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Introduction 
 

Millers Ferry Reservoir is known for its excellent crappie fishery.  Black crappie and white 

crappie are typically sampled by the Alabama Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries 

(ADWFF) in the fall using trap nets; however, recent angler complaints and the lack of older fish in 

the samples have raised concerns of overexploitation or ineffective sampling of older crappie.  This 

report summarizes spring electrofishing data for white crappie and black crappie and access creel 

data.  It also addresses concerns of overexploitation, age biased sampling, and management 

recommendations based on our findings.  

Millers Ferry Reservoir is a 17,200-acre reservoir on the Alabama River, impounded by the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1969 (Table 1, Figure 1).  The primary objective in managing the 

fisheries resources of Millers Ferry Reservoir is to maintain and enhance the sport fishery.  Millers 

Ferry has been sampled according to the reservoir management program protocol since 1985 (Cook 

1999).  Results of these efforts are summarized in Ricks et al. (2007).  Management activities have 

included standardized sampling, aquatic plant management, access and tailwater creel surveys, 

general surveillance, and the stocking of Gulf-strain and Atlantic-strain striped bass, hybrid striped 

bass, and Florida largemouth bass (Table 2).   

The sport fishery provided by Millers Ferry Reservoir is economically important to the 

southwest region of Alabama.  Human population growth in south Alabama will result in sustained 

or increased fishing pressure.  The area surrounding Millers Ferry Reservoir is rural; however, the 

excellent recreational facilities attract anglers from all over the state (Table 10).  

Methods 

On April 4-5, 2007, ten 30-minute, transects in different coves were selected for a total 

effort of 5 hours.  The coves selected are indicated on the reservoir map (Figure 1) and were the 
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same backwater areas used in the Fall, 2006, crappie trapnet samples (Ricks et. al 2007). 

Transects were selected by choosing the best available habitat within the coves.  Total length 

(mm) and weight (g) were recorded for all white crappie and black crappie collected.  For age 

determination, otoliths were removed and preserved.  All otoliths were read independently by 

two readers using a dissecting microscope.  Discrepancies in age of the otolith were reconciled 

during a third read in concert between the two readers. 

The access creel survey was conducted March through May, 2007, on 12 weekend days 

at 4 high-use boat ramps (Table 11).  Total length (mm) was recorded for all crappie and black 

bass harvested.  Angler survey questions included fishing effort, residence of angler, catch-and-

release reporting, tournament and bass club information, and a specialized set of questions for 

bass and crappie angler groups (Tables 12 and 13).   

Results 

Electrofishing Sample 
 
 An electrofishing effort of five hours, April 4-5, 2007, produced 143 white crappie and 

107 black crappie from 10 coves in the reservoir.  Catch-rates for white crappie and black 

crappie were 28.6 and 21.4 fish/hour (Table 3, Figure 1). 

 White Crappie: 

 Relative-stock-density (RSD) values for white crappie collected were 10%, 20%, 32%, 

34%, and 4% for stock-, quality-, preferred-, memorable-, and trophy-length fish (Figure 2).  

White crappie catch-rates were highest for preferred- and memorable-length fish at 9.2 and 9.6 

fish/hour (Table 3).  Age-2 through age-7 were present in the sample; however, the catch-curve-

regression was not statistically significant (P-value = 0.11).  Seventy percent of the white crappie 

sample were age-3 and older (Tables 4 and 5, Figure 3). 
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   Black Crappie: 

 Relative-stock-density (RSD) values for black crappie collected were 26%, 36%, 15%, 

22%, and 1% for stock-, quality-, preferred-, memorable-, and trophy-length fish (Figure 4).  

Black crappie catch-rates were highest for quality-length fish at 7.6 fish/hour (Table 3).  The 

black crappie sample consisted of ages 1 through 7.  Catch-curve-regression was statistically 

significant for ages 3 through 7 and survival was 50% (P-value = 0.06, r² = 73%, Figure 5).  

Seventy-four percent of the black crappie sample were age-3 and older (Tables 4 and 6, Figure 

6). 

Access Creel Survey 

 During 12 creel days, 113 interviews were conducted.  Of the anglers interviewed, 23% 

targeted bass but were not in tournaments, 33% were in bass tournaments, and 33% targeted 

crappie (Table 7).  Of the 494 bass reported being caught, 9% were harvested; 42% of angler-

caught crappie were harvested (Table 8).  Catch-rates for bass and crappie were 0.83 and 0.6 

fish/hour (Table 8).  

