roccuschrysops(whitebass).ThisspeciesisnotindigenoustotheClear

Fork,buthasbeenintroducedinsomeofthelakesonthewatershed.Although
notmanyofthesefishwerecollected,FortPhantomHillLakeisknowntohavea

largepopulation.

Centrarchidae(blackbassesandsunfishes)

Micropterussalmoides(largemouthbass).Theevasivenatureofthesefish

makesthemdifficulttocaptureinnetsandseines.Itisthereforedifficultto

arriveatanaccurateestimateoftheiroccurrence.Thedatacollectedwould



indicate, however, that they are much more common in some of the lakes than they
are in the river.

Chaenobryttus gulosus (warmouth bass). One fish of this species was taken

from Lake Daniels on the lower Clear Fork watershed. These fish are often stocked

by the state fish hatcheries.

Lepomis cyanellus (green sunfish). This sunfish is common throughout the

watershed and is a desirable species to the angler when it attains a reasonable size.

However, very few of these sunfish collected were large enough to be fished for and

some individuals, only 2-inches long, were full grown, sexually ripe, fish.

Lepomis microlophus (redear sunfish). This is one sunfish that generally
attains a desirable size in West Texas waters. Only a few individuals of this species
were collected. These were probably present because of hatchery stocking and very

likely not native to the stream.

Lepomis macrochirus (bluegill). This is the dominant sunfish in the Clear

Fork of the Brazos drainage and was abundant both in lakes and in the river. None

of these fish were of a desirable size, probably due to overpopulation. Some

individuals were sexually mature at a length of two inches.

Lepomis humilis (orangespotted sunfish). Even under ideal conditions these

sunfish do not attain a very desirable size, and all of the individuals collected

from the Clear Fork were extremely small. This species is apparently subordinate to

the other native sunfish.

Lepomis megalotis (longear sunfish). This is one of the more dominant sunfish

species in the Clear Fork. They appear to prefer running stream areas, but were

very abundant in the upper reaches of the river whether the water was running or

was standing in pools. These fish, like the other species of sunfish, appeared
to be stunted.

Pomoxis annularis (white crappie). Practically all the bigger waters of the

Clear Fork and its watershed contained white crappie. They were particularly
abundant in the lakes. However, not many were collected that were a desirable size.

Pomoxis nigromaculatus (black crappie). Two specimens of this species were

taken from Lake Sweetwater. They were very large crappie and in very good condition.

It is nearly certain, however, that these fish were stocked in that reservoir and

are not indigenous to the watershed.

Percidae (perches and darters)

Percina caprodes {(logperch). This apparently unimportant species was collected

only from Lake Trammell on the Clear Fork of the Brazos River watershed. Since

this fish is hard to collect by seining, it is possible that this was present in

some of the other seining localities but missed,

Sciaenidae (croakers, drum, and weakfishes)

Apl odinotus grunniens (freshwater drum). This species was taken from only



twolakesonthewatershed.Thesefishareapparentlyhardtosamplebytheuseof

seinesandgillnetsasveryfewhavebeencollectedinlakesthatarethoughtto

haverelativelyhighpopulations.

PreparedbyJamesWilcoxApprovedby
AssistantProjectLeaderDirectorInlandFisheriesDivision

Date
August8,1960
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Figure 1. - Master list of seining locations showing dates when seining was

done at each station.

Seining locations on upper Clear Fork of the Brazos River *

1. Springs on A. R. Willingham Ranch in southeastern Scurry County

July 18, 1958

2. Sterling Willingham Ranch in southwestern Fisher County

July 18, 1958

3. Nettleton Ranch in western Fisher County

July 18, 1958

k, Noles Ranch in northwestern Fisher County

July 19, 1958

5. Dirt road crossing in north central Fisher County

July 19, 1958

6. Highway 70 crossing north of Roby in Fisher County

July 19, 1958 and June 22, 1959

7. Roy Eaton Ranch in northeastern Fisher County

July 24, 1958

8. J. R. Murff Ranch in northeastern Fisher County

July 24, 1958

9. Cecil Edward Ranch in eastern Fisher County

July 24, 1958

10. Carriker Ranch in eastern Fisher County

July 24, 1958

ll. Highway 180 crossing east of Roby in Fisher County

July 24, 1958 and June 22, 1959

12. Turner Ranch in eastern Fisher County

July 24, 1958 and June 22, 1959

13. Highway 57 crossing in eastern Fisher County
June 22, 1959

14. Dirt road crossing in southwestern Jones County

July 24, 1958

15. Farm Road 126 crossing in southwestern Jones County

July 24, 1958

16. Dirt road crossing in southwestern Jones County
July 24, 1958
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Figure1.
-

Masterlistofseininglocationsshowingdateswhenseiningwas

17.

18.

19.

20.

al.

22.

23.

eh.

29%

26.

ets

28.

29.

doneateachstation
-

continued

SeininglocationsonupperClearForkoftheBrazosRiver*

FarmRoad707crossingatTruby,Texas,inJonesCounty
July24,1958

Highway277,83crossingsoutheastofAnsoninJonesCounty
July23,1958

WilliamsRanchnearNugent,Texas,inJonesCounty
July24,1958andJune23,1959

MackDotyRanchnearNugentinJonesCounty
January15,1959andJune23,1959

SeininglocationsontributariesoftheupperClearFork

oftheBrazosRiver

Highway277,83crossingonMulberryCreeksoutheastofAnsoninJones

County

July23,1958

FarmRoad1193crossingofElmCreeksouthofNugentinJonesCounty
July24,1958andJune23,1959

LakesontheupperClearForkoftheBrazosRiverand

itswatershedwhereseiningwasdone

NewHamlinLakeinJonesCounty
October17,1958

OldHamlinLakeinJonesCounty
October17,1958

LakeTrammellinNolanCounty
June4,1958andAugust19,1959

LakeKirbyinTaylorCounty

July15,°1959
andOctober15,1959

SeininglocationsonthelowerClearForkoftheBrazos

River

EdDavisRanchbelowLeudersDaminJonesCounty
March10,1959

J.C.PutnamRanchinsouthwestThrockmortonCounty
March11,1959

BelowPittTaylorDaminStephensCounty
August26,1959
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Figure 1. - Master list of seining locations showing dates when seining was

done at each station - continued

30. Below Crystal Falls Dam in Stephens County

August 25, 1959

Seining locations on tributaries of the lower Clear Fork

of the Brazos River

31. Dirt road crossing on Salt Prong of Hubbard Creek in Shackelford County

October 29, 1958
|

32. Highway 283 crossing on Mills Creek in Shackelford County
August 25, 1959

Lakes on the lower Clear Fork of the Brazos River and its

watershed where seining was done

33. Lake McCarthy near Albany in Shackelford County
October 29, 1958

* The Brazos River Watershed in arbitrarily divided into upper and lower regions
by the Leuders Dam.
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Figure2.
-

