
REMINDER
Volunteer hosts for the

March meeting
(report at 6:15 PM):

Pete Penman and
Wayne Harmon

Thank you, Mona Morebello

MEETING NOTICE
Monday,  March 5,  2001

7:30 PM
Sequoia Elementary School

4690 Limerick Ave.
(See map on back page)

OFFICIAL CHAPTER-FEDERATION OF FLYFISHERS

FEBRUARY SPEAKER
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San Mateo Creek Update

The Southern California Steelhead
Coalition met on January 13 in
Santa Monica. The room was

overflowing with attendees representing
fish and wetlands restoration groups from
San Luis Obispo south to San Diego
including Solvang, Santa Barbara,
Ventura, Los Angeles and San Clemente.
Jim Edmondson (Cal Trout) chaired the
meeting.  The San Diego Flyfishers
formally applied for membership and the
Club is now a member.

First presentation made was by Joan
Hartman of the Southern California
Wetlands Recovery Project. Joan reviewed
her groups impressive list of accomplish-
ments to date, including land acquisitions
and restoration work at San Elijo Lagoon,
Otay River, San Diego Bay, Famosa
Slough, Goat Canyon and the Tijuana
River Estuary. This group is very inter-
ested in working closely with the SCSC at
San Mateo Creek specifically; the group’s
logo incorporates a steelhead! Their
website may be viewed at
www.coastalconservancy.ca.gov/scwrp.

Next presentation was by Jim Edmondson.
Jim provided an update on the efforts of
the federally funded Pacific Coast Salmon

Recovery Program (California’s’ portion is
$6.03 million), and Cal Prop13 (Water
Bond Act, $7.5 million). The SCSC has
been granted a position on the Citizens
Advisory Committee to the California
Legislature on Salmon and Steelhead,
establishing local representation for the
appropriation of these funds.

Also discussed was the National Marine
Fisheries Service proposed expansion of
the southern boundary of the ESU#11 to
include Topanga and San Mateo Creeks.
A lot of public pressure and new informa-
tion provided to NMFS confirming the
existence of steelhead has caused them to
consider this expansion. They are going to
schedule at least one public hearing on this
matter and the importance of public
support there was emphasized.

David Hogan from the Center for Biologi-
cal Diversity spoke also.  His groups’
lawsuit is one of the motivations for
NMFS’ reevaluation of the southern
boundary.  The centers’ current position is
to wait and see how NMFS responds to the
public comments after the hearing.

The meeting closed with a discussion
about organizing and certifying teams of
people to document steelhead sightings
during the “wet events” that these fish wait
for to move into freshwater habitats to
spawn. The possibility of using the
National Audubon’s’ bird counting census
as a model was proposed.

--Marty Reed

How do you select which fly to use
when fishing your favorite trout
stream, or a stream you have

never fished before? Our March speaker,
Jan Kurahara, will provide you with a
systematic method for determining the
right fly for any situation you encounter in
a trout stream — before a hatch, during a
hatch, or when there are no hatches.

Jan has fished for trout throughout the
West and has instructed all facets of fly
fishing for over fifteen years. Jan is a
licensed guide and a FFF Master Certified
Fly Casting Instructor for the Sage Rod
Company.  Jan also is the principal
instructor for the Master Angler Class, a
five day advanced fly fishing course held
at the Clearwater House on Hat Creek and
has also instructed all levels of fly tying
for numerous clubs and shops throughout
California and internationally.

Come join us at the March 5th meeting
and cover fly fishing for California trout
from cAsting to preZentation!

Selecting the Right Fly a Focus
of the Next Flyfishers Meeting

Roger
Archived version
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PRESIDENT�S MESSAGE: MARCH 2001

JIM TENUTO

the Lower Owens River
and Lake Crowley.

It wasn’t so much the
places, but how he
fished them that turned
out to be the treat.  Tom
puts in below the fly-
fishing only waters on
the Lower Owens and
floats the river in a drift
boat.  He does this in
what most consider the
off-season, sometimes
brushing snow off the
boat.  He fishes the water with streamers,
sometimes “nimps”, and it looks like a
great way to spend a day on the water.

The Lake Crowley excursion also
required a boat, some nymphs and
patience.   Plenty of photos and plenty of
good advice, including recommendations
on gear, flies, clothing and temperament.

And we had a winner of the “coffee can
dip”.  Bob Reif took home $55.00.  We’ll
start next month at $10.00.  The board
came up with a way to increase the odds of
a winner appearing more regularly.  When
the pot reaches $25.00 we’ll pick two tabs,
at $50.00 three and at $75.00 four.
Provided we don’t have a winner, natu-
rally.  But with the crowds that have been
turning out for our last two meetings, I
don’t think we’ll have to worry about
building a big pot.  My unofficial
headcount put us at about 160 folks who
attended February’s meeting.

One question remained about next month’s
speaker, Jan Kuwahara.  We didn’t know
if Jan was a Mr. or a Ms.  I now know the
real answer, but the “secret” is safe with
me.  Come to the next meeting and find
out for sure!

Bill & Eileen Stroud
have done it again!
Eileen has fashioned a
very large Styrofoam
fish and announced a
fly-tying contest.
Stroud’s Tackle will
award a $25.00 gift
certificate to whoever
ties the best fresh water
fly and a $25.00 gift
certificate to the best
salt water fly tier.  Each
fly will be affixed to the
Styrofoam fish with a

tag that names the fly and identifies the
tier.  We will assemble a group of judges
from among the club’s best at the bench
(Tom Smith, Gary Hilbers…are you
reading this?) and we’ll award the prizes at
our November meeting.  And here’s the
best part: the fish and flies will be donated
to the club to use in the monthly raffle!
What a great country.