 The mean length for angler harvested white crappie and black crappie was 270 mm 

(Table 9, Figures 7 and 8).  White crappie comprised 67% of angler harvest while black crappie 

comprised 33% of the angler harvest.  Ninety-five percent of white crappie and 91% of black 

crappie harvested were nine inches or longer.   

Largemouth bass (67%) comprised the majority of bass caught by anglers; however, 

spotted bass (33%) were more prevalent than expected.  Mean lengths for harvest and 

tournament weighed-in largemouth and spotted bass were 373 mm and 369 mm (Figures 9 and 

10).  All of the spotted bass and 94% and largemouth bass were greater than 12 inches (Table 9, 

Figures 9 and 10).   
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After general angler information was collected, a specialized set of questions was asked 

of anglers targeting crappie and bass.  Crappie anglers were asked, “Since you began fishing on 

Millers Ferry Reservoir have you noticed any changes in the fishing?”  Anglers were given a 

choice of improved, same, or decreased (Table 13).  Fifty percent stated that crappie fishing was 

the same or improved, and 50% stated that it had decreased.  Of the anglers that commented 

further, 25% stated there was an increase in the number of crappie and 25% stated there was a 

decrease in size of crappie (Table 13).   

Bass anglers were asked, “What type of habitat enhancement is needed on this 

reservoir?” and given the choice of woody debris, aquatic plants, both, none, or other.  Fifty-

three percent of bass anglers stated that no habitat enhancement was needed (Table 12).  When 

asked the follow-up question, “Would you/your fishing club be willing to assist the ADWFF in a 

habitat enhancement project on this reservoir?”;  from the choices of very interested, interested, 

and not interested, 66% of people said they would be interested in assisting.  Seventy-five 

percent said manpower would be the assistance they could offer when given the choices of 

manpower, funding, or both (Table 12).   

Other general angler comments were recorded and are included in Table 14. 

Discussion  

 Overexploitation of crappie in Millers Ferry Reservoir is no longer a concern at this time. 

The Spring, 2007, electrofishing survey and the access creel data showed older crappie are in 

adequate abundances which was the primary concern prior to sampling.  During the trapnet 

survey in Fall, 2006, few crappie were collected over age 2; however, in this sample, the 

numbers of fish age-4 to age-7 were in acceptable abundances.  This sample included 6 trophy-

length crappie, 2% of the sample, and 15% of the crappie were age-5 or greater.   
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Trapnet samples are useful for indicating the quality of an incoming year class; however, 

because the larger crappie are not sampled effectively by trapnets in Millers Ferry Reservoir, 

electrofishing should be used to determine the abundance of larger crappie.  With this new data 

we can better describe crappie year-class strength and give anglers a better idea of what to expect 

when they fish the lake. 

Regardless of the species it seems that bass anglers are generally happy with the fishing 

and available habitat types on Millers Ferry Reservoir.  However, based on angler creels in 2007 

and 2002, there seems to be a shift in the black bass populations.  Spotted bass are increasing in 

abundance (33% in 2007 creel and 7% in 2002 creel) at tournament weigh-ins and in angler 

harvest in Millers Ferry Reservoir (Armstrong et al 2002).  However, spotted bass composition 

has increased only slightly in the electrofishing surveys from 6 % in 2002 (Armstrong et. al. 

2002) to 10% in 2006 (Ricks et al 2007).  A possible reason for this is that our electrofishing 

surveys target largemouth bass and are conducted in backwater areas because they are more 

suitable habitats for this target species.  Spotted bass are not a target species in Millers Ferry 

Reservoir; however this data suggest future sampling of this reservoir should include an 

investigation of the spotted bass population in Millers Ferry Reservoir.   

Management Recommendations 

1. Crappie sampling in Millers Ferry Reservoir should include fall trapnet and spring 

electrofishing to evaluate the entire fishery.   

2. Consider targeted sampling to evaluate the spotted bass population in Millers Ferry 

Reservoir. 
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Table 1.  Morphometric, physical, and chemical characteristics of Millers Ferry
               Reservoir.

Surface area 17,200 acres

Drainage area 20,637 sq. mi.

Full pool elevation 80 feet-msl

Mean annual fluctuation 1 foot

Shoreline distance 516 miles

Shoreline development index 28.1

Mean depth 19.3 feet

Maximum depth 60 feet

Total dissolved solids 100 mg/l

Morphoedaphic index 5.2 TDS/mean depth(ft)
(Ryder 1965)

Growing season 230 frost free days
(Jenkins 1967)

Year of impoundment 1969
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Table 2. Fish stocking in Millers Ferry Reservoir, 1993-2007.