ResultsofseiningcollectionsfromtheupperClearFork

oftheBrazosRiver,itstributaries,andlakesonits

watershedfromApril16,1958throughMarch31,1960

SpeciesNumberPercent

ofnumber

Gizzardshad48510.93

Rivercarpsuckers601.35

Carp300.68

Goldenshiner90.20

Redhorseshiner1,83841.43

Mimicshiner6

Ghostshiner20.04

Parrotminnow390.88

Fatheadminnow3698.32

Channelcatfish370.84

Blackbullhead200.45

Yellowbullhead420.94

Plainskillifish851.92

RedRiverpupfish1603.61

Mosquitofish5642.571.

Largemouthbass31.0.70

Greensunfish1322.97

Redearsunfish60.14

Bluegill2696.06

Orangespottedsunfish461.04

Longearsunfish1393.13

Whitecrappie611.38

Logperch60.14

Totals4436100.00
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Figure 3. - Results of seining collections from the upper Clear Fork

of the Brazos River from April 16, 1958 through March 31,
1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Gizzard shad 3 0.10

River carpsucker 19 0.64

Redhorse shiners 1,699 57-59

Mimic shiner 1 0.04

Ghost shiner 1 0.04

Parrot minnow 18 0.61

Fathead minnow 369 12.50

Channel catfish EL 0.37

Black bullhead 12 0.41

Yellow bullhead he 1.42

Mosquitofish 413 14.00

Largemouth bass 0.04

Green sunfish 111 3.76

Redear sunfish 3 0.10

Bluegill 102 3.46

Orangespotted sunfish 16 0.54

Longear sunfish 129 4,38

Totals 2,950 100.00
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Figure4.
-

Resultsofseiningcollectionsfromtributariesofthe

upperClearForkoftheBrazosRiverfromApril16,1958
throughMarch31,1960

SpeciesNumberPercent

ofnumber

Gizzardshadhe35.00

Carp43.33

Redhorseshiner2823.34

Ghostshiner10.83

Channelcatfish10.83

Blackbullheads=3.33

Mosquitofish2621.67

Largemouthbass10.83

Greensunfish32.50

Longearsunfish108.34

Totals120100.00
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Figure 5. - Results of seining collections from the lakes on the upper

Clear Fork of the Brazos River and its watershed from

April 16, 1958 through March 31, 1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Gizzard shad 32.21

River carpsucker 3.00

Carp 26 1.90

Golden shiner 9 0.66

Redhorse shiner Lit 8.13

Mimic shiner 5 0.36

Parrot minnow . 21 1.54

Channel catfish 25 1.83

Black bullhead 4 0.29

Plains killifish 85 6.22

Red River pupfish 160 11.72

Mosquitofish 125 9.15

Largemouth bass 29 2.12

Green sunfish 18 1.32

Redear sunfish 3 0.22

Bluegill 167 12.22

Orangespotted sunfish 30 2.20

White crappie 61 47

Logperch 6 0.44

Totals 1, 366 100.00



Figure6.-
ResultsofseiningcollectionsfromthelowerClearFork

oftheBrazosRiver,itstributaries,andlakesonits

watershedfromApril16,1958throughMarch31,1960

Species

Longnosegar

Gizzardshad

Redhorseshiner

Mimicshiner

Parrotminnow

Fatheadminnow

Channelcatfish

Blackstripetopminnow

Mosquitofish

Largemouthbass

Greensunfish

Bluegills

Orangespottedsunfish

Longearsunfish

Totals

Number

491

110

17

55

76

14

73

10

845

Percent

ofnumber

0.11

58.11

0.36

13.01

2.01

0.71

1.78

8.99

1.07

1.66

8.63

1.19

0.95

100.00
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Figure 7. - Results of seining collections from the lower Clear Fork

of the Brazos River from April 16, 1958 through March 31,
1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Longnose gar iL 0.15

Gizzard shad 12 1.92

Redhorse shiner 70.45

Mimic shiner 3 0.47

Parrot minnow 110 LT.57

Fathead minnow 2 0.32

Channel catfish 6 0.96

Mosquitofish 21 3.36

Green sunfish 3 0.48

Bluegill 21 3.36

Longear sunfish 6 0.96

Totals 626 100.00



Figure8.
-

Resultsofseiningcollectionsfromthetributariesof

thelowerClearForkoftheBrazosRiverfromApril16,
1958throughMarch31,1960

SpeciesNumberPercent

ofnumber

Redhorseshiner5029.77

Fatheadminnow158.92

Blackstripetopminnow158.92

Mosquitofish5029.77

Largemouthbass42.38

Greensunfish116.54

Longearsunfish10.60

Bluegill2213.10

Totals168100.00
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Figure 9. - Results of seining collections from lakes on the lower

Clear Fork of the Brazos River, and its watershed, from

April 16, 1958 through March 31, 1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Mosquitofish 5 9.80

Largemouth bass 5 9.80

Bluegills 30 58.83

Orangespotted sunfish 10 19.60

Longear sunfish L 1.97

Totals 51 100.00
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Figure10.
-

ResultsofseiningcollectionsfromtheClearForkof

theBrazosRiver,itstributaries,andlakesonits

watershedfromApril16,1958
·March31,1960

SpeciesNumberPercent

ofnumber

Longnosegar10.01

GizzardshadLOT9.42

Rivercarpsucker604.33

Carp300.57

Goldenshiner90.17

Redhorseshiner2,329kh

Mimicshiner90.17

Ghostshiner20.04

Parrotminnow1492.82

Fatheadminnow386

Channelcatfish420.81

Blackstripetopminnows150.29

Blackbullhead200.38

Yellowbullheadho0.79

Plainskillifish851.61

RedRiverpupfish1603.03

Mosquitofish64012.12

Largemouthbassho0.76

Greensunfish1462.76

Redearsunfish60.12

Bluegill3426.47

Orangespottedsunfish561.06

Longearsunfish1472.79

Whitecrappie611.15

Logperch60.12

Totals5,281100.00
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Figure ll. - Results of seining collections from the Clear Fork of

the Brazos River from April 16, 1958 through March 31,
1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Longnose gar 1 0.03