One of our more esteemed members
accused me of enjoying being President of
the San Diego Fly Fishers.  Guilty.  It
would be hard not to enjoy being president
of the club.  We have a hard working
group of officers and board members, a
membership that pitches in and helps put
on great meetings, programs and special
events.  It looks like the Irresistibles are
making a comeback.  The somewhat
creaky (that’s creaky, not cranky) gentle-
men who make up the Wednesday bunch
are still paddling strong, annoying trout in
a variety of local lakes.

A member of good standing in
that aforementioned brotherhood gave me
a wonderful suggestion.  He asked me to
begin each meeting with a recap of what
occurred at our most recent board meeting.
This is a good idea that we will introduce
at the March meeting.  In the next issue of

Finny Facts we will publish our financials
and the 2001 budget.

I was on the telephone with a friend who
lives in Bozeman and the news was not
good.  No, not another outbreak of
whirling disease.  This time the epidemic
seems to be centered on Montana’s
legislature, some sort of brain fever.  A
number of blue ribbon trout streams
will be off-limits to out-of-state anglers
on weekends.   This is a fairly astounding
turn of events.  Outfitters, guides and fly-
shops are not necessary dancing in the
aisles over this legislative turn of events.
This could have serious repercussions,
considering that after ranching, tourism is
Montana’s second largest industry.

This could also have the effect of
driving up prices for guide services in Big
Sky country.  Fewer days on the river and
less opportunities to fish selected waters
all point to an artificial supply-demand
model that doesn’t work in the angler’s
favor.  I asked my friend to send copies of
the newspaper articles related to this
announcement and I’ll have them at the
next meeting.

The club history is marching to the finish
line.  Many of you had the opportunity to
page through the draft copies Ed Velton
brought to the meeting.  This ambitious
project has been a couple of years in the
making.  There are some wonderful
photos, interesting stories and anecdotes
and a series of President’s letters that put
their year in review.  Some of those
featured are no longer with us, but they
added to our club’s rich history.  I ‘spect
Ed will be putting the final touches on the
history very soon.

See you at the meeting.  Now, is it Mr. Jan
or Ms. Jan?

This month’s President’s letter will be a bit of what is called “three-dot” journalism…We
took the “Loe” road at the February meeting and we had a great time.  Tom Loe took us on a slide
show tour of two favorite eastern Sierra fishing destinations:
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FROM THE DESK OF THE CLUB BIOLOGIST

BOB WISNER

WE DIDN’T DO IT ON
PURPOSE, like we did in
bad-damming our salmon

spawning streams, polluting redds with
road debris, and over-fishing and exces-
sive water draw downs
- but we allowed
invaders from many
foreign countries to
enter the Great Lakes
ecological system and
crowd out the natives,
with resulting costs of
many billions of dollars
in futile attempts to
eradicate, or even
control.

It started with the
building of the Welland
Shipping Canal, which allowed the
Atlantic Sea Lamprey to infest the Great
Lakes and ruin the lake trout, and other
fisheries.  We’ve controlled but not
eradicated them, and probably never will.

Then, we provided ship-ballast water for
transportation across the ocean from
Atlantic areas - mostly invertebrates.  The
zebra mussel was an early star of that
show.  It grows to 1 to 1-1/2 inches and
grows in clumps on underwater installa-
tions and inside pipes, clogging them to
complete blockage.  Cities around the lake
shores have spent billions trying to
eradicate this mussel; it’s still there.

Fishes are also a nuisance. One invading
species, the Eurasian ruffe, may reproduce
5 times a year.  Another, the round goby,
reproduces up to twice a year and may
produce many thousands of young.  The
problem is that these young (and adults)
eat the planktonic young previously
reserved for the native fishes -yellow
perch and walleyed pikes, of commercial
importance.  Apparently the natives feed
but little on the invaders.

All this (and much more) is the result of
oversight in using fresh water (in European
ports) for ship ballast, and in building the
Welland Canal which permitted the sea
lamprey (an anadromous species) to

migrate from sea to freshwater to spawn.
No one foresaw the free rides that permit-
ted European forms to live in the freshwa-
ter ballasts.  It is estimated that probably
90% of the animals present in Lake Eire (a

shallow, warm lake) were
not there 15 years ago.  A
particularly unpleasant
invertebrate is the spiny
water flea.  It clogs
fishermen’s’ lines, reels,
and nets with slimy sticky
masses.

By 1997, these invaders,
ranging from bacteria
through plants and fish
numbered 139; now it is
about 145.  It is costing

many millions of dollars just
to live with them.

In 1993, a law was passed requiring ships
to discharge their European freshwater
ballast at sea before entering a U.S. port,
thus killing the freshwater invaders.  But
from 100 to 200 tons of fresh water (and
animals) remained unpumped.  Also,
freshwater floats on salt water and it is
possible some freshwater forms survived
the mixing  period.

Unfortunately, the law was too late and we
must live with the surviving invaders.
Unfortunately, we must live with the
unintentional error.  Similarly, we must
live with the intentional blunder - that of
ruining vast areas of Pacific salmon
streams and habitats, along with building
ladderless dams.  I am reminded of the
saying that “The main thing we learn from
history is that we never learn.”