Species Year No/Ac Size (in) Total

Largemouth Bass (Florida) 1993 2  1 - 2 34,520
1994 4  1 - 2 70,611

Hybrid Striped Bass 1993 11  1 - 2 182,040
1994 3  1 - 2 55,060
1995 3  1 - 2 51,600
1996 3  1 - 2 51,800
1997 5  1 - 2 78,728
1998 3  1 - 2 51,085
1999 3  1 - 2 52,072
2000 5  1 - 2 89,837
2001 4  1 - 2 69,200
2002 3  1 - 2 52,000
2003 3  1 - 2 52,100

Striped Bass (Atlantic) 1999 2  1 - 2 33,600
2001 2  1 - 2 34,020

Striped Bass (Gulf) 1993 2  1 - 2 34,487
1994 < 1  1 - 2 3,400
1995 2  1 - 2 34,400
1996 5  1 - 2 80,375
1997 3  1 - 2 45,265
1998 4  1 - 2 68,448
2000 3  1 - 2 51,200
2003 2  1 - 2 34,160
2004 2  1 - 2 34,050
2005 2  1 - 2 34,166
2006 2  1 - 2 34,103
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Table 4. Age composition and mean length of white crappie and black crappie collected by
               electrofishing from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007.

Year- Mean Mean Standard
Species Age Class Number Percent CPE Length (mm) Error Range (mm)

White Crappie 2 2005 43 30.1 8.6 216.1 5.8 80-300
White Crappie 3 2004 63 44.1 12.6 283.3 3.8 210-350
White Crappie 4 2003 13 9.1 2.6 341.8 10.9 220-370
White Crappie 5 2002 5 3.5 1.0 368.8 5.7 350-380
White Crappie 6 2001 16 11.2 3.2 360.9 5.1 320-400
White Crappie 7 2000 3 2.1 0.6 366.7 6.2 350-370

TOTAL 143 100 28.6

Black Crappie 1 2006 2 1.9 0.4 168.5 18.5 150-180
Black Crappie 2 2005 26 24.3 5.2 184.2 4.8 140-230
Black Crappie 3 2004 42 39.3 8.4 227.1 4.8 180-300
Black Crappie 4 2003 23 21.5 4.6 291.6 7.8 220-340
Black Crappie 5 2002 3 2.8 0.6 308.0 11.1 290-330
Black Crappie 6 2001 9 8.4 1.8 321.6 13.2 330-360
Black Crappie 7 2000 2 1.9 0.4 347.5 32.5 310-380

TOTAL 107 100 21.4

Total effort = 5 Hours
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Table 5.  Length at age of white crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007.

Length (mm) Age - 2 Age - 3 Age - 4 Age - 5 Age - 6 Age - 7 Total

80 1 1
90 0

100 0
110 0
120 0
130 0
140 0
150 1 1
160 0
170 2 2
180 2 2
190 9 9
200 2 2
210 5 2 7
220 9 3 1 13
230 1 2 3
240 3 1 4
250 3 2 5
260 2 3 5
270 2 9 11
280 15 15
290 10 10
300 1 8 9
310 1 1
320 4 1 1 6
330 1 1 2
340 1 4 3 8
350 2 2 3 1 8
360 5 3 1 9
370 1 1 2 1 5
380 2 1 3
390 1 1
400 1 1

Total 43 63 13 5 16 3 143
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Table 6.  Length at age of black crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007.

Length (mm) Age - 1 Age - 2 Age - 3 Age - 4 Age - 5 Age - 6 Age - 7 Total

140 1 1
150 1 2 3
160 5 5
170 6 6
180 1 3 6 10
190 1 2 3
200 4 4 8
210 2 4 6
220 10 2 12
230 2 4 1 1 8
240 3 1 4
250 2 1 3
260 3 1 4
270 1 1
280 1 4 5
290 1 2 3
300 2 2 1 5
310 2 1 1 4
320 5 2 7
330 2 1 1 4
340 1 1
350 2 2
360 1 1
370 0
380 1 1

Total 2 26 42 23 3 9 2 107
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Table 7. Creel statistics for the Millers Ferry Reservoir access creel survey, March
             through May, 2007. 