Gizzard shad 15 0.41

River carpsucker 19 0.53

Redhorse shiner 2,140 59.85

Mimic shiner 4 0.11

Ghost shiner 1 0.03

Parrot minnow 128 3.58

Fathead minnow 371 10.37

Channel catfish 17 0.48

Black bullhead 12 0.33

Yellow bullhead he 1.18

Mosquitofish 434 12.13

Largemouth bass 1 0.03

Green sunfish 114 3.19

Redear sunfish 3 0.08

Bluegill 123 3.44

Orangespotted sunfish 16 0.45

Longear sunfish 135 3.78

Total 3,576 100.00



eh.

Figure12.
-

Resultsofseiningcollectionsfromthetributariesof

theClearForkoftheBrazosRiverfromApril16,1958
throughMarch31,1960

SpeciesNumberPercent

ofnumber

Gizzardshadho14.58

Carp1.39

Redhorseshiner7827.07

Ghostshiner10.35

Fatheadminnow155.el

Blackstripetopminnow15Sal:

Channelcatfish0.35

Blackbullheads41.39

Mosquitofish7626.39

Largemouthbass51.74

Greensunfish144.86

Bluegill227-64

Longearsunfishir3.82

Totals288.100.00
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Figure 13. - Results of seining collections from lakes on the Clear

Fork of the Brazos River watershed from April 16, 1958
through March 31, 1960

Species Number Percent

of number

Gizzard shad hho 31.05

River carpsucker 41 2.89

Carp 26 1.83

Golden shiner 9 0.64

Redhorse shiner 1il 7.83

Mimic shiner 5 0.36

Parrot

|

21 1.48

Channel catfish 25 1.76

Black bullhead 4 0.28

Plains killifish 85 6.00

Red River pupfish 160 11.29

130 9.18

Largemouth bass 34 2.40

Green sunfish 18 E27

Redear sunfish 3 0.21

Bluegills 197 13.90

Orangespotted sunfish HT) 2.83

Longear sunfish 1 0.07

White crappie 61 4.30

Logperch 6 0.43

Totals 1,417 100.00
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Figure14.
-

Acomparisonoftherelativeabundanceofthedifferent

speciesoffishinseiningsamplescollectedfromthe

upperClearForkoftheBrazosRiverwatershedwiththe

relativeabundanceofthedifferentspeciesoffishin

seiningsamplescollectedfromthelowerClearForkof

theBrazosRiverwatershedduringtheperiodfromApril
16,1959throughMarch31,1960

***

Rerare;C=common;A=abundant

SpeciesUpperwatershedLowerwatershed

bo Longnosegar

Gizzardshad

Rivercarpsuckers

Carp
Goldenshiner

Redhorseshiner

Mimicshiner

Ghostshiner

Parrotminnow

Fatheadminnow

Channelcatfish

Blackbullhead

Yellowbullhead

Blackstripetopminnow
Plainskillifish

RedRiverpupfish

Mosquitofish

Largemouthbass

Greensunfish

Redearsunfish

Bluegill

Orangespottedsunfish

Longearsunfish

Whitecrappie

Logperch

be)

1

*Thischartwascompiledonanarbitrarybasiswiththefollowingfactors

takenintoconsideration.

(1)percentofeachspeciesrepresentedinthetotalseiningcollections

fromtheupperorlowerwatersheds

(2)thenumberoflocationswherethespecieswascollected

**
(1)considerationmustbegiventothefactthatsomespeciesaremore

difficulttocollectbyseiningthanareotherswhenanalyzingthe

datahereingiven

(2)considerationmustbegiventothefactthattheshallowwatersof

theupperwatershedwasmoreconducivetoseiningthanwerethedeep
watersofthelowerwatershedandforthatreasonsomespeciesmay

havenotbeencollectedinthelowerwatershedthatwere,inreality,

present.

(3)considerationmustbegiventothefactthattheClearForkofthe

BrazosRiver'swatershedwasdividedintoupperandlowerregionson

asharplineselectedonamoreorlessarbitrarybasisandthat,in

reality,thephysical,chemical,andbiologicalcharacteristicsof

theupperandlowerregionsoverlap.



2T-

Figure 15. ~ Master list of netting locations showing dates when netting
was done at each station

Netting locations on the upper Clear Fork of the Brazos River

1. Mack Doty Ranch near Nugent, Texas, in Jones County
January 15, 1959

2. Ed Davis Ranch above Leuders Dam in Jones County
March 10, 1959

Netting locations at lakes on the upper Clear Fork of the Brazos River

watershed

3- Old Anson Lake in Jones County
December 10, 1958

4, New Anson Lake in Jones County
December 9, 1958
Old Hamlin Lake in Jones County
October 17, 1958
New Hamlin Lake in Jones County
October 17, 1958
Lake Trammell in Nolan County
June 4, 1958; June 5, 1958; August 19, 1958; and November 23, 1959
Lake Sweetwater in Nolan County

July 28, 29, 30, 1959 and November 24, 25, 1959
- Abilene in Taylor County

June 24, 25, 1958
10. Lake Kirby in Taylor County

July 15, 16, 1959; October 15, 1959; and December 3, 1959
ll. Lake Fort Phantom Hill in Jones County

April 23, 1959 and July 17, 1959

NAN

Ww

Netting locations on the lower Clear Fork of the Brazos River

l2. gd. C. Putnam Ranch in southwest Throckmorton County
March 12, 1959

13. Morris Ledbetter Ranch in northeast Shackelford County
March 12, 1959

14. Pitt Taylor Ranch in northern Stephens County

August 27, 1959

15. WN. G. Price Ranch near Texas, in Young County
February 18, 1959

Netting locations at lakes on the lower Clear Fork of the Brazos River

watershed

16. Lake McCarthy near Albany, Texas, in Shackelford County
October 30, 1958

17. Lake Daniels in Stephens County
February 19, 1959 and June l2, 1959
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Figure
16.

