
 

  
 United States Department of the Interior 
 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 Yosemite National Park 
 P.O. Box 577 
 Yosemite, California 95389 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

L7617 (YOSE-PM) 
 
 
 
 
Memorandum 
 
To: Steve Thompson, Project Manager, Resources Management and Science, Yosemite 

National Park  
 
From: Superintendent, Yosemite National Park 
 
Subject: Notice to Proceed, 2007-099 Experimental Reintroduction of Sierra Nevada Yellow-

Legged Frogs to Restore Ecosystem and Visitor Experience 
 

Your proposed project is an action that has been determined to result in no measurable 
environmental effects. It is therefore categorically excluded from further National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis under Categorical Exclusion: DO12 3.4 E (2) - Restoration of noncontroversial 
(based on internal scoping requirements in section 2-6) native species into suitable habitats within 
their historic range. 
 
Necessary compliance coordination has been completed regarding the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Wilderness Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and the Endangered 
Species Act, as applicable. This project clearance is valid providing that you adhere to any 
conditions that may be stipulated in the enclosed Categorical Exclusion Form and associated 
documents when implementing this project. 
 
 
 
  // R. Kevin Cann // acting for   8/23/07  
Michael J. Tollefson   Date 
 
Enclosure (with attachments) 
 
cc: Statutory Compliance File 
 

The signed original of this document is on file at the 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Office in 

Yosemite National Park. 

 CE NTP Version DEC06 



Yosemite National Park  National Park Service        x 
Project Management Division  U.S. Department of the Interior 
Environmental Planning and Compliance  
 

Categorical Exclusion 
(Version: OCT06) 

 Compliance Tracking Number: 
PEPC Project Number: 

2007-099 
19619 

A. PROJECT INFORMATION  

Title: Experimental Reintroduction of Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frogs to Restore Ecosystem and 
Visitor Experience 

Location: Wilderness, Mariposa and Tuolumne Counties, California  
Project Manager: Steve Thompson, Resources Management and Science, Yosemite National Park 

B. COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

This project is an action that has been determined to result in no measurable environmental effects. It 
is therefore categorically excluded from further National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis 
under Categorical Exclusion: DO12 3.4 E (2) - Restoration of noncontroversial (based on internal 
scoping requirements in section 2-6) native species into suitable habitats within their historic range. 

Necessary compliance coordination has been completed regarding the National Historic Preservation 
Act, the Wilderness Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and the Endangered Species Act, as 
applicable. Environmental impacts will be negligible or less when the project is implemented with the 
conditions stipulated under Project Mitigations and Conditions in Section I at the end of the 
attached Environmental Screening Form. 

Additional supporting information for this determination and the stipulated conditions can be found in 
the following attachments (when checked): 

 Environmental Screening Form 
 Preservation Assessment Form (YOSE-XXX) 
 Wilderness Minimum Requirement Analysis 
 Wild and Scenic River Section 7 Determination 
 Other:  

C. DECISION 

On the basis of the environmental impact information in the statutory compliance file, with which I 
am familiar, I am categorically excluding the described project from further NEPA analysis. No 
exceptional circumstances or conditions in DO12 3.5 or 3.6 apply and the action is fully described in 
DO12, Section 3.4. 

 // R. Kevin Cann // acting for  8/23/07  
Michael J. Tollefson, Superintendent Date 
 
Original: Statutory Compliance File 
cc: Project Proponent 

The signed original of this document is on file at the 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Office in 

Yosemite National Park. 

Attachments (2) 
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Environmental Screening Form 
(Version: NOV06) 

 
Compliance Tracking Number: 

PEPC Project Number: 
2007-099 

19619 

A.  PROJECT INFORMATION 

Title: Experimental Reintroduction of Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frogs to Restore Ecosystem and 
Visitor Experience 

Location: Wilderness, Mariposa and Tuolumne Counties, California 
Project Manager: Steve Thompson, Resources Management and Science, Yosemite National Park 

