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World Muskie Alliance 

Ken O'Brien Summary Report 

March 24, 2011 
 

*All Tackle Canadian Record Muskellunge / O.F.A.H. / Ontario Record Fish Registry 

*Line class record / International Game Fish Association 

*Power Trolling subdivision all-tackle record muskellunge / Freshwater Fishing Hall of 

Fame 

 

Angler, Mr. Ken O'Brien 

October 16, 1988 

Length 58”, girth 30 ½”, weight 65lb. 0oz. 

Georgian Bay, Ontario Canada 

 
  

 

Introduction WMA O'Brien Summary Report  

 

The World Muskie Alliance (WMA) was originally assembled to help resolve the 

controversy surrounding the three largest record muskies.  Now that this work is 

complete, it remains our sincere hope that this undertaking will someday help to unite the 

muskie community by providing valuable research, and provide a better overall 

understanding into the species maximum growth potential.  For those not familiar with 

our earlier research, there are many similarities between the 2005 Spray Summary, the 

2008 Johnson Summary, and this 2011 O'Brien Summary.   

 

Although the IGFA and FWFHoF have elected to retain their dubious muskellunge 

records, the overwhelming majority of educated muskie anglers have agreed with our 

findings.  Further information is available on our website:  

 

www.worldmuskiealliance.com  

 

 

O'Brien Summary components  

 

Part 1, DCM photo analysis / Part 2, photographs of the mold casts / Part 3, Mr. Larry 

Ramsell's eyewitness account.  Due to the recent capture of this fish, our research did not 

require the type of extensive research as in our earlier reports.  Therefore, the O'Brien 

Summary Report only contains three basic components with a short summary and 

recommendation.  
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Photogrammetry Introduction  

 

The following is a brief preface that will provide a general background for interpreting 

the DCM Technical Services solutions.  Photogrammetry is the art, science, and 

technology of obtaining reliable information and measurements about physical objects 

and the environment through the processes of recording, measuring, and interpreting 

photographic images utilizing the sciences of geometry, mathematics, and physics 

combined.  In short, photogrammetry is a science that extracts measurements from two 

dimensional images and has been used successfully tens of thousands of times to 

determine the locations of marks and objects long after the items in the scene are no 

longer available for measurements.  

 

DCM Technical Services  

 

Mr. Dan Mills of Toronto, Canada-based DCM Technical Services is the leading 

PhotoModeler software instructor and photogrammetrist who determined the maximum 

possible length of the fish in our two earlier reports.  In our ongoing effort to hold each 

fish to the same standard, we once again turned to this expert for a professional review.  

 

Part 1. DCM photo analysis  

 

From: Dan Mills  

Subject: RE: follow-up 

 

Here is the image with O’Brien and the ruler. I superimposed an enlarged version 

of the center of the ruler. I marked off every increment that I could identify a 

number by using an arrow. #1 and 2 were washed out enough that I could not see 

a smudge where a number would be. I copied the arrows below and moved them 

up and they match perfectly with the final two number positions and the top edge 

of the ruler. I started marking numbers up and down from #16 since that was a 

clear one to identify and begin marking from . Using that, zero ended at the top of 

the ruler and the bottom increment was 36. It is a yardstick.  

Dan  
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Mr. Ken O'Brien with his muskie. (superimposed yardstick / 1" increments by DCM). 

From: Dan Mills  

Subject: measurements   

Taking measurements from the image with O’Brien I get 52.3” +/- 1”. In this image, the 

36”ruler is 2901 pixels long and the muskie is 4215 pixels long. (4215 pixels X 36”) / 

2901 pixels = 52.3” 

Taking measurements from the image with the woman I get 53.4” +/- 1”. In this image 

the 36” ruler is 3001 pixels long and the muskie is 4452 pixels long. (4452 X 36”) / 3001 

pixels = 53.4”   

Both of these are measured from bottom of tail to tip of jaw. The discrepancy I believe 

comes from the ruler being held more in-plane by the woman. She is gripping it more 

lightly and with a narrower grip so it appears to be hanging a little more vertical and in 

the same vertical plane as the muskie.  