CONSERVATION OF DISTINCT  races
of steelhead and salmon:  Mankind has
really loused up the lives of salmon,
steelhead and trouts in most western states.
We have ruined their spawning and rearing
habitats as well as overfished the spawners
- and in other ways to numerous to
mention here.

So, what’s to do to conserve the remaining

species, races, etc. in an other than a futile
way.  Hatchery rearing and planting has
been inadequate.  Renewing habitat to near
historic conditions is slow and costly - and
mankind would still have a meddlesome
spoon in the soup.

It has been suggested that cloning of the
few left of some species and races and
hatchery raise them for planting in
carefully restored habitats might work.
Potentially, this may work.  Cloning can be
used to help save and hopefully perpetuate
endangered species - even those surviving
in freezers.  Cloning has sufficiently few
problems to make the long-time practice of
breeding and artificial insemination a
much easier and faster process if mankind
would only leave them alone to grow to
spawning stages.

The potential of cloning to preserve
species is OK but it doesn’t do much for
the endangered species problem.  Cloning
depends on mixing DNA from a body cell
into an egg stripped of its own DNA, then
implanting this unit into a female for
development to spawning.  But females of
endangered species could be in short
supply.  Attempts are now being made to
borrow an egg cell and womb from closely
related non-threatened species.  This is
being done with invertebrate animals, but
the jury is still out for fishes.

Cloning may also bring back a species
surviving only as sample(s) of cells frozen
in liquid nitrogen.  It’s been attempted
with the woolly mammoth.  In future years,
this may happen but right now too many
species face threats from the pressure of
land development and dense human
habitation and resulting degradation of
habitat.

A persistent question is, even if a body is
cloned to perfection (or near) in appear-
ance, what of the experience in survival
gained by both parents?  In short, are the
clones ready to take up life in a stream or
foreign habitat, facing odds new to them
(and possibly their parents) as in a “wild”
trout. This is a very important item in a
cloned individual of any race or species.
We gave it life, but can it live in the wild
on its own—a very important question?



4

ED VELTON

We are wrapping up the SDFF History
Book.  As soon as we get the “President’s
Message” from Jim and the write up on
“Women in the SDFF,” from Carrie
Christensen and crew, we will have a book.
But we continue to fine tune the book.
One of the things we want to do is include
as many photos of members as we can get.
We’ve already got around 150 to 175; all
of the presidents, Life Members, Honorary
Members, and Gordon Foster Award
Winners.  We’ve also got a lot of the active
and older members.  However, we are still
missing some key members like: Lane
Pearson, Conway Bowman, Sherry
Brainerd, Nancy Fletcher, David Collins,
Helen Grundler, and Steve McGowen, to

Club History Book
Still in Need of Photos

name a few.  It would be nice if we had all
members in the book.  I particularly need
photos of new and young members.  So if
you want to be in the first issue of the
SDFF History Book get me a photo of
you.  Here’s how.

Email it to me at ejv-jev@home.com.
Send it JPEG and size it to about 3" X 3".

Or mail it to me at:

Or bring it to a meeting.  Write your name
on the back of the photo and use a stickie
to tell me about yourself; whatever you
want me to put in the book about you.

Thanks
Ed Velton

Soft-Hearted Fisherman
Frees Confused Cod

Updated 8:17 AM ET January 27, 2001

OSLO (Reuters) - A blind cod has swum
into the same net about 35 times in a
Norwegian fjord and is only alive because
a soft-hearted fisherman frees him each
time.  “He’s too thin to eat and he’s in bad
condition,” 69-year-old Harald Hauso told
Reuters on Friday.  “And I feel a bit sorry
for him.”The cod, blind in both eyes and
weighing between 4.4 and 6.6 pounds, first
swam into Hauso’s hooped nets in March
last year and has been back almost every
week.  The nets attract tiny crabs and
starfish, on which the cod feeds.”He’s
found out that it’s an easy place to find
food.  And he knows I let him go every
time.  Also, maybe he feels safe because
the net protects him,” Hauso said.  He said
a marine park from nearby Aalesund
offered on Friday to let the fish retire in
the safety of its aquarium.  “I’ve said ‘yes’
to the offer.  It’ll be a good place for him
to be a pensioner,” he said.

The Fly Fishers Club of Orange County
extend an invitation to all members of the
San Diego Fly Fishers to come join us at
our 2nd Annual Spring Fly Fishing
Educational Seminar with special guest
speaker, Gary Borger.

Gary’s topics for the Seminar will be:

9:00-10:30am Presentation
The many arts and sciences of fly fishing
integrated into one cohesive strategy for
consistent angling success; the tricks for
finding and taking big trout.

10:30-12:00pm Fly Casting
From the basic stroke and the basic cast to
curves, humps, thrusts, piles, and much
more.

12:00-1:00pm  Lunch

1:00-2:30pm Understanding Selectivity
Factors involved in selective feeding and

their relationships to fly design and angling
techniques.

2:30-4:00pm Reading the Water
The tactics of finding, stalking, presenting
the fly to, and hooking and playing trout in
lakes and streams.

4:00-5:00pm Knots for the Fly Fisherman
A to Z of this knotty problem; new knots
including the super 30-second nail knot.

5:00pm Post Seminar
Gary will be available for a time to answer
one-on-one questions and to sign auto-
graphs.

We will be holding the Seminar at
Concordia University in Irvine, CA on
Saturday, March 31, 2001. The address
there is 1530 Concordia West, Irvine, CA.
The cost is $50.00 per person which will
include lunch and morning coffee.  Reser-
vations are required.  Please contact Terry
Imlay at for reservations,
questions, and details.