 
B.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

This experimental study would seek to restore the rapidly declining endangered Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged frog (SNYF) Rana sierrae to high elevation lakes over a 3-4 year period. Habitat 
restoration of aquatic ecosystems in conjunction with reintroduction of the SNYF will provide critical 
information to wildlife managers for successfully managing the recovery of the SNYF. Standardized 
surveys for the SNYF at study locations will be conducted to determine success of restoration and 
frog recovery efforts. As a keystone species, recovery of the SNYF will indicate successful 
restoration of the aquatic ecosystem. Data collected will be used to develop restoration techniques for 
the Aquatic Resources Management Plan, which will be written beginning in 2008. Three of the lakes 
are adjacent to existing frog populations where natural recolonization is likely, whereas the other 3 
lakes would need to have frogs reintroduced from a source population. This provides a pairwise test 
of habitat restoration and frog reintroduction techniques. Lakes were selected by the criteria that they 
contain relatively few fish, are little used by fishermen, and are within 10 km of the source frog 
population (for transportation by foot), or have an existing population nearby for natural 
recolonization. Predation by introduced non-native fish has contributed to the decline of the SNYF 
and has resulted in fragmentation of the remaining SNYF population across the landscape. More 
recently, the lethal effects of the fungal disease chytridiomycosis, caused by the fungus 
Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis (B.d. or chytrid), found throughout the Yosemite landscape, has 
exacerbated the decline. Present frog populations are 95% below historical levels, and are declining at 
the rate of approximately 10% per year.  

 

Table B1 – Background Information 
 Yes No N/A Explanation/Notes 

1. Did NPS staff conduct a site visit? If yes, list 
attendees. If no, explain.    Resources Management and Science staff. 

2a. Is the project providing compliance for an action 
associated with but not covered by an approved 
plan? (Identify the plan and provide a section or 
page citation.); OR 

         

2b. Is the project in an approved plan? (Identify the 
plan and provide a section or page citation.          

2c. Is the project consistent with that plan?          
2d. Is the Plan’s CE, FONSI, or ROD current?          
3a. Are there any interested or affected parties?          
3b. Has a diligent effort been made to communicate 

with them?          
4a. Are there any affected agencies or tribes?          
4b. Has consultation been completed?          
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Table B2 – Environmental Screening Form Attachments (provide Attachment letter—A, B, etc.) 

 Yes No N/A Explanation/Notes 

1. Maps    Map of lakes selected for study; see 
Attachment A. 

2. Drawings (e.g., design, construction)          
3. Site Plans          
4. Photographs          
5. Non-NEPA/NHPA Approvals (Explain)          
6. Other (Explain)    Lake specifications table; see Attachment B. 
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Are any impacts possible on the following 
resources? Yes No N/A Data Needed to Determine/Notes 

1. Geologic resources: soils, bedrock, streambeds, etc          
2. From geohazards          
3. Air quality          
4. Soundscapes          
5. Water quality or quantity          
6. Stream flow characteristics          
7. Marine or estuarine resources          
8. Floodplains or wetlands          
9. Land use, including occupancy, income, values, 

ownership, type of use          

10. Rare or unusual vegetation – old growth timber, 
riparian, alpine          

11. Species of special concern (plant or animal; state 
or federal listed or proposed for listing) or their 
habitat 

         

12. Unique ecosystems, biosphere reserves, World 
Heritage Sites    

Yosemite National Park is a World Heritage site; 
no historic properties would be adversely affected 
by implementing this project; see Section F, 
National Historic Preservation Act Checklist, 
below. 

13. Unique or important wildlife or wildlife habitat          
14. Unique or important fish or fish habitat          
15. Introduce or promote non-native species (plant 

or animal)          

16. Recreation resources, including supply, demand, 
visitation, activities, etc.          

17. Visitor experience, aesthetic resources    

Visitor experience will be enhanced by 
maintaining and restoring Yosemites's aquatic 
ecosystems including the native Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged frogs. 

18. Cultural resources including cultural landscapes, 
ethnographic resources          

19. Socioeconomics, including employment, 
occupation, income changes, tax base, 
infrastructure 

         

20. Minority and low income populations, 
ethnography, size, migration patterns, etc.          

21. Energy resources          
22. Other agency or tribal land use plans or policies          
23. Resource, including energy, conservation 

potential          

24. Urban quality, gateway communities, etc.          

25. Long-term management of resources or 
land/resource productivity    

Long-term management of natural resources 
includes the reintroduction of the native Sierra 
Nevada yellow-legged frogs.  

