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INTRODUCTION

In early 2018, Jim Rainey, CVTU Board of Directors member and chairman of the Letort Long-
Range Planning Group, asked the CVTU Emeritus Board to gather historical information about 
the Letort.  The goal of the study is to describe the ways in which the Letort and its surroundings 
have physically changed during the time period for which we can find information.  It is intended 
to furnish the Planning Group with background information that may be helpful when consider-
ing future restoration work on the Letort.

It should be noted that a comprehensive study of the Letort watershed was done in 2000 by 
Walter N. Heine Associates, Inc., a professional environmental engineering firm.  The study was 
commissioned by the Letort Regional Authority and goes beyond the scope of what our Emeri-
tus group can provide.  It should be used as a primary source of information for any restoration 
efforts contemplated by CVTU.  A link to it is included in the Reports and Studies section on 
page 12.

The Emeritus group’s report will not attempt to duplicate the work done by Heine, but will focus 
on 1) interviews with long-time Letort anglers, 2) a review of literature pertaining to the Letort 
fishery, 3) a listing of relevant reports and studies, and 4) a selection of photographs that may 
be informative.

Questions can be directed to me or to any member of the Emeritus group.

Tom Brennan
for the CVTU Emeritus Board
December 12, 2018

Chet Hagenbarth Jerry Kerstetter Bob Thompson
Ken Okorn Tom Houf Ken Palmer
Eric Edstrom Keith Tyler
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LIVE INTERVIEWS

Members of the Emeritus group interviewed six individuals who have fished the Letort over a 
period of many years and have a long-standing familiarity with it.  Recorded interviews with an 
additional six are included in the next section.  Each subject of a live interview was asked a 
standard list of questions, and the responses are summarized below.

WHEN DID YOU FIRST FISH THE LETORT?
Most of the respondents began fishing the Letort during the 1960s or 70s, about 45 to 50 years 
ago; one began in 1985.

WHICH SECTIONS DID YOU FISH?
Three fished the entire stream, the others primarily the upper section.

DO YOU STILL FISH IT?  IF NOT, WHEN DID YOU STOP AND WHY?
Four respondents still fish the Letort, at least occasionally.  The two who do not stopped be-
cause of the absence of hatches and rising trout and a preference for freestone streams.

HOW HAVE THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LETORT CHANGED SINCE 
YOU STARTED FISHING IT?

IN-STREAM VEGETATION
Four felt that it has increased, the other two thought it hasn’t changed much.

DEPTH OF WATER
Three thought it has become shallower, the others said it was unchanged or difficult to judge.

DEPTH OF SILTATION IN STREAM BED
General agreement that silt is a problem, but only two said it has become significantly worse in 
recent years.

WIDTH
Most said this is difficult to judge, but some consensus that it at least appears to be wider be-
cause of overflow.

WATER CLARITY
Only one respondent thought the water clarity has diminished.

WATER VELOCITY
One believed it has decreased, others thought little or no change; several noted that this varies 
and is dependent on rainfall and weed growth.
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STRUCTURE OF THE BANKS
Three respondents thought there has been no recent change.  Others believe the banks have 
deteriorated and undercut banks have collapsed due to erosion and siltation.  Two specifically 
mentioned the Trego’s Meadow area as a problem.

LOCATION OF THE MAIN CHANNEL
Difficult to judge; most said no changes, although one mentioned area above railroad bridge 
(also see discussion on page 8).

HATCHES AND AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES
There were never many hatches to begin with except for sulfurs, and they have decreased now 
too; also fewer terrestrials, fewer rising fish.  Cress bugs, shrimp, and sculpins still abundant.

FISH POPULATION AND BEHAVIOR (e.g. RISING VS. UNDERWATER FEEDING)
Several cited Fish Commission studies showing the trout population is still good.  All but one 
said most feeding activity is underwater now.

STREAMSIDE VEGETATION
Two did not comment on this and one response was unclear; the others all said that it has in-
creased.

TO WHAT DO YOU ATTRIBUTE THE CHANGES IN THE LETORT?
Answers included low precipitation and depletion of aquifer, development, the quarry, urban and 
agricultural runoff, and obstructions in the stream (both natural and artificial).

IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADD?
Removal of barrels, boards, and various other man-made obstructions has improved stream 
flow in the spawning bed area of Fox’s Meadow;
The Letort is resilient but can only take so much mistreatment;
Bank erosion in Trego’s Meadow especially needs to be addressed;
Placement of barrels in the stream was a mistake;
Government mismanagement has hurt the Letort;
The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission and the Department of Environmental Protection 
do not understand limestone spring creeks - the “English riverkeeper" methodology is needed;
Sources of siltation must be identified and eliminated or controlled;
Establishing and restoring natural buffers is essential;
Silt needs to be sucked out, which is expensive and can only be done by a few firms;
In-stream vegetation must be manicured.
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RECORDED INTERVIEWS

In addition to live interviews conducted by members of the Emeritus group, recorded and written 
interviews with an additional six Letort anglers were also reviewed.  The sources of these were 
the Dickinson College archives, the Pennsylvania Fly Fishing Museum, the Letort Regional Au-
thority, newspaper articles, and YouTube.com.  Many of their comments were similar to those of 
the live interviewees.  Some of the relevant points made in each recorded interview are listed 
below.