Terry Imlay
1st Vice President
Speaker Chairman
Fly Fishers Club of Orange County

Seminar Features Gary Borger

2nd Annual Spring Fly Fishing Educa-
tional Seminar hosted by The Fly Fishers
Club of Orange County



5

FLY OF THE MONTH

MUSKRAT  NYMPH

Hook: Tiemco  3761 or any standard nymph hook 1x long � size 10-18
Weight: (Optional)  lead wire in an amount depending upon the hook size
Thread: Black 6/0 or 8/0
Tail: None
Body: Muskrat fur dubbing
Legs: Speckled guinea feather fibers
Head: Black ostrich herl

1. Wrap a layer of thread on the hook.. Wrap sufficient turns of thread to cover the  center part of the hook shank
(if you choose to weight the fly) Secure the lead with wraps of thread.

2. Using muskrat dubbing wrap the body.  It should be tapered slightly towards the eye.  I use the dubbing loop
method, creating a fairly tight muskrat rope.  Make tight turns to about one fifth of the hook shank behind the
eye.

3. Even the tips of 6 to 12 fibers of guinea  and  clip them from the feather.  Measure the fibers so they reach
approximately the point of the hook when tied in underneath the hook shank.

4. Tie in one or two ostrich herls by the tips.  Twist the herls around the tying thread.  Wrap four to six turns of
the ostrich herl between the body and the eye of the hook.

5. Clip the excess herl, form a neat head and whip finish.

The Muskrat Nymph imitates the � caddis case� which is found in almost all streams, lakes, rivers, and ponds in the
west.  It is easy to tie and you should have a few of these in various sizes in your fly box.  This pattern works in
sizes from 10 to 18.  I suggest that the smaller sizes may work better in the waters we normally fish than the
larger sizes.  If you are fishing the San Juan River and you cast a size 10 your more apt to spook the fish than
catch them.  Some consider this pattern to be the basic western nymph.  Try it you just might like it.  I�m sure the
fish will if your present it properly in the right size and color.

The color spectrum of bottom dwelling insects is generally very closely related to the color of the bottom on which
they live � grayish tan, dark brown, slate gray and olive.   Tie your flies accordingly.

TOM SMITH
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FROM THE TRAVEL CHAIRMAN

JACK BENTLEY
Any Questions?

Call Jack Bentley at

Green River Trip Slated for May 14-19, 2001

The annual Flaming Gorge, Green River Utah Trip will be coming up this
spring, scheduled for Monday May 14th through Saturday May 19th.
Make your reservations early (by at least March 30th) because this is a
very popular trip.  Call Jack at  for details.

Lees Ferry Trip 2001
This is a nice trip for at least two to four people.  But if you cannot get
your own group together plan to go with the Club (dates still in the
planning stages).

There is a struggle looming over the
fate of wild trout in the Sierra
Nevada, especially in the lakes

along the High Sierra crest at or above
treeline. In a nutshell, proponents claim
the Mountain Yellow-legged frog (MY
frog) is on the “brink” of extinction and
only by gill netting the trout in the high
lakes can they be saved. I am extremely
dubious of the extinction claim and the
proposed solution is literally overkill. If
you are a supporter of wild trout or a
Sierra Nevada angler, you ought to have an
acute interest in this problem. But all fly
fishers need to take heed of the implica-
tions for conflicts between trout and other
species in resource management. You can
no longer count on the Forest Service or
Park Service to make the call in favor of
trout and anglers now have to fight to
protect wild trout.

So what’s it all about?

Operating out of a facility known as the
Sierra Nevada Aquatic Research Labora-
tory (SNARL), Dr. Roland Knapp of U.C.
Santa Barbara and Dr. Kathleen Matthews,

U.S. Forest Service, lead the kill-the-trout-
to-save- the-frog effort. They and their
allies are proposing to gill net trout from
40% of the High Sierra lakes with trout as
a “restoration plan” for the MY frog. This
draconian solution means permanently
killing all trout in the lakes targeted, wild
or not, golden and rainbow as well as
brookies, and includes the tributary
streams between the lakes. The plan is still
in the formation stages but that’s the gist.

Scientists don’t know why anurans (frogs,
toads, salamanders, etc.) have been
declining world wide for over twenty
years. But recent research shed light on the
decline of Sierra Nevada species, such as
the Yosemite Toad and MY frog. There are
at least three vectors for their decline–
disease, toxics, and, in the case of the MY
frog, trout. But the recovery plan only
targets trout. For that reason the plan is
dubious of success, and to insist on it
betrays a hidden objective.

A brief natural history of the Mountain
Yellow-legged frog.

The MY frog is a ranid frog native to
California related to the Red Legged frog
(RL frog) and Foothill Yellow Legged frog
(FY frog). The RL frog inhabits the wet
areas and still waters of the Coastal Range
and Central Valley. The FY frog is a
riparian species that inhabits the lower
elevations of the Sierra Nevada and a few
locations south of the Tehachapi Mts.. The
MY frog inhabits riparian habitat in a band
across the west slope of the Sierra Nevada
from a low of 3500' elevation in a few
locations north of I 80, up to 11000' in the
southern Sierra. It is also found south of
the Tehachapi Mts. and rarely on the
eastern side of the Sierras. All three
subspecies are said to have declined
“dramatically” in recent years.