26 Other important environment resources (e.g. 
geothermal, paleontological resources)?          

Comments, Mitigations and Conditions: 
1. None 
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D. MANDATORY CRITERIA 
If implemented, would the proposed action: Yes No N/A 0BData Needed to Determine/Notes 
1. Have material adverse effects on public health or safety?          
2. Have adverse effects on such unique characteristics as 

historic or cultural resources; park, recreation, or refuge 
lands; wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national 
natural landmarks; sole or principal drinking water 
aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands; floodplains; or 
ecologically significant or critical areas, including those 
listed on the National Register of Natural Landmarks? 

   Mitigated: see the attached Minimum 
Requirement Analysis. 

3. Have highly controversial environmental effects?          
4. Have highly uncertain and potentially significant 

environmental effects or involve unique or unknown 
environmental risks? 

         

5. Establish a precedent for future action or represent a 
decision in principle about future actions with 
potentially significant environmental effects? 

         

6. Be directly related to other actions with individually 
insignificant, but cumulatively significant, 
environmental effects? 

         

7. Have adverse effects on properties listed or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places?          

8. Have adverse effects on species listed or proposed to be 
listed on the List of Endangered or Threatened Species 
or have adverse effects on designated Critical Habitat 
for these species? 

         

9. Require compliance with Executive Order 11988 
(Floodplain Management), Executive Order 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands), or the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act? 

         

10. Threaten to violate a federal, state, local, or tribal law or 
requirement imposed for the protection of the 
environment? 

         

11. Involve unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses 
of available resources (NEPA sec. 102(2)(E)?          

12. Have a disproportionate, significant adverse effect on 
low-income or minority populations (EO 12898)?          

13. Restrict access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred 
sites by Indian religious practitioners or adversely affect 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites (EO 130007)? 

         

14. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or 
spread of federally listed noxious weeds (Federal 
Noxious Weed Control Act)? 

         

15. Contribute to the introduction, continued existence, or 
spread of non-native invasive species or actions that 
may promote the introduction, growth or expansion of 
the range of non-native invasive species (EO 13112)? 

         

16. Require a permit from a federal, state, or local agency to 
proceed, unless the agency from which the permit is 
required agrees that a CE is appropriate? 

         

17. Have the potential for significant impact as indicated by 
a federal, state, or local agency or Indian tribe?          

18. Have the potential to be controversial because of 
disagreement over possible environmental effects?          

19. Have the potential to violate the NPS Organic Act by 
impairing park resources or values?          

Comments, Mitigations and Conditions: 
1. None 
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E.  SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES CHECKLIST 
Within the area of potential effect, are there: Yes No N/A Data Needed to Determine/Notes 
1. Listed or proposed threatened or 

endangered species (Federal or State)?          

2. Species of special concern (Federal or 
State)?          

3. Park rare plants or vegetation?          
4. Potential habitat for any special-status 

species listed above?          

If “yes” to any of the above questions, a Special-Status Species Checklist must be completed and attached. 
Comments, Mitigations and Conditions: 
1. None 
 

F.  NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATINO ACT CHECKLIST 
Within the area of potential effect: Yes No N/A Data Needed to Determine/Notes 
1. Will there be ground disturbance?          
2. Are there any archeological sites?          
3. Are there any Native American Indian 

traditional cultural resources?          

4. Is there a historic property (a building, 
structure, feature, or all or any part of an 
archeological district or site, or a historic 
district or site, or any associated landscape 
element) that is listed or eligible for listing 
on the National Register? 

         

5. Is there a National Historic Landmark?          
6. Is there a structure(s) on the park's List of 

Classified Structures?          

7. Is there any cultural resource requiring an 
evaluation of eligibility as a historic 
property under NHPA, Section 106, before 
an affect determination can be made? 