-

Summary of

netting

collections in

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
and

lakes
on

its

watershed
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

by

number

lbs,

OZS.

lbs.

OZ8.

by

weight

id

Gizzard
shad

848

25.41

167

a3

3.16

7.80

2.06

Smallmouth
buffalo

48

1.44

122

7

2

8.81

5.70

2.43

River

carpsucker

223

6.68

273

10

1

3.63

12.74

2.57

Carp

76

2.28

82

3

%

1.30

3.82

Golden
shiner

85

2.54

14

6

2.71

0.67

1.43

Channel
catfish

751

22.51

1,021

10

1

5.77

47.56

1.85

Black

bullheads

329

9.86

47

13

2.33

2.22

2.87

Yellow

bullheads

20

0.60

12

8

10.00

0.59

2.42

Flathead
catfish

3

0,09

8

12

2

14.67

0.40

1.49

White
bass

19

0.57

17

6

14.63

0.81

2.16

Largemouth bass

58

125

6

2

2.59

3.22

Green

sunfish

1

0.03

5

5.00

0.01

3.19

Redear

sunfish

2

0,06

3.50

0.02

OL

Bluegill
sunfish

122

3.66

20

12

2.72

0.97

4.88

Longear
sunfish

1

0.03

13

13.00

0.04

White

crappie

748

22.42

230

3

4.92

10.71

3.29

Black

crappie

2

0.06

1

8

12.00

0.07

2.95

Freshwater
drum

1

0.03

9

9.00

0.03

2.49

Total

3,337

100.00

2,148

5

100.00
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Figure
17.

-

Netting

collections
from
the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
from

April
16,

1958

through

March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

O28.

of

weight

i

Gizzard
shad

66

57.89

43

1h

10,64

46.39

3.47

Smallmouth
buffalo

10

8.77

22

3

2

3.50

23.47

3.29

River

carpsucker
12

10.53

11

5

15.08

11.96

2.48

Channel
catfish

1

0.88

4

13

4

13.00

5.09

2.26

Black

bullheads

5

4,38

3

8

11.20

3.70

2.33

Largemouth
bass

3

2,63

6

2

2

0.67

6.48

2.82

Green

sunfish

1

0.88

5

5.00

0.33

3.19

Bluegill
sunfish

5

4.

39

13

2.60

0.86

4.88

White

crappie

11

9.65

1

10

2.36

1.72

3.05

Totals

114

100.00

gh

9

100.00
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Figure
18.

-

Results of

one

net
at

netting
station
No.
1

on

the

Mack

Doty

Ranch
in

Jones

County, in

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

Smallmouth
buffalo

5

100.00

12

13

2

9

Totals

5

100.00

12

13

=

=

ee

Percent
of

weight 100.00 100,00

Average
"Kr 3.32

Figure
19.

-

Results of

three
nets
at

netting
station
No.
2

on

the
Ed

Davis

Ranch
in

Jones

County in

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

of

number

lbs.

O28.

lbs,

ozs.

Gizzard
shad

66

60.55

43

14

10.64

Smallmouth
buffalo

5

4.58

9

3

1

13.40

River

carpsucker
12

11.01

11

5

15.08

Channel
catfish

1

0.92

4

13

4

13.00

Black

bullheads

5

4.58

3

8

11.20

Largemouth bass

3

2.76

6

2

2

0.67

Green

sunfish

1

0.92

5

5.00

Bluegills

5

4.58

13

2.60

White

crappie

11

10.10

i

10

2.36

Totals

109

100.00

81

9

Percent
of

weight 53.79 11.26 13.87 5.90 4.29 7.51 0.39 0.99 2.00 100.00

Average
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Figure
20.

-

Netting

collections
from
the

lakes
of

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

SpeciesGizzard
shadSmallmouth

buffalo

River

carpsucker
CarpGolden

shiners
Channel
catfish

Black

bullheads
Yellow

bullheads
Flathead
catfish

White
bassLargemouth

bass

Redear

sunfish
Bluegill
sunfish

Longear
sunfish

White

crappie
Black:

crappieFreshwater
drum

Totals

Number

Percent
of

number
2h

.261.186.542.362.6323.2710.050.630.09°0.590.073.630.0322.860.070.03100.00

Total

weight

lbs12310026282141,016yh12817119192282,053

bhe

CMW uo

HP

© EO

a

Average
weight

lbs.

OZ8.2.5310.213.891.30ae5.692.1910.0014.6714.632.693.502.7313,004.9612.009.00

Percent
of

weight6.024,8812.784.000.702.160.610.420.855.800.030.970.0411.120.080.03100.00

Averagemye
oPY

FON
TAG SA



32.

Figure
21.

-

Results of

three
nets
at

netting
station
No.
3,

in

Old

Anson
Lake,
in

Jones

County
in

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species River

carpsuckers
Channel
catfish

Black

bullheads
Golden

shiners
Bluegills

White

crappie
Totals

Number
11 25

Percent
of

number
8.00 44.00 4.00 8.00 4,00 32,00 100.00

Total

weight

lbs.

ozs.

4

5

14

10 3 h 3 13

20

6

Average
weight OZS . 2.50 3.00 2.00 3.00 1.63

Percent
of

weight 21.16 71.78 0.92 1.23 0.92 3.99 100,00

Average
·Kn 2.87 2.17 2.71 2.51 4.35 3.64



Figure
22.

-

Results
of

three
nets
at

netting
station
No.
4,

New

Anson
Lake,
in

Jones

County,
on

the

upper
Clear

Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

OZ8.

of

weight

et

River

carpsucker
13

7.92

16

10

1

446

16.51

3.00

Channel
catfish

91

55.49

75

3

13.22

Th

67

2.28

Black

bullheads

5

3.05

1

3

3.80

1.18

2.45

Largemouth
bass

a

0.61

2

2

1.00

2.05

2.57

Longear
sunfish

0.61

13

13.00

0.81

4,65

White

crappie

53

32.32

13

4.78

3.71

Totals

164

100.00

100

100.00
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Figure
23.

-

Results of

three
nets
at

netting
station
No.
5,

Old

Hamlin
Lake,
in

Fisher

County, on

the

upper

Species

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

OZS.

of

weight

a

Ss

No

fish
were

obtained

&

Figure
24.