The MY frog is about 2 to 3 inches long as
an adult, with typical coloration of dark
spots over a tannish skin shading to a dull
yellow on its belly and hind legs– hence its
name. It is closely associated with water
for most of its life cycle, preferring sloping
grassy banks. Its type habitat is riparian
(small streams) in the Sub-alpine Pine belt
between 4000' and 9000' on the Sierra

continued on page  7

Wild Trout or Frogs: The Coming Battle for the High Sierra Lakes
by Billy Van Loek
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west slope. But it also inhabits lakes at or
above treeline in the upper extremes of its
range and that is the collision point with
trout.

Toxins and Disease

As a result of investigation spearheaded by
Dr. Gary Fellers of the U.S.G.S. lab in
Point Reyes, who is to be commended for
his efforts, toxic contamination of the land
and waters of the west slope of the Sierra
Nevada has been confirmed. The toxins
are byproducts of agricultural chemical
use, and are carried into the Sierra by
prevailing winds, at least as high as the
first divides above the San JoaquinValley.
As a result of the accumulation of pesti-
cides and other toxins and their residues,
the water, flora and fauna— invertebrates
and vertebrates alike– are affected. Toxins
have been detected in many specimens of
MY frog collected on the west slope for
example.

This is important research, but not the first
discovery of toxic contamination in the
Sierras. In the 1960’s study of several
hundred MY frogs collected from Mt.
Whitney disclosed they were toxic with the
residue of DDT, indicating that the spread
of pesticide and herbicide residues has
been ongoing as long as the “green
revolution” in agriculture. Given the
accumulation of toxins in the habitat its
hardly a surprise the frogs have suffered.

There is one legitimate dramatic story
about frog declines. A baneful die-off of
anurans swept across Australia in the
late1980’s wiping out entire populations of
several species of frogs and toads. The
mysterious die-offs spread to Central
America, Spain, and the U.S. The reason
was a complete mystery for a time, then
attributed to a disease, and in 1995 the
cause was isolated by research teams
working independently in Australia and
the U.S.A.. The cause is a chytrid fungus
(pronounced “kit-rid”).

Chytrids are a common species; their role
in nature is breaking down the harder

tissues of dead matter, such as leaves or
sinews. But what was and is killing frogs is
a type of chytrid that attacks the keratin of
tadpole and frog tissues. Whether this
chytrid is a mutant or was always present
in the environment is unknown. While
there are a few varieties that attack single
cell creatures,  this is the first discovery of
one that has made the “jump” from dead
flesh to live vertebrates.

Already endemic in California is some-
thing called ranavirus and a bacterial
infection known as Red-leg which plague
several species of frogs, including the MY
frog. One study has shown Red-leg (skin
discolor is a diagnostic sign) is capable of
wiping out an entire population of frogs in
a mountain lake. The extent these diseases
are a cause of the overall decline of MY
frogs is unknown. Scientists do know for
sure the chytrid fungus can also wipe out
frogs from an entire lake because the
tadpoles planted in two gill netted test
lakes were killed by chytrid infection in
1999.

A bizarre twist to the story is that 2200 or
more High Sierra lakes were surveyed by
frog scientists before they instituted
antiseptic procedures. The ranavirus,
bacteria, and the chytrid fungus can be
spread on equipment, such as gill nets. The
Red-leg bacterium is a common “pet store”
pathogen. While it is not yet proven and
maybe will never be known for sure, a
suspected vector for the spread of these
diseases, especially rapid outbreaks across
oceans, is transmission by scientists or
their assistants from lab to field and vice
versa. The argument the diseases were
always present in the environment and not
new, tends to support this aspect of the
dispute, since it makes it more likely
viruses or spores picked up in the field
contaminated the labs and field equipment
for years before the diseases were discov-
ered. Dissection of  museum specimens
collected over the last twenty years does
confirm past infection by chytrid fungus
and implies that the spores were brought
back from field to lab over the years.

How ice made wild trout the enemy.

The interaction of trout and MY frogs in
high elevation lakes has been extensively
studied and the research is still going on.
Knapp & Matthews “discovered” that
trout prey on frogs and tadpoles and they
can’t coexist in high elevation lakes
because predation wipes out the frogs.
That trout prey on frogs and tadpoles is
hardly a new discovery. Even the point
trout out-compete MY frogs in the high
lakes is not new and has been reported in
the scientific literature since the 1950’s.
But the frogs did OK despite trout for all
that time, so what’s the big commotion
about?

Well, there are three factors. First, there is
the claim there is a ‘sudden’ decline of the
MY frogs by as much as 80% of their
historical numbers. Second, contrary to
popular belief, lake surveys show self-
sustaining wild trout are present in about
70% of the High Sierra lakes with trout.
Third, in Yosemite and Sequoia Kings
Canyon National Park (SeaKing), despite
halting planting back in the 1970’s, trout
did not die out as planned. That sounds
good for trout, but Knapp & Matthews
conclude differently. Basically, they say
you have to clear the trout out of the lakes
as an emergency measure to save frogs
because the trout have adapted too well to
the High Sierra habitat.

The only really new discovery I’ve been
able to find in all this research, is exactly
why trout and frogs can’t coexist in the
high lakes. They co-exist in most other
habitats, including the lower end of the
MY frog’s range where trout and salmon
were present historically in streams. It
turns out the culprit is anchor ice.