         

8  Would there be alteration of any historic 
property or associated landscape element 
covered by 2-7, above? 

         

If “yes” to UanyU of the above, then an Assessment of Effects form (YOSE-XXX) must be completed and attached. 
Mitigations and Conditions: 
1. None 
 
 

G.  WILDERNESS ACT CHECKLIST 
Is the proposed project: Yes No N/A Data Needed to Determine/Notes 

1. Within designated Wilderness?    See Condition 1, below and the attached 
Minimum Requirement Analysis. 

2. Within a Potential Wilderness Addition?          
If “yes” to either of the above, then a Wilderness Minimum Requirements Analysis must be completed and attached. 
Mitigations and Conditions: 
1.             a) Camp at least 100 feet from water, which will reduce disruption of sunning and foraging behavior of the frogs. 

b) Camp away from fragile, untrampled lake fringing wetland vegetation, which will reduce impacts to potential 
foraging areas. 
c) Avoid washing with any substances 100 feet of the lake and other nearby water bodies to avoid contaminating the 
water. 
d) Deposit human and food waste in the ground at least 100 feet from water to ensure high water quality. 
e) Minimize the number of lakeshore drinking access points to those near the trail to avoid disrupting frogs and 
impacting habitat. 
f) Keep stock at least 100 feet away from water, including circumnavigating the lake, except to access existing stock 
camps, to avoid disrupting the sunning and foraging behavior of the frogs and to minimize soil erosion and vegetation 
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damage, which affect water quality. 
g) Monitor pack stock use at the lake to assess additional potential conflicts. 
h) Where possible, encourage the number of stock to be less than the maximum allowable.  

 

H.  WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT CHECKLIST 
Does the proposed project: Yes No N/A Data Needed to Determine/Notes 
1. Fall within a wild and scenic river corridor? 

If ‘yes”, name the river(s)    Merced and Tuolumne River. 

2. Fall within the bed and banks AND affect 
the free-flow of the river?          

3. Potentially affect water quality of the area?          
4. Diminish or other wise change the values 

for which the river was designated as a 
Wild and Scenic River?  If “yes”, explain. 

         

5a. Fall on a tributary of a Wild and Scenic 
River?          

5b. If 5a is “yes”, will the project affect the 
Wild and Scenic River corridor?          

5c. If 5a is “yes”, will the project unreasonably 
diminish scenic, recreational, or fish and 
wildlife values? 

         

If “yes” to questions 2, 5b, or 5c, then a WSRA Section 7 determination must be completed and attached. 
Mitigations and Conditions: 
1. None 
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I.  NEPA Analysis and Approval Conditions 
 

When implemented as detailed in the project description and following all Project Mitigations and 
Conditions listed below, this project meets the terms and conditions of a categorical exclusion to 
NEPA. 

Applicable Categorical Exclusion: 

DO12 3.4 E (2) - Restoration of noncontroversial (based on internal scoping requirements in section 
2-6) native species into suitable habitats within their historic range. 

Project Mitigations and Conditions: 

1. a) Camp at least 100 feet from water, which will reduce disruption of sunning and foraging 
behavior of the frogs. 
b) Camp away from fragile, untrampled lake fringing wetland vegetation, which will reduce 
impacts to potential foraging areas. 
c) Avoid washing with any substances 100 feet of the lake and other nearby water bodies to 
avoid contaminating the water. 
d) Deposit human and food waste in the ground at least 100 feet from the water to ensure 
high water quality. 
e) Minimize the number of lakeshore drinking access points to those near the trail to avoid 
disrupting frogs and impacting habitat. 
f) Keep stock at least 100 feet away from water, including circumnavigating the lake, except 
to access existing stock camps, to avoid disrupting the sunning and foraging behavior of the 
frogs and to minimize soil erosion and vegetation damage, which affect water quality. 
g) Monitor pack stock use at the lake to assess additional potential conflicts. 
h) Where possible, encourage the number of stock to be less than the maximum allowable. 

(Wilderness) 
 

 
 
// Renea Kennec //                                                 8/14/07 
Compliance Specialist                                              Date 
 
 
 
 
// Mark A. Butler //                                              8/15/07 

 

This project has been reviewed in accordance with the 
above criteria and it has been determined that the 
project will result in no or minimal environmental 
effects. Therefore, it is categorically excluded from 
further environmental review required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Additionally, the 
necessary compliance coordination has been completed 
with regard to the National Historic Preservation Act, 
the Wilderness Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and 
the Endangered Species Act. 