-

Results of

three
nets
at

netting
station
No.
6,

New

Hamlin
Lake,
in

Jones

County, on

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

OZS.

of

weight

Channel
catfish

5

10.63

14

10.76

1.46

Black

bullheads

3

6.39

6

2.00

4.62

1.87

Largemouth bass

2

425

3

6

1

11.00

41.54

2.55

Golden

shiners

2

425

5

2.50

3.84

2.16

Bluegills

11

23.40

15

1.36

11.54

3.21

White

crappie

ah

51.08

2

4

1.50

27.70

2.75

Totals

h7

100.00

8

2

100,00



Figure
25.

-

Results
of

twenty-one
nets
at

netting
station
No.

7

in

Lake

Trammell,
in

Nolan

County,
on

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

Golden
shiner

69

12.47

12

3

2.82

4.93

2.13

Channel
catfish

7h

13.38

157

4

2

2.00

63.72

1.66

Black

bullheads

251

45.39

25

3

1.61

10.20

2.48

Largemouth
bass

11

1.99

29

10

2

11.09

12.00

2.76

Redear

sunfish

0.18

2

2.00

0.05

3.67

Bluegill

62

11.21

9

2.98

4.69

3.62

White

crappie

85

15.38

10

14

2.04

AL

2.65

Totals

553

100.00

246

13

100.00
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Figure
26.

~

Results of

forty-one
nets
at

netting
station
No.
8

in

Lake

Sweetwater, in

Nolan

County, on

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1957

through

March
31,

1960

Species Gizzard
shad

River

carpsuckers
Carp

Golden
shiner

Channel
catfish

Black

bullheads
Yellow

bullheads
Largemouth bass

Bluegill
sunfish

White

crappie
Black

crappie
Totals

Number
598 102 5h, 8 189 10 20 28 8 86 2 1,105

Percent
of

number 54.11 9.23 4.89 0.72 17.11 0.90 1.81 2.54 0.72 7.78 0.19 100.00

Total

weight OZS.

lbs. 90 141 47 1 214 12 50

1h 2 le oOonnoO 13 13

Average
weight

lbs.

2.43

1

6.13 14.15 2.00

1

2.16 5.40 10.00

1

12.75 2.00 5-17 12.00

Percent
of

weight 15.35 23.85 8.07 0.16 36.26 0.57 8.51 0.16 4.70 0.26 100.00

Average
·Kn 1.24 2.16 2.52 1.43 1.53 1.96 2.42 2.92 3.87 2.51 2.95



37.

Figure
27.

-

Results
of

twenty-eight
nets
set
at

netting
station
No.

9

in

Lake

Abilene,in·

Taylor

County,
on

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

SpeciesGizzard
shad

River

carpsucker
CarpGolden

shiners
Channel
catfish

Black

bullheads
Largemouth
bass

Redear

sunfish
BluegillWhite

crappie
Totals

Number26462085419218585

Percent
of

number7.860.170.6935.569.231.370.173.2537.26100.00

Total

weightozs.

los.14118

131010ll

Average
weight

lbs.

ozs.1.8814.61

2

13.002.50

4

12.624.15

2

10.005.003.058.67

Percent
of

weight0.537-270.480.1164.432.423.640.060.6220.44100.00

Average1.602.152.471.661.742.274.303.513.69



38.

Figure
28.

-

Results of

sixteen
nets
set
at

netting
station
No.
10

in

Lake

Kirby,
in

Taylor

County, in

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through

March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

obs.

of

weight

HE"

Gizzard
shad

82

9

12

1.90

1.49

River

carpsucker
11.

3.35

3

10

5.27

2.79

2.18

Smallmouth
buffalo

1

0.30

1

4

1

4.00

0.96

2.80

Carp

13

3.95

17

4

1

5.23

13.27

2.61

Channel
catfish

he

12.77

39

14.86

29.98

1.78

Flathead
catfish

3

0.91

8

12

2

14.67

6.73

2.50

Largemouth bass

1

0.31

3

2

3

2.00

2.40

2.12

Bluegill
sunfish

1

0.31

1

1.00

0.05

2.78

White

crappie

175

53.18

47

4

4,32

36.33

3.32

Totals

329

100.00

130

1

100,00



39.

Figure
29.

-

Results
of

twelve
nets
at

netting
station
No.

11

in

Fort

Phantom
Hill

Lake,
in

Jones

County,
on

the

upper

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
15,

1957

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

"KN

Gizzard
shad

76

18.31

20

2

42h

5.32

1.86

River

carpsuckers
37

8.91

54

10

1

7.62

Wh

4h

2.26

Smallmouth
buffalo

37

8.91

99

2

10.81

26.18

2.26

Carp

8

1.93

14h

6

1

12.75

3.80

2.52

Channel
catfish

130

31.32

143

2

1

1.62

37.84

2.00

White
bass

19

4.58

17

6

14.63

4,60

2.16

Largemouth
bass

h

0.96

9

12

2

7.00

2.58

2.24

sunfish

15

3.62

2

9

2.73

0.67

3.87

White

crappie

88

21.21

16

11

3.03

4

We

3.26

Freshwater
drum

q

0.25

9

9.00

0.15

2.49

Totals

415

100.00

378

3

100,00



ho,

Figure
30.

=

Summary of

netting

collections in

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
and

lakes
on

its

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs,

ozs.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

Longnose
gar

92

22.71

100

1h

1

1.54

25.91

0.40

Gizzard
shad

48

11.85

20

13

6.94

5.35

EH

Smallmouth
buffalo

6

1.48

27

1

4

8.17

6.95

2.20

River

carpsucker
he

10.37

83

10

1

15.86

21.48

2.45

Carp

11

2.72

35

11

3

3.91

9.17

2.66

Channel
catfish

106

26.17

91

6

13.79

23.48

2.37

Black

bullhead

0.99

2

8

10.00

0.

64.

2.53

Flathead
catfish

1

0.25

3

2

3

2.00

0.80

1.49

Largemouth bass

6

1.48

12

6

2

1.00

3.18

3.24

Warmouth
bass

1

0.25

7

7.00

O14:

3.91

Bluegill
sunfish

23

5.68

2

14

2.00

0.74

2.44

White

crappie

56

13.82

5

15

1.70

1.53

2.57

Freshwater
drum

9

2.23

2

9

4.56

0.66

2.25

Totals

4O5

100.00

389

100.00



Figure
31.