After hatching, tadpoles gravitate to the
warm shallows along the margins of lakes
and streams. That’s were they find
microscopic prey and shelter from
predators. At lower elevations tadpoles
manage to change to adults in a single
summer and hibernate through winter as
frogs. At high elevation MY frog tadpoles
overwinter one or more years before
becoming frogs. During winter, ice first
forms in a ring of anchor ice around a high
lake shore. As the ice forms it forces the

Wild Trout or Frogs
continued from page 6

continued on page 8
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tadpoles into ever deeper water where they
are eventually subjected to predation by
trout. After a few years of attrition of the
tadpoles, the frogs in a given lake are
wiped out. This is well documented for
many high elevation lakes south of
Yosemite.

MY frogs have an adaptive edge over
trout, however. In shallow lakes, the water
can freeze solid or nearly so in winter.
Because MY frogs can hibernate in
crevices along the shoreline, or in satu-
rated mud under ice, they can survive in
lakes about 5' deep where trout would be
crushed under winter ice. In other lakes,
the water can be de-oxygenated in winter.
Yet MY frog tadpoles can survive for at
least several weeks in de-oxygenated water
where trout would suffocate. For these
reasons the frogs can survive in lakes that
trout can’t survive in. That probably
accounts for why they are persisting in
many High Sierra lakes and tarns even if
they are not as abundant as they once
were.

Despite the “proof” trout kill frogs in
alpine lakes, it is important to realize MY
frogs are not on the “brink” of extinction
north of the Tehachapi Mountains. The
kill-the-trout-to-save- the-frog plan is
really a plan to “stabilize” the alleged
decline of the frogs and, ironically, to
recreate populations by planting frogs in
lakes where trout have been killed off.
Why this is necessary in the face of over
3000 lakes without trout is where the
research gets rocky.

A plan flawed from the start.

The restoration plan calls for eradicating
trout by gill netting in 40% of high
elevation lakes and creeks in between. The
reasons given for this can be distilled
down to this argument:

1.) You can’t count on frogs surviving in
shallow isolated lakes, since there can be a
die off in one lake, and you need deep lake
refuges from possible drought or whatever;

2.) You have to create three or four or
more lake clusters interconnected by
streams to make sure frogs can reach and
re-colonize a lake that has a die off;

3.) You have to set aside a lot of lake
clusters to make sure the frogs survive a
die off within an entire lake cluster.

There is no real factual basis for any of the
assumptions of this plan. First, even the
extent of the die off is a speculation. They
have no reliable figures for historic frog
densities, only guesstimates. Thus there is
no scientific reference point for the claim
of an 80% die off. All they can say reliably
is that the frogs seem to be disappearing
from sites where they were observed in the
past. Assuming the Endangered Species
Act petition they filed represents their best
shot, most of the alleged “disappearances”
(shown as dots on their maps) are based on
anecdotal evidence not systematic surveys.

The cluster lake/deep lake idea is outright
speculation that catastrophic events will
occur that wipe out the frogs in single
lakes or clusters of lakes. It is pretty bold
to predict the future so confidently. The
‘fact’ frogs have to have lakes 6'+ and 2
acres + (that just happen to have trout) is
not supported.

The cluster lake idea is also based on an
assumption, backed by only limited
research, that posits the frogs have to have
riparian corridors in which to disperse
from lake to lake. However, it is known
that the frogs can disperse at least ½ mile
over open terrain in spring when the fell
fields are saturated with snow melt. They
have been observed to be able to disperse
as sub-adults from lakes where they
survive to other lakes in a lake basin even
if trout are present in other lakes or
connecting streams. This casts doubt on
both the cluster theory as well as the need
to kill trout in “connector” creeks, and
there are only short term studies in
support.

Importantly, given the number of lakes
proposed for trout killing, they have not
had great success in propagating frogs.

They can’t be planted like trout. Among
other things they tend to explode on
contact when dropped from the air. As it
stands, they have to depend on the frogs to
migrate back to the lakes. How well or
how fast or even whether that will ever
occur is entirely unknown.

The conclusion that killing trout is crucial
to recovery is based, in the Petition at
least, on a report generated by the very
people who are behind the petition in the
first place, Knapp and Matthews. In
substantial part the Petition is not sup-
ported by research conducted by objective
third parties, since the contributors to most
of the critical recent reports cited are all
young scientists building a reputation
while ‘working the frogs’. Further, only
one of the Knapp/Matthews reports  was
ever published in a journal, and all of them
were summaries without base data
subjected to peer review. Thus, in effect,
the trout kill conclusion is founded on an
assertion by Knapp and Matthews, “It is
necessary because we say its so.”

Most important,  the proposed solution is
based entirely on trout predation. The
alleged solution fails to account for
disease or toxicity. As it stands, the plan to
gill net wild trout from 40% of High Sierra
lakes is a lot like patching one of three
holes in a float tube and heading out into
the lake to see if it still floats. Maybe that
will work, but the chances are it still won’t
float. The scientists behind this are taking
a really big gamble. If it turns out the frogs
continue to decline because of toxins or
disease or other factor, all that will have
been accomplished at substantial taxpayer
expense, is killing tens of thousands of
trout for no gain in frogs.

The hidden agenda behind the propa-
ganda.

There is a well organized propaganda
effort under way to “prepare” the public to
accept killing trout, complete with planted
news reports. Be aware Ralph Cutter
apparently supports the plan and has made
public statements to that effect. While I
don’t want a MY frog extinction, in my

Wild Trout or Frogs
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opinion, this campaign is designed to
create belief in a dubious “emergency” and
acceptance of a simplistic solution– killing
trout.