Compliance Program Manager                                Date 
 
 
 
// Bill Delaney //                                               8/16/07 

       Chief, Project Management                                       Date 
     

The signed original of this document is on file at the 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Office in 

Yosemite National Park. 
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Attachment A 

 



 
Experimental non-native fish removal from remote Yosemite lakes to 

inform Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog recovery in a chytrid 
landscape. 

Jeff Maurer, Steve Thompson 
Wildlife Branch, Resources Management and Science, Yosemite National Park 
June 7, 2007 
 
Purpose of Study: 
 
This study is designed to test the feasibility of removing introduced non-native fish from 
select high-elevation lakes in Yosemite for the restoration of aquatic systems, including 
the recovery of the rapidly declining Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (SNYF) Rana 
sierrae. Data collected will be used to assess landscape variables and restoration 
techniques suitable for future aquatic restoration proposals that will be developed in the 
writing of the Aquatic Resources Management Plan, due to begin in 2008. Predation by 
introduced non-native fish has contributed to the decline of the SNYF and has resulted in 
fragmentation of the remaining SNYF population across the landscape. More recently, 
the lethal effects of the fungal disease chytridiomycosis, caused by the fungus 
Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis (B.d. or chytrid), found throughout the Yosemite 
landscape, has exacerbated the decline, although a very few populations appear to be 
persisting despite chytrid infection. Currently non-native fish exist in watersheds that also 
contain SNYFs and in some without SNYFs.   
 
This study is designed to test 1) whether non-native fish removal and subsequent frog 
recovery is feasible in the chytrid-infested landscape, and 2) whether non-native fish 
removal and subsequent SNYF recovery is more likely in watersheds with or without 
current SNYF populations. Two methods will be tested to evaluate their effectiveness in 
addressing SNYF restoration: 1) Removal of non-native fish from water bodies in 
watersheds in which SNYFs are present and would likely re-colonize those suitable 
habitats and 2) removal of non-native fish in water bodies in watersheds that do not 
currently contain SNYFs, thus necessitating translocations from nearby source 
populations. 
 
Yosemite’s high elevation aquatic systems – lakes, streams, ponds, and marshes – have 
undergone substantial change in faunal composition of invertebrates and vertebrates, 
including a 95% decline of the historically common Sierra Nevada endemic SNYF, due 
in part to predation by introduced non-native trout  (rainbow, brook, brown, golden, 
Lahontan cutthroat, and goldenxrainbow hybrid) over the past 117 years. It is believed 
that none of Yosemite’s mid to high elevation lakes historically contained fish due to 
recent glaciation and natural fish barriers. The practice of fish planting was carried out 
primarily by the California Department of Fish and Game, which by the 1950’s included 
aerial stocking. Fish stocking began to be phased out in Yosemite starting in 1972 and 
was completely terminated by 1991. In 2000-2002, non-native trout were found in 9% 
(245 of 2655) of all Yosemite lakes, and in 54% (112 of 209) of lakes suitable for both 
trout and SNYFs, (lakes deeper than 4 meters and larger than 2 hectares) containing non-
native fish. An additional 41 lakes that formerly contained non-native trout had reverted 
to a fishless condition by that time due to lack of sufficient spawning habitat. 
 



Severe decline of the SNYF throughout its range has left the Yosemite population 
critically low with decreasing opportunities for restoration. Only one SNYF population 
currently exists in Yosemite that is large enough to be considered as a suitable source for 
translocations to unoccupied habitat, with very few other potential sites, and there are a 
decreasing number of watersheds in which SNYFs exist that could potentially recolonize 
historic habitat. However, the future of these source populations is uncertain due to the 
generally lethal effects of chytrid fungus and perhaps other causes of decline.  
 