No. of No. of 
Anglers Parties Anglers Pct.* Hrs. Pct.*

Bass anglers
     Non-tournament anglers 24 46 23 300 20
     Tournament anglers 44 65 33 645 43

Crappie anglers 35 66 33 431 29

Other anglers 14 32 16 136 9

Total 113* 200* 1512*

* Some anglers targeted more than one type of fish.

Fishing effort



 

16 

 
Ta

bl
e 

8.
  T

he
 c

at
ch

 a
nd

 h
ar

ve
st

 ra
te

s o
f b

as
s a

nd
 c

ra
pp

ie
 b

y 
an

gl
er

s f
or

 th
e 

M
ill

er
s F

er
ry

 R
es

er
vo

ir 
ac

ce
ss

 a
re

a 
cr

ee
l s

ur
ve

y,
 M

ar
ch

 th
ro

ug
h 

   
   

   
   

   
 M

ay
, 2

00
7.

N
o.

 fi
sh

 h
ar

ve
st

ed
N

o.
 fi

sh
 re

le
as

ed
 (T

/N
T*

*)
N

o.
 fi

sh
 h

ar
ve

st
ed

N
o.

 fi
sh

 re
le

as
ed

N
o.

 fi
sh

 h
ar

ve
st

ed
N

o.
 fi

sh
 re

le
as

ed
Ba

ss
   

  <
 1

2"
8

17
5/

41
2

26
10

24
2

   
  >

 1
2"

34
17

6/
31

0
1

34
20

8
T

ot
al

42
35

1/
72

2
27

44
45

0

C
ra

pp
ie

   
  <

 9
"

37
24

6
0

7
37

25
3

   
  >

 9
"

15
4

9
2

1
15

6
10

T
ot

al
19

1
25

5
2

8
19

3
26

3

H
PH

**
*

C
PH

**
**

 (T
/N

T*
*)

H
PH

C
PH

H
PH

C
PH

Ba
ss

   
  <

 1
2"

0.
03

0.
27

/0
.1

4
0.

00
3

0.
05

0
0.

03
0.

46
   

  >
 1

2"
0.

11
0.

27
/0

.1
0

0.
00

0
0.

00
2

0.
11

0.
37

Su
bt

ot
al

0.
14

0.
54

/0
.2

4
0.

00
3

0.
05

2
0.

14
0.

83

C
ra

pp
ie

   
  <

 9
"

0.
09

0.
57

0.
00

0
0.

00
6

0.
09

0.
58

   
  >

 9
"

0.
36

0.
02

0.
00

2
0.

00
1

0.
36

0.
02

T
ot

al
0.

45
0.

59
0.

00
2

0.
00

7
0.

45
0.

60

* 
So

m
e 

an
gl

er
s t

ar
ge

te
d 

bo
th

 b
as

s a
nd

 c
ra

pp
ie

.
**

 T
/N

T:
 T

ou
rn

am
en

t/N
on

-to
ur

na
m

en
t

**
* 

H
PH

: H
ar

ve
st

 p
er

 h
ou

r
**

**
C

PH
: C

at
ch

 p
er

 h
ou

r

Ta
rg

et
 a

ng
le

rs
*

N
on

-ta
rg

et
 a

ng
le

rs
A

ll 
an

gl
er

s*

Ta
rg

et
 a

ng
le

rs
*

N
on

-ta
rg

et
 a

ng
le

rs
A

ll 
an

gl
er

s*

H
ar

ve
st

 a
nd

 C
at

ch
 R

at
es



 

17 

Table 9.  Length frequency of bass and crappie caught by anglers during the Millers Ferry Reservoir access area 
               creel survey, March through May, 2007.

Length (mm) No. %** No. %** Length (mm) No. %** No. %**

200 1 1 . . 225 3 2 . .
210 0 0 1 2 250 2 2 . .
220 4 4 4 7 275 3 2 . .
230 14 13 7 13 300 26 20 10 16
240 15 14 6 11 325 11 9 12 19
250 17 16 5 9 350 27 21 13 20
260 14 13 10 19 375 14 11 12 19
270 7 6 3 6 400 24 19 10 16
280 10 9 3 6 425 6 5 3 5
290 10 9 3 6 450 1 1 3 5
300 3 3 3 6 475 2 2 1 2
310 4 4 2 4 500 4 3 . .
320 4 4 3 6 525 6 5 . .
330 0 0 1 2
340 0 0 1 2
350 1 1 1 2
360 1 1 0 0
370 3 3 0 0
380 1 1 1 2
390 1 1 . .