-

Netting

collections
from
the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
from

April
16,

1958

through

March
31,

1960

SpeciesLongnose
gar

Gizzard
shadSmallmouth

buffalo

River

carpsucker
CarpChannel

catfish

Black

bullheads

_

Flathead
catfish

Largemouth
bass

White

crappie
Totals

Numberge32161

Percent
of

number57.1419.873.733-730.628.690.620.623-731.25100.00

Total

weight

lbs.10018eT92341312210

OZS.14LO1410

Average
weight

lbs.

ozs.

+

1.549.16

4

8.17

1

9.67

2

11.00

2

7.86

1

0.00

3

2.00

2

1.005.00

Percent
of

weight47.908.7012.854.571.2816.560.481.485.880.30100.00

Average0.401.942.202.582.401.852.881.493.2h3.29



he,

Figure
32.

-

Results of

two

nets
at

netting
station
No.

12

on

the
J.

C.

Putnam
Ranch,
in

Throckmorton
County,

in

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April

16,.1958
through

March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

"Kn

Gizzard
shad

5

45.45

5

13

1

2.60

21.09

2.58

Smallmouth
buffalo

4

36.37

16

12

4

3.00

60.77

2.28

River

carpsucker
rr

9.09

2

2

7.26

2.51

Channel
catfish

nd

9.09

3

3

10.88

2.29

Totals

it

100.00

27

9

100.00

xe

Figure
33.

-

Results of

two

nets
at

netting
station
No.
13

on

the

Morris

Ledbetter
Ranch,
in

Shackelford
County,

in

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

"Kr

Longnose
gar

27

57.44

35

1

i,

4.77

41.61

0.53

Gizzard
shad

2

4.25

1

6

11.00

1.63

2.50

Smallmouth
buffalo

2

4.25

10

5

5

2.50

12,24

2.20

River

carpsucker

3

6.39

5

10

1

14.00

6.68

1.38

Channel
catfish

9

19.15

22

7

2

7.88

26.63

2.38

Largemouth bass

4

8.52

9

6

2

5.50

2.65

·Totals

47

100.00

Bh

3

100.00



43.

Figure
34.

-

Results
of

two

nets
at

netting
station
No.

14

on

the

Pitt

Taylor
Ranch,
in

Stephens
County,
in

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March

31,

1960

SpeciesLongnose
gar

Gizzard
shad

CarpChannel
catfish

White

crappie
Totals

Number

Percent
of

number28.5814.2814.2828.5814.28100.00

Total

weight

lbs.

13

Average
weight

lbs.

ozs.12.506.00

2

11.00

2

8.502.00

Percent
of

weight15.923.8227.3951.591.28100.00

Averagea0.341.542.401.852.29



hd,

Figure
35.

~

Results of

two

nets
at

netting
station
No.
15

on

the
N.

G.

Price

Ranch,
in

Young

County,
in

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

OZS.

of

weight

"Kk"

Longnose
gar

63

65.61

64.

4

1

0.31

72.19

0.40

Gizzard
shad

25.00

10

12

7.16

12.07

1.94

River

carpsucker
2

2.09

2

7

1

2.25

2.58

Channel
catfish

2

2.09

4

6

2

3.00

4.92

1.79

Black

bullheads

1

1.04

1

1

2.88

Flathead
catfish

1

1.04

3

2

3

2.00

3.51

1.49

bass

2

2.09

3

8.00

3.38

3.24

white

crappie

1

1.04

8

8,00

0.56

3.29

Totals

96

100.00

89

100.00



hs,

Figure
36.

-

Netting

collections
from
the

lakes
of

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

"K"

Gizzard
shad

16

6.55

2

8

2.50

1.39

1.74

River

carpsucker
36

14.76

74

2

0.89

41.42

2.43

Carp

10

4,09

33

3

4,80

18.47

2.69

Channel
catfish

92

37.71

56

8

9.83

31.61

2.45

Black

bullheads

3

1.23

1

8

8.00

0.84

2.41

Bluegill
sunfish

23

9.43

2

14

2.00

1.61

2.44

White

crappie

54

22.13

5

5

1357

2.98

2.54

Freshwater
drum

9

3.69

2

9

4.56

1.43

2.25

Warmouth
bass

O.41

7

7.00

0.25

3.91

Total

ahh

100.00

178

11

100.00



6,

Figure
37.

-

Results of

four
nets
at

netting
station
No.

16

in

Lake

McCarthy, in

Shackelford
County, on

the

lower

Clear

Fork of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through

March
31,

1960

Species Gizzard
shad

River

carpsucker
Carp

Channel
catfish

Black

bullheads
Bluegills

White

crappie
Totals

Number
16 10 39 76

Percent
of

number 21.05 13.16 1.31 6.58 3.95 2.63 51.32 100.00

Total

weight OZS.

lbs. 16 10 36

10 10

Average
weight

lbs.

ozs. 2.50

1

10.40

2

0.40 8.00 5.00 1.79

Percent
of

weight
6.82 45.05 2.73 27.65 4,09 1.71. 11.95 100.00

Average
1.74 2.88 2.89 2.05 2.41

Le

LT 2.40



7.

Figure
38.

-

Results
of

six

nets
at

netting
station
No.
17

in

Lake

Daniels,
in

Stephens
County,
on

the

lower

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

River

carpsucker
26

Carp

9

Channel
catfish

87

Warmouth
bass

i

Bluegills

21

White

crappie

15

Freshwater
drum

Total

168

Percent
of

number15.475.3651.780.6012.508.935.36100.00

Total

weight

lbs.aT3246142

OZS.8

23

Average
weight

lbs.

OZS.3,388.898.537.001.711.004,56

Percent
of

weight22.5332.640.311.580.661.81100,00

Averagemyet1.992.542.853.913.712.682.25



48,

Figure
39.

-

Summary of

fish

taken
in

152

nets
set
in

the

upper
and

lower

regions of

the

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos

River
and

lakes
on

its

watershed
during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

OZS.

lbs,

OZS

of

weight

"Kn"

Longnose
gar

92

2.45

100

14

1.54

3.97

0.40

Gizzard
shad

896

23.95

188

8

3.37

7.43

2.05

Smallmouth
buffalo

54

1.44

149

8

2

12.30

5.89

2.40

River

carpsucker

265

7.08

357

4

1

5.57

14.08

2.55

Carp

87

2.33

117

14

1

5.68

4,64

2.43

Golden
shiner

85

2.27

14.