The present plan is illogical in creating a
swath of refuge lakes across the High
Sierra, but only in the upper extreme of the
MY frog’s historic range. What about the
other 80% of its range in the Pine Belt?
Why aren’t they proposing to set aside
riparian habitat as well as lakes, and create
a balanced distribution of the proposed
refuge sites more closely corresponding to
the natural history of the bulk of the MY
frog population? That is, in small stream
habitat?

I believe the answer is a hidden agenda
among scientists and managers in  govern-
ment who would like to see all of the trout
removed from all of the mountain lakes
because they were originally planted and
“don’t belong there.” This started with the
halt to planting in Yosemite and SeaKing
but that didn’t work since the remaining
wild trout proved they belong there in a
vital and practical way–they not only
survived they thrived. The purported frog
crisis creates an opportunity for the purists
to finish the trout removal job— 40% of
the lakes is just a start toward “restoring”
lakes to their former “pristine” condition.

I don’t have a lot of respect for that kind of
thinking. For one you can’t roll back the
clock and turn the Sierra Nevada into a
sort of “the way it was” paradise since
there have been too many changes for it to
be practical or even desirable. The benefits
of having paved highways in the Sierra
outweigh the disadvantages, for example.
Even more significant to me is the hypoc-
risy behind it. The same people who are
against trout manage the national parks
and national forests as open air zoos and
entertainment centers. If its OK to allow
the Ahwanee Hotel and the paved parking
lots surrounding it to despoil the meadow
where it stands (otherwise good Yosemite
toad habitat), then it ought to be OK to fish
for wild trout in the High Sierra. The
Ahwanee represents an earlier era and its

not likely it would be built today, but it has
historic and recreation value and so we
allow it despite the detriment. In the same
way, the wild trout surviving in the High
Sierra represent the values of an earlier
era, but they are now part of the ecosystem
worthy of conservation as wildlife and for
the recreation they provide, despite the
alleged detriment to the frogs or other
affected species.

A common sense compromise.

Until the scientists can reliably propagate
MY frogs or can show re-colonization will
reliably occur, there is no good reason to
start killing off massive numbers of trout.
Further, a recovery plan has to account for
the entire range of the MY frogs habitat,
including the wet meadow/riparian habitats
at lower elevations. A variety of refugia
types geographically dispersed should be
deployed.  Redundancy of refuge types is
counter productive by adding to the risk of
mortality from emergent diseases and
catastrophic geo-physical or climatic
events, which most often have differing
effects at diverse altitude and location. For
this reason alone high elevation lakes
should be no more than a minor compo-
nent of the refugia.

So long as the real objective is to create a
stable population of planted MY frogs,
and not trout removal, no more than
twenty three or four lake clusters should be
subjected to gill netting. That is enough to
prevent extinction. To the extent feasible,
the target lakes should be identified from
the survey records as holding high
potential for frog survival, and low or no
potential for trout survival. Altogether this
would create a field lab of 60-80 test lakes
plus their connecting creeks where the
factual and scientific assumptions behind
the present plan can be tested over time.
That would be good science and avoid the
reckless gamble a massive trout kill
entails.

Final words:

I am firmly against further planting of trout
in the High Sierra. I am a wild trout
advocate and would halt it altogether. My

approach is to let nature sort it out
herself. The trout will persist where
they have adapted and die out where
they can’t, as has been going on for
many years. Frogs will persist in lakes
free of trout or in lakes where trout die
out– at present over 3000 such lakes
exist in the Sierra Nevada above 8000'
. As you know from the above, in
several ways MY frogs are better
adapted to survive in shallow lakes
than trout. The ecosystem has been
changed because of trout planting, but
the very essence of nature is change. If
it weren’t for the geologic accident of
barrier falls, native golden or rainbow
or cutthroat trout would have colonized
the high lakes long ago anyway.
Because the trout in the High Sierra are
now wild they deserve conservation as
much as the frogs. I don’t consider wild
rainbow or golden trout to be alien
species ripe for extermination in the
cause of habitat restoration–they are
not non-native species exotic to the
eco-system, contrary to material Knapp
& Matthews published.

Just the same, and just in case, I will be
making extra trips over the next couple
of summers to revisit old favorites and
to fish those Sierra Nevada lakes I’ve
been meaning to get to for years. The
comment period for action on the
petition has not yet come up, but it is
by no means too early to write Gover-
nor Davis and your state and federal
representatives and senators, to voice
your opposition to the planned trout
kill.

Billy Van Loek

Billy is the author of High Sierra Fly
Fishing (amatobooks.com).
He can be reached at:
vanloek@backpacker.com
Copyright 2001 Billy Van Loek
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From the FFF Clubwire News

Submitted by Mike Fisher, VP of Communications for the FFF

TROUT IN THE MOUNTAINS

I t is the great realization one obtains
from a life misspent wandering along
trout streams in the mountains — the

warm emotions we love to project onto
nature just don’t exist except in our
perceptions.  Nature just IS.  There is fear,
but no sense of ominous foretellings;
instinct, but not logical thought; loss, but
no such a thing as sorrow or mourning.  It
is a rough world in the mountains, one
where the instinctive skills of problem
solving are crucial to life, and emotions
are an unknown human trait.