 Dan 
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Mrs. Marion Grisdale with Mr. O'Brien's muskie 

 

Using Mr. Mills 53.4" direct scale measurement (recommended) with an allowance of 1" 

for perspective and the possibility of the fishes tail touching the ground yields a 54.4" 

maximum hanging length measurement for Mr. O'Brien's muskie. 
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Part 2. Mr. Kevin Hockley mold cast.  

 

Mr. Hockley was kind enough to send us this picture of the original mold cast he made of 

Mr. O'Brien's fish while working at the Royal Ontario Museum in the fall of 1988.  Even 

though the fork length on the side of the fish facing the camera only measured 48-49", the 

fork length on the opposite side would be greater due to the outward curvature of the fish 

when cast.  Mr. George Will, (WMA chief researcher) has researched this subject 

extensively and mathematically arrived at a fair and realistic fork length measurement for 

Mr. O'Brien's muskellunge of 52". (Fork length is not total length). 

 

 
 
Picture of Mr. O'Brien's mold cast received from Mr. Hockley on 12-28-2010.  

 

Here is a pic with a tape.  

Let me know if there is any way we can be of further assistance.  

 

Cheers Kevin   

 

Part 3. Examination by Mr. Larry Ramsell 

  

For those not familiar with Mr. Ramsell, he is the number one muskie historian for the 

past 30 years.  Upon hearing of this catch, Mr. Ramsell traveled 900 miles one way to 

examine Mr. O'Brien's fish firsthand.  
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After removing Mr. O'Brien's fish from its original location in the freezer, his 

examination revealed that the fish was 54" / 56 pounds.  This is 4" shorter and 9 pounds 

lighter than originally reported.  Here is an excerpt from his book: (A Compendium of 

Muskie Angling History, 3
rd

 Edition, Vol. 1, p. 462)  

 

 

LR:  "One thing that had bothered me was that when I did a cursory re-weighing 

of the frozen fish on a bathroom scale and a 60-pound capacity Chattilon scale 

while there, it was considerably short of 65 pounds.  My rough calculations after 

weighing myself and then myself while holding the fish on the bathroom scale I 

came up with a weight of about 56-pounds and a similar weight loss was 

confirmed with the Chattilon scale (registering only 1/2-pound increments), 

roughly 9-pounds less than the official registered weight.  

   

Mr. Ramsell went on to give the weight of the fish every benefit of the doubt in his book. 

However, the fact remains that he weighed the fish on two different scales and found that 

the fish only weighed about 56 pounds on each scale.  The following is another excerpt 

from his book regarding a conversation with Warren Wilkinson and the claimed 58" 

length. (A Compendium of Muskie Angling History, Vol. 1, 3
rd

 Edition, pp. 472 - 474)   

LR:  The affidavit length for O'Brien's fish is 58 inches.  Was that a hanging 

measurement?   

WW:  No, the total length was the length of the fish along the flat surface of the 

dock and was taken with a tape measure from the tip of the longest jaw to the tip 

of the tail.  

LR:  Do you have any idea why Marion Grisdales "lying down" length 

measurement was 56 1/2 - inches?   

WW:  Perhaps that was a fork length measurement, as that is the measurement we 

obtained for fork length when the fish was measured on the dock.  We also 

measured the girth at the same time at 30 1/2 - inches.   

LR:  When I measured the fish in 1988, I came up with a total length of only 54 - 

inches.  Any thoughts on that?   

WW:  As you know, O'Brien had cut the throat of his fish to kill it.  It is entirely 

likely that that cut was overlapping when frozen shortening the fish's total length 

along with the shrinkage from freezing.  (Note: the previous photo of me with the 

frozen fish shows the head in a "bent down" position, likely overlapping the cut in 

the fish's throat).  

LR:  After the official weighing and the fish had been displayed for 2 - 3 hours, 

what transpired next?   
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WW:  After most folks had left, Lloyd Thurston wrapped the fish and placed it in 

George Grisdale's freezer where it remained until you removed it 8 days later.  

After your visit, Lloyd Thurston then took the fish to Dr. Crossman at the Royal 

Ontario Museum in Toronto .  Immediately after the catch, Paul Gasbarino 

removed a cleithrum bone and got it to Dr. Crossman as well for aging.  

LR:  How soon after the catch did Dr. Crossman examine the stomach contents?   