No. %*** No. %*** No. %*** No. %***
110 67 54 33 129 67 64 33

*Not all bass were harvested; some lengths were taken at tournament weigh-ins
**Percent of fish in length group
***Percent of fish species composition

Total Total

Crappie Bass*
WCP BCP LMB SPB
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Table 10:  Angler origins for the Millers Ferry access creel survey, March through May, 2007.

State County No. Parties % Parties No. Anglers % Anglers

Alabama Autauga 1 0.9 2 1.0
Alabama Baldwin 6 5.3 11 5.5
Alabama Bibb 4 3.5 8 4.0
Alabama Butler 1 0.9 1 0.5
Alabama Chilton 1 0.9 2 1.0
Alabama Choctaw 1 0.9 2 1.0
Alabama Clarke 7 6.2 13 6.5
Alabama Conecuh 5 4.4 12 6.0
Alabama Covington 2 1.8 3 1.5
Alabama Dallas 5 4.4 9 4.5
Alabama Escambia 3 2.7 5 2.5
Alabama Geneva 1 0.9 3 1.5
Alabama Hale 1 0.9 1 0.5
Alabama Jefferson 3 2.7 8 4.0
Alabama Marengo 10 8.8 17 8.5
Alabama Mobile 10 8.8 17 8.5
Alabama Monroe 10 8.8 19 9.5
Alabama Montgomery 1 0.9 2 1.0
Alabama Shelby 2 1.8 6 3.0
Alabama Tuscaloosa 1 0.9 1 0.5
Alabama Walker 5 4.4 9 4.5
Alabama Wilcox 9 8.0 15 7.5
Florida All Counties 24 21.2 34 17.0

Total 113 100 200 100
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Table 11.  Angler access area use during the Millers Ferry Reservoir access area creel 
             survey, March through May, 2007.

Access Area No. Days No. Parties No. Anglers % Anglers Anglers/day

Bogue Chitto 1 3 5 2.5 5
Chilatchee 2 25 52 26.0 26
Ellis 7 69 111 55.5 16
Roland Cooper 2 16 32 16.0 16

Total 12 113 200 Avg anglers/day:  16
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Table 14.  General comments of Millers Ferry Reservoir anglers during the access area creel survey, March through May, 2007.

No. %** No. %** No. %** No. %***

Best crappie fishing 0 0 0 0 1 13 1 2
Boat ramp maintience needed 2 5 0 0 0 0 2 3
Boat traffic dangerous 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Clear water 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Cormorant/more shad 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Fish not biting 5 12 2 13 1 13 8 12
General like or compliment 9 21 9 60 3 38 21 32
High water 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Keep water level stable 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Low water 7 16 0 0 1 13 8 12
More ramps 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Nice ramps 1 2 1 7 0 0 2 3
No wake signs needed 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Pave access roads 3 7 1 7 0 0 4 6
People keeping undersized crappie 0 0 0 0 1 13 1 2
Size limit 3 7 0 0 0 0 3 5
Typical trip 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Water cold 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2
Weather 4 9 2 13 1 13 7 11

* Some anglers targeted more than one type of fish.
**Percent within angler type
***Percent among angler types

All Anglers*
Comment

Bass anglers Crappie anglers Other anglers
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Figure 1. Millers Ferry Reservoir Spring, 2007, sampling sites. 
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Figure 2.  Relative stock density (RSD) of white crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir Fall 2006 
and Spring 2007.  
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 Figure 3.  Length-at-age frequency of white crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007.
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Figure 4.  Relative stock density (RSD) of black crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir Fall 2006 
and Spring 2007.  



 

 27

1

10

100

3 4 5 6 7

Age

N
um

be
r

Z = -0.7027
S = 50%
r2 = 0.7349

 
 Figure 5.  Catch-curve-regression for black crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007. 
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Figure 6.  Length-at-age frequency of black crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir, Spring, 2007. 
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Figure 7.  Length frequency of white crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir access creel survey, 
March through May, 2007. 
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Figure 8.  Length frequency of black crappie from Millers Ferry Reservoir access creel survey, 
March through May, 2007. 
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Figure 9.  Length frequency of largemouth bass from Millers Ferry Reservoir access creel 
survey, March through May, 2007. 
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Figure 10.  Length frequency of spotted bass from Millers Ferry Reservoir access creel survey, 
March through May, 2007. 

 