A bear cub may stay a long time with its
dead mother, and while we may wish to
attribute this to mourning, more likely the
cub knows nothing else, and sees no
options.  Food has always come from that
now cold, lifeless pile of fur, and until
proven otherwise, the best bet seems to be
to stay put and wait for dinner.  At some
point, it will be proven otherwise.  In fact,
the cub will die if it is unlucky enough not
to be of an age where it can survive on its
own, unless some caring human discovers
it, and carries it “home” to be kept in
captivity.  Is that a good option?  Many
will argue no.  In the wild, a bear cub is
cute only to the human observer.  In the
mountains it is food, a predator, or a
competitor.

Trout suffer the same condition.  In a
stream, what is, is.  If there is food, by
God you eat!  If there is no food, you

better go out and see what can be
scrounged up.  To fail means death.

Trout go into winter in about their best
condition of the year.  Brooks and browns
lose some of that weight in the fall spawn,
and rainbows do the same in spring.  For
the most part, in winter, little food is
required by the trout since as a cold-
blooded animal, their body functions slow
with the cold.  It stays alive because its
own system compensates for the lack of
available foods due to the coldness of its
environment.  Do trout feed in winter?
The answer is an unequivocal yes.  This is
especially true when the water temperature
is rising.  By this I don’t mean with the
gradual arrival of spring, but even on a
January day, if the water temperature rises
a few degrees, some trout may begin to
feed.

Certainly a trout will feed on what comes
easily during the winter, but for the most
part a trout lives on built up body weight
from heavy fall feeding, and by spring, has
lost much of its weight.  The trout that has
not built up its body weight in the feeding
seasons will be much less likely to survive
the winter.

As the water warms with spring, not only
does the trout’s system kick into a more
active level, requiring that it eat, the
aquatic insects which have likewise been
dormant become more active.  Suddenly

food is not so scarce, and just as their body
requires it, trout feed freely.  Through
April and May food is generally plentiful
as aquatic insects hatch at their most
plentiful rate, but as summer arrives, the
relatively frequent hatches of food dwindle
and pickings become more sparse.  The
best trout streams, that is those with the
best head of fish for the fisherman, tend to
have diptera, two-winged insects which
hatch through the summer as a source of
food.  Terrestrial insects also assume a
larger role in summer, but they come in
inconsistent numbers and frequency.  The
trout that is best able to find food is most
likely to survive.  Part of that formula is
the size of the trout and whether it can
chase off competition (which may as a
result starve or be eaten), the luck of the
draw (was it born into a stream with good
conditions for insect populations?), and is
it audacious?  There is no formula for
success per se; you either live or die.
Food does not come along miraculously in
the nick of time to save the poor trout; it
just comes along or not.

The fly fisher who comes to see this, has
come a long way toward understanding the
world of trout in the mountains.  He will
be more successful in catching fish.  He
has caught something special and unique,
and it is no fish.  When you sense it, you
know.  You only will find it in that life
misspent along a stream; you will never
find it by searching.  Just like nature, it just
is.
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LIFE MEMBERS
Gordon Foster (in memoriam), Bill and Eileen Stroud,
Bernie Hammes, Hugh Turner, Nancy Pitts, Bob Wisner,
Ken Armer, Glen Paul, Betty Coram, Ned Sewell, John
Kasten, Leo Bergevin, George Beach, Bob Camp, Marvin
Darling, Gene Jerzewski, Oz Osborn, Robbie Robinson,
John Gauld

HONORARY MEMBERS
Jim Brown, Louisa Kassler, Hugh Marx, Randy Ford,
Allen Greenwood

Winners of the:
GORDON FOSTER MEMORIAL AWARD

For unselfish and outstanding service
 to the fly fishing community

1991-Ned Sewell
1992-Bob Camp
1993-Bill & Eileen Stroud
1994-Ed Velton
1995-Bob Wisner
1996-Gary Hilbers
1997-Jack Bentley
1998-Gordie Zimm
1999-Gretchen Yearous
2000-Tom Smith

l Cortland
l Loomis      l Fisher
l Orvis l Hardy
l Sage l Powell
l Fly Tying Materials

San Diego Fly Fishers Headquarters
1457 Morena Blvd

San Diego, CA 92110
(619) 276-4822

Proprietors
Eileen & Bill Stroud

STROUD TACKLE
Complete Fly Shop

www.stroudtackle.com

Cutoff date for April FINNY FACTS articles-
--Friday March 16th

Send articles to:
Rose and Roger Yamasaki,

5415 Lodi Place
San Diego, CA 92117

858-274-2712.
You can E-mail at 

Thanks!!

Send change of address information or
Club membership renewal to:

Helen Grundler
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DIRECTORS
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Carrie Christianson
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Mike Kaul
Art Reifman
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Conservation- Sherry
Brainerd
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SDFF Rep. Al Sorensen
Fly Casting Clinic- Ned
Sewell and John Kasten
Fly Tying Clinic- Gary Hilbers
Membership-
Helen Grundler
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George Gates
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FREE CASTING LESSONS
EVERY SUNDAY 9 AM--NOON

Join us at Lake Murray to cast or improve
your skills. Free instruction is available.
Bring your own equipment or use the club
equipment, available from one of the in-
structors.
DIRECTIONS--
Take Interstate 8 to Lake Murray Blvd. Go
north on Lake Murray Blvd. to Kiowa Drive.
Turn left and look for people casting just
as you enter the park. That’s our bunch.

San Diego Flyfishers Headquarters
Stroud Tackle

1457 Morena Blvd.
San Diego, CA 92110

619-276-4822

Meeting Place for Workshops
SD Water Training Facility. Just before en-
tering Lake Murray, turn left off Kiowa and
go through 1st gate to 2nd gate. Turn right
before 2nd gate.
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