WW:  Lloyd Thurston took the fish to Dr. Crossman on Wednesday the 24th, right 

after your visit to see the fish at George Grisdales's resort.  

LR:  Did Dr. Crossman reweigh the fish?  

WW:  No.   

 To Mr. Ramsell's credit, he was certainly willing to give the 58" length every 

benefit of the doubt as well, even though he measured the fish at only 54".  The 

following letter to Larry Ramsell is from the late Dr. E.J. Crossman regarding the 

stomach contents of Mr. O'Brien's fish. (A Compendium of Muskie Angling 

History, 3
rd

 Edition, Vol. 1, p. 475)    
 

LR:  On July 12, 1989 I received the following letter from Dr. E.J. 

"Ed" Crossman on Royal Ontario Museum stationary with regard to his removal 

of the stomach contents of O'Brien's fish in 1988 (exact date of removal not noted 

but it was within the two-week period after the catch): 
    

Dear Larry:  I removed the stomach contents from O'Brien's fish when we were 

preparing it for the models we made here at ROM.   The mould for the models 

was made before the fish went to the taxidermist.   

I had hoped contents may have been a single easily identified individual fish.  

Instead they turned out to be one recognizable bullhead and a second probable 

bullhead and a lot of disarticulated bones.  As a result, I have them in alcohol and 

still have not gotten down to checking for obvious indicators of other species 

among the loose bones.   

I removed the two ovaries and made them available to Bernard Lebeau...".   

Sincerely, Ed.  Dr. E.J. Crossman  Curator   

Department of Ichthyology & Herpetology    
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 The examination by the late Dr. E.J. Crossman was performed after Mr. Ramsell re-

weighed the fish on October 24, 1988.  Therefore, the bullheads, disarticulated bones, and 

eggs were still inside the fish at the time of the re-weighing.  

 

 

 

 

Mr. Ramsell with Mr. O'Brien's muskie on 10-24-1988  

 

Summary and recommendation  

It is clear that for modern-day record keepers, hard scientific evidence should override 

eyewitness testimony whenever the two stand in direct conflict. The WMA applauds the 

O.F.A.H. / Ontario Record Fish Registry for requiring that a photograph be submitted 

confirming the length of the catch with every application.  Clearly, the O.F.A.H. has 

determined that eyewitness testimony (without photographic proof) has been historically 

problematic, and sought proactively to address this issue.  

DCM's professional photo analysis has been confirmed by Kevin Hockley's mold cast 

(still in existence), and Mr. Ramsell's 54" measurement.  With that said, this fish fails to 

meet the O.F.A.H. photographic requirement for length verification.  
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4. At least one clear, detailed color photo showing full length side view of fish 

must accompany each entry. The fish should fill as much of the photograph as 

possible. The photograph should include a ruler alongside the fish to verify 

length. Both the fish and ruler should be the same distance from the camera.  

http://www.ofah.org/fishresources/index.cfm?ID=7  

 

This contrary evidence certainly raises questions regarding the legitimacy of Mr. 

O'Brien's muskie.  On the one hand, we have several eyewitnesses who claimed this fish 

was 58" / 65 pounds on the day of the catch.  On the other hand, we have Mr. Ramsell's 

length measurement of 54" / 56 pounds on two different scales eight days later.  All three 

scales involved in the weighing of Mr. O'Brien's fish were subsequently determined to be 

accurate by Ontario Weights and Measures.  

 

Please keep in mind that Mr. Ramsell (in the presence of three other witnesses) was only 

attempting to verify the reported weight that day, and not looking for accuracy to the 

ounce.  The fact that both scales that he used were verified accurate, and both had the 

same reading, clearly identifies the approximate 56 pound weight as being accurate at the 

time of the re-weighing.  
  
In closing, the preponderance of scientific and circumstantial evidence has proven the 

fish said to represent the 58” / 65 pound Canadian Record actually belonged to a 

muskellunge of about 54" / 56 pounds (plus any potential "normal" weight loss).  The 

ramifications of this record lacking the photographic proof of the claimed length and 

conflicting weight verification is particularly damaging to the validity of this record.  For 

these reasons, our recommendation is to remove Mr. O'Brien's fish from any type of 

record consideration.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Rich Delaney, President WMA  

Jerry Newman, founder WMA  

George Will, chief researcher WMA  
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