6

2.70

0.57

1.43

Channel
catfish

857

22.90

1,133

1

4.78

43.86

1.91

Black

bullhead

333

8.90

50

5

2.42

1.98

2.87

Yellow

bullhead

20

0.53

12

8

10,00

0.50

2.42

Flathead
catfish

4

0.11

14.

2

15.50

0.46

1.49

White
bass

19

0.51

17

6

14,63

0.69

2.16

Largemouth bass

64.

1.70

137

12

2

2.44

5.43

3.22

Warmouth
bass

i:

0.03

7

7.00

0.01

3.91

Green

sunfish

1

0.03

5

5.00

0.02

3.19

Redear

sunfish

2

0.06

7

3.50

0,01

Bluegill
sunfish

LAS

3.87

23

10

2.61

0.94

4g

Longear
sunfish

1

0.03

13

13.00

0.03

4.65

White

crappie

804

21.48

236

2

4.70

9.30

3.24

Black

crappie

2

0.06

A

8

12.00

0.06

2.95

Freshwater drum

10

0.27

3

2

5.00

0.13

2.27

Totals

3,

742

100.00

2,537

9

100,00



hg,

+

Summary
of

fish

taken
in

12

nets
set
in

the

upper
and

lower

regions
of

the

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

Percent

Average

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

ozs.

of

weight

Longnose
gar

92

33.45

100

14

1

1.54

33.06

0.40

Gizzard
shad

98

35.64

62

3

10.15

20.38

2.97

Smallmouth
buffalo

16

5.81

hg

ut

3

1.25

16.14

2.88

River

carpsucker
18

6.55

20

15

i

2.61

6.86

2.51

Carp

1

0.36

2

11

2

11.00

0.88

2.40

Channel
catfish

15

5.46

39°

aE

2

10.33

13.01

1.88

Black

bullhead

6

2.18

8

12.00

L.A7

2.42

Flathead
catfish

1,

0.36

3

2

3

2.00

1.03

1.49

Largemouth
bass

9

3.28

18

8

2

0.89

6.06

3.10

Green

sunfish

L

0.36

5

5.00

0.10

3.19

Bluegill
sunfish

5

1.82

13

2.60

0.27

4,88

White

crappie

13

4.73

2

2.77

0.74

3.09

Totals

275

100,00

305

2

100.00



50.

Figure
41.

-

Summary of

fish

taken
in

140

nets
set
in

the

lakes
on

the

Clear
Fork
of

during
the

period
from

April
16,

1958

through
March
31,

1960

Species

Number

Percent

Total

weight

Average
weight

of

number

lbs.

ozs.

lbs.

OZS.

Gizzard
shad

798

23.01

126

5

2.53

Smallmouth
buffalo

38

110

100

4

2

10,21

River

carpsucker

7.12

336

5

1

5.78

Carp

86

2.48

115

3

5.43

Golden
shiner

85

2.45

14

6

2.70

Channel
catfish

842

1,073

4,39

Black

bullhead

327

9.43

13

2.2h

Yellow

bullhead

20

0.58

12

8

10.00

catfish

3

0.09

8

2

14.66

White
bass

19

0.54

17

6

14.63

Largemouth bass

55

1.59

119

2

2.69

Warmouth
bass

1

0.03

7

7.00

Redear

sunfish

2

0.06

7

3.50

Bluegill
sunfish

140

404

22

13

2.60

Longear
sunfish

1

0.03

13

13.00

White

crappie

791

22.81

233

14

4.73

Black

crappie

2

0.06

1

8

12.00

Freshwater
drum

10

0.29

3

2

5.00

Totals

3,467

100.00

2,232

the

Brazos
River

watershed

Percent
of

weight
5.65 hg 15.07 5.16 0.65 48,08 2.05 0.56 0.39 0.78 5.34 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.04 10.47 0.07 O.14 100,00

Average
1.93 2.20 2.55 2.44 1.43 1.92 2.87 2.42 1.49 2.16 3.2h 3.91

4

Ol
4

AT 4.65 3.21 2.95 2.27



51.

Figure 42, - A comparison of the relative abundance of different species

of fish in netting samples collected from the upper Clear Fork

of the Brazos River watershed with the relative abundance of

different species of fish in netting samples collected from

the lower Clear Fork of the Brazos River watershed during the

period from April 16, 1958 through March 31, 1960 *

R-rare; C-common; A-abundant

Species Upper watershed Lower watershed

Longnose gar A

Gizzard shad

Smallmouth buffalo

River carpsucker

Carp
Golden shiner

Channel catfish

Black bullhead

Yellow bullhead

Flathead catfish

White bass

Largemouth bass

Warmouth bass

Green sunfish

Redear sunfish

Bluegill sunfish

Longear sunfish

White crappie
Black crappie
Freshwater drum Qibp

tb

* This chart was compiled on an arbitrary basis with the following factors taken

into consideration.

(1) percentage of each species represented in the total seining collections

from the upper or lower watersheds.

(2) the number of locations where the species was collected.

** (1) Consideration must be given to the fact that some species (largemouth
bass and sunfish) are more difficult to capture in gill nets than are

others when analyzing the data given herein.

(2) Consideration must be given to the fact the deeper unobstructed water of

the lakes was more conducive to setting gill nets than was the shallow

obstructed water of the river, and for that reason the netting collections

are weighted in favor of a lake type (or bigger, more open water type)
enviornment.

(3) Consideration must be given to the fact that the Clear Fork of the Brazos

River's watershed was divided into upper and lower regions on a sharp
line selected on a more or less arbitrary basis and that, in reality,
the physical, chemical, and biological attributes and characteristics

of the upper and lower regions overlap.
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Figure43.
-Achecklistoffishspeciescaughtbynettingandseining

fromtheClearForkoftheBrazosRiverfromApril16,
1958throughMarch3151960andpriortothatperiod.