Immediate action to address strategies for the recovery of the Sierra Nevada yellow-
legged frog and the associated aquatic systems is crucial. To further restore Yosemite’s 
high elevation aquatic systems, including the recovery of the SNYF, removal of non-
native fish from strategically important lakes and ponds will be necessary. Experimental 
non-native fish removals beginning this summer will inform us of the efficacy of utilizing 
this tool for future parkwide aquatic and SNYF restoration under a proposed future 
Aquatic Resources Management Plan. The project is proposed for the next 3-4 years 
beginning in 2007 and is funded through the Fee Demonstration program. 
 
Summary of Proposed Field Methods: 
 
We propose to initiate removal of all non-native fish from up to four lakes or lake 
complexes beginning this season, with the addition of two more lakes in 2008. 
Eradication of non-native fish is expected to take 2-3 years for each lake. Lakes chosen 
for experimental non-native fish removal were selected using the following selection 
criteria decision tree: 1) presence of non-native fish; 2) high likelihood of restoring the 
SNYF; 3) removal of all non-native fish is feasible and fish absence can be maintained; 
4) lake is small to medium in size; 5) presence of a fish barrier within 200 m of the lake 
and no fish occurring in the watershed above the lake; 6) low angler and visitor use and 
off trail; 7) low to moderate non-native fish population; 7) either the lake is within 10 km 
of a source population or the watershed currently contains SNYF for natural 
recolonization.  
 
Three sites were chosen in watersheds that currently have SNYFs and three sites were 
chosen in watersheds that do not currently have SNYFs but are within 10 km from a 
source population (see table). Sites that lack SNYFs were selected within 10 km of the 
source population to minimize the possibility of spreading chytrid fungus over great 
distances and avoid necessitating a helicopter for eventual transport of frogs. Field work 
is proposed from mid June through late September, with a reduced number of nets set 
overwinter. 
 
Non-native fish removal is proposed using in-lake lightweight monofilament gill nets. 
Gillnets 35 m in length and 2 m in height are deployed throughout the water body and 
checked and cleaned once daily for captured fish. Gillnets are set perpendicular to shore 
and suspended vertically on the lake bottom using a submerged float line attached to 
shore by a small cord. Gillnets are usually set overnight. Gill nets are set and retrieved 
manually using an inflatable float tube, waders, and fins. All captured fish are removed 
by hand, identified to species, the length measured, and counted. All carcasses are 
deposited and sunk in the deepest portion of the lake to retain the nutrients of that fish in 
the lake system and to ensure that carcasses are not available to scavengers (bears, 
coyotes, ravens, etc.). Gillnets are not visible, except by a short (<1 m) green line at shore 
and by a 2” diameter tan-colored float suspended at the distant end of the net. A small 
2”x 2” label is attached to the shore end of the net to advise visitors. Fish are removed 



from inlet and outlet streams up to 200m from the lake using a battery-powered electro-
fisher device and deposited likewise in the nearby lake after processing as above. 
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Attachment B 
 
 
 
Lakes proposed for experimental non-native fish removal in Yosemite NP, 2007-2010     
         
common name 

or site 
reference 

Knapp 
Lake ID 

area   
(ha) 

 
perimeter  

(m) 
depth   
(m) 

elevation   
(m) 

fish population 
estimate 

(Knapp 2003) fish species 
distance from trail   

(km) 
visitor    
use 

angler        
use 

70472 2.9 1434 11.50 2256 
~100 for all 
three 8-10 low low 

70552 4.7 2118 18.50 2146 
~100 for all 
three 8-10 low low Bartlett Creek  

70396 2.1 1163 3.50 2097 
~100 for all 
three 

brown, rainbow 

8-10 low low 
70449 2.6 681 6.75 2921 ~660 3.5 low low/moderate Cold Mtn 
70034 0.5 351 4.00 2911 ~200 

brook 
3.0 low low 

Harriet #2 70394 2.0 535 6.00 3103 ~200 rainbow 2.0 low low 
Tiny McCabe 70370 1.8 578 10.00 3188 ~200 rainbow 1.5 low low 
Virginia 70638 12.5 1444 10.50 2815 ~100 brook 4.0 low low 
Hutchings 70318 1.5 757 4.00 3133 ~500 goldenxrainbow 3.0 low low 
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