ScientificnameCommonname

Lepisosteidae(gars)

Lepisosteus
osseuslongnosegar

Clupeidae(herrings)

Dorosomacepedianumgizzardshad

Catostomidae(suckersandbuffalofishes)

Ictiobusbubalus

Carpiodescarpio

Cyprinuscarpio
.Notemigonuscrysoleucas

Notropislutrensis

Notropisvolucellus

Notropisbuchanani

Pimephalesvigilax
Pimephalespromelas

Ictaluruspunctatus
Ictalurusmelas

Ictalurusnatalis

Pylodictusolivaris

smallmouthbuffalo

rivercarpsucker

Cyprinidae(shinersandminnows)

carp

goldenshiner

redhorseshiner

mimicshiner

ghostshiner

parrotminnow

fatheadminnow

Ameiuridae(freshwatercatfishes)

channelcatfish

blackbullhead

yellowbullhead

flatheadcatfish

Cyprinodontidae(killifishesandtopminnows)

Fundulusnotatus

Funduluskansae

Cyprinodonrubrofluviatilis

blackstripetopminnow

plainskillifish

RedRiverpupfish



Figure 43. - A checklist of fish species caught by netting and seining

from the Clear Fork of the Brazos River from April 16,
1958 through March 31, 1960, and prior to that period.

(continued )

Scientific name Common name

Poeciliidae (mosquitofish)

Gambusia affinis mosquitofish

Serranidae (basses)

Roccus chrysops white bass

Centrarchidae (black basses and sunfishes)

Micropterus salmoides largemouth bass

Chaenobryttus gulosus warmouth bass

Lepomis cyanellus green sunfish

Lepomis microlophus redear sunfish

Lepomis macrochirus bluegill

Lepomis humilis orangespotted sunfish

Lepomis megalotis longear sunfish

Pomoxis annularis white crappie
Pomoxis nigromaculatus black crappie

Percidae (perches and darters)

Percina caprodes logperch

Sciaenidae (croakers, drum, and weakfishes)

Aplodinotus grunniens freshwater drum
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Figure
44,

-

Chemical
analysis of

water

samples
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at

various

stations on

the

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River

from

October 1,

1950

through

September 30,

1956.

(Analysis
courtesy of

Texas

Board
of

Water

Engineers. )
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Figure
45.

-

Chemical
analysis
of

water

samples
taken
from
the

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
at

state

Highway

70,

north
of

Roby,
in

Fisher

County.
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Figure
46.

-

Chemical
analysis of

water

samples
taken
from
the

Clear
Fork
of

the

Brazos
River
at

U.

S.

Highway

380
at

Leuders
(east
of

oil

field)
in

Shakelford
County.

(Courtesy of

the

Texas

Health

Department) *
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Figure
48.

-

Chemical
analysis of

water

samples
taken
from
the

Brazos
River
at

U.

S.

Highway
283
at

Fort

Griffin,

Texas,
in

Shakelford
County.

(Courtesy of

the

Texas

Health

Department) *
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49:0-

Chemical
analyses
of

water

samples
on

California
Creek
in

the
Av

(Courtesy
of

Texas

Board
of

Water

Engineers
)

Sampling
Point

1.

California
Creek

2.

California
Creek

Location
of

point

On

Ecken-
stam

pro-

perty
below
old

washed-out
rock

dam

approximately
0.7

miles

upstream

from
F.

A.

S.

High-

way

600.At

bridge

on

F.

A.

S.

Highway

600,
5

miles
east

of

junction
with

Highway
142

3.

Artesian
spring

On

Carl-

in

bank
of

Cal-

son

pro-

ifornia
Creek.

perty
atintersec-

tion

with

Olson-

Carlson

property

line

running
east

&

west;
0.3

miles

above
old

dam

de-

scribed
in

item
1

above.

Cl6,7801,83043,800

Na

S10,

Mg

3,010

7

360

Na/K

~

111

83720,890
12

1,850

oca

Oil

Fields
of

Jones

County

Specific

Remarks

Conductance18,600

Sample
taken

from

shallow,

swift
run

below

first
pool

down-

stream
from
old

rock
dam;

flow
es-

timated
at

20-25

gpm;

dying
fish

were

seen
in

the

pool.
5,920

Sample
from

long

pool
on
downstream
side;

width
is

approxi-

mately
20'
at

this

point,

averaging
2-

3'

deep;

unable
to

estimate
flow;

slight

evidence
of

aquatic
life

noted.

84,100

Sample
taken

from

salty

spring

sporadically
emitting
gas

bub-

bles;

temperature

of

water
66°
F,

flow

estimated
at

3-5

gpm;

small
fish

were

dead

below

spring.



60.

Figure
50.

-

Chemical
analysis of

water

samples
taken
from
the

Hamlin
Lakes
on

the

upper

reaches of

California

Creek
in

Fisher
and

Jones

Counties.

(Courtesy of

the

Texas

Health

Department)

Location and

date

Cl

Na

Mg

HCO3

SO),

Specific

conductance

1.

Old

Hamlin
City

2,982

2,321

160

67

1,671

--

Lake

west
of

Hamlin,
Texas 4-28-1951

2.

Old

Hamlin
City

4,800

1,930

2ho

hi

950

18,979

Lake

west
of

Hamlin,
Texas 5-15-1958

3.

Moore's
Lake

1,550

450

98

26

800

7,920

directly
below

Old

Hamlin
City

Lake

5-15-1958

4.

New

Hamlin
City

id

1

12

129

25

290

Lake

south
of

Hamlin,
Texas

5-15-58



6l.

Figure 51. Dry bed of the Clear Fork of the Brazos River

near its extreme upper limit in far western Fisher County

Figure 52. Intermittent stream area of the Clear Fork

of the Brazos River in western Fisher County



62.

Figure53.PoolontheintermittentstreamareaoftheClear

ForkoftheBrazosRiverinFisherCounty

Figure54.Semi-permanentwateroftheClearFork

oftheBrazosRiverineasternJonesCounty



63.

Figure 55. Confluence of Cottonwood Creek and the

Clear Fork of the Brazos River above the Leuders

Dam in eastern Jones County

Figure 56. Patches of bullrushes above Leuders Dam

in eastern Jones County



64,

Figure57.TheLeudersDamontheClearForkoftheBrazosRiver

nearLeuders,Texas,ineasternJonesCounty

Figure58.TheDamatEliasville,Texas,onthelower

reachesoftheClearForkoftheBrazosRiver

insouthernYoungCounty
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