VINCE MARINARO:
Mayflies have been in decline over the years
Used to be profusion of grasshoppers of various colors, but they have also declined

CHARLIE FOX:
His land all pasture in 1945
Lot of surface feeding fish in past
Never a lot of mayfly hatches, mainly sulfurs and small blue wing olives
Overflowing because of excess elodea growth not new
By 1989, many trout had come back after the 1981 pesticide spill, but sculpins and bugs slow to 
recover
Where I81 is now was best part of Letort

ED SHENK:
Letort frequently stocked in past
He believes main problems for Letort are development and low water table
He estimated spring flow had diminished by 50 percent
Runoff causes siltation, flow not strong enough to purge
Areas that were 4 or 5 feet deep are now 1 or 2
Undercut banks are gone
Sulfurs have not fully come back after insecticide spill, nor have underwater bugs
Fish disappear when the weeds disappear
During 1960s and 70s there was much more surface feeding activity
The bottom has filled up with silt, everything under the surface has changed
Fishing etiquette has declined
“It’s [the Letort] done as far as I’m concerned.  It’s really sad.”

BILL KNOUSE:
Brook trout formerly abundant in Bonnybrook area
Silt accumulation causing decline of stream, but not new

HERB WEIGLE:
Upper Letort formerly much more meadow-like, now overgrown with thick invasive foliage
Very few fish at the surface - “So you have to fish on the bottom of the stream and people don’t 
like it.”

RICHARD DARR:
Stream formerly much deeper, some places over 6 feet, but now silted in

http://youtube.com
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LITERATURE REVIEW

EARLY HISTORY

The Letort has the dubious distinction of being the subject of what is probably one of the first 
citizen-led environmental actions on record, and a violent one at that.  During the 1790s, some 
parts of the stream were still in the pristine state that James Letort found when he settled by its 
headwaters around 70 years earlier.  However, in the intervening years the operators of several 
tanneries located along what is now East Street in Carlisle had found the little stream to be a 
convenient disposal system for their foul-smelling waste products.  Predictably, that section of 
the Letort soon became little more than an open sewer.  Rupp’s early history of Cumberland 
County (1) recounts what happened next.  Alarmed by the 1793 yellow fever epidemic in Phil-
adelphia, and experiencing a vague local ailment they termed “March miasma,” an angry citi-
zenry attacked tanneries and mills, destroyed dams, dragged and cleaned the stream, and 
drained stagnant water from surrounding lowlands.  Whether there was a connection or not, the 
illnesses did soon subside.

Another early event documented by a letter in the Cumberland County Historical Society (2) en-
tails a 1779 petition for a bridge over the Letort, needed because the banks had so deteriorated 
that wagon traffic was difficult.  Obviously the challenges the Letort faces today are far different, 
but these two events do make the point that pollution and bank deterioration are problems that 
have been around, in one form or another, for a very long time.

Historical records from the early 1900s mention several problems that no longer seem to occur 
on the Letort.  For example, extensive flooding during times of heavy rains is reported on sever-
al occasions, as is freezing of the entire stream from source to mouth (3).  The flooding was ad-
dressed by channelization and wall-building projects in Carlisle and Carlisle Barracks during the 
late 1930s (3, 4).  Various instances of sewage pollution also appear during this time period, 
along with steps taken to remedy them.  However, it wasn’t until 1982 that a sewage treatment 
plant on the lower Letort finally stopped operating (5).

Early newspaper accounts report frequent stocking in the Letort during the first half of the twen-
tieth century (3).  Introduction of brook, brown, and rainbow trout are all mentioned.  Writing in 
1963, Charlie Fox (6) recounts various stockings of the Letort with all three species taken from 
other Cumberland Valley streams, and points out that an effort was made to transfer surface-
feeding fish.  Today only the brown trout survive, and are most likely descended from a variety 
of introduced genetic strains.  The Letort is now classified as a Class A Wild Trout Stream with 
Heritage Angling regulations and, with the exception of children’s fishing derbies in Letort Park, 
no stocking is done.

It would be misleading to suggest that the problems facing the Letort are of recent origin.  As 
early as 1950, Vince Marinaro lamented the declining health of the Letort.  Writing in A Modern 
Dry Fly Code (7) he described the stream as having been “violated by unsavory discharges.”  
Vince held out some hope of “restoring it again to its original purity,” but in the ensuing 68 years 
that hope has not been realized.  On the contrary, the Letort has continued its inexorable de-
cline, punctuated by at least two catastrophic events in the construction of Interstate 81 and the 
insecticide spill at the watercress farm.  By 1988, the stream, the hatches, and the surroundings 
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had deteriorated to the point that Ernie Schwiebert sadly wrote that the Letort as he knew it was 
“gone” (8).

However, the news is not all bad - the fish are still there.  Since the insecticide kill of 1981, trout 
populations have been on the rebound.  Electrofishing surveys conducted by the Pennsylvania 
Fish and Boat commission have shown healthy brown trout populations in both the upper and 
lower Letort (9, 10).  Protecting the Letort continues to be an uphill struggle against develop-
ment, pollution, sinkholes, and other threats, but thanks to the efforts of CVTU and other organi-
zations, the stream is holding its own.  Acquisition of the former watercress farm property by the 
Central Pennsylvania Conservancy is a major step forward and should mark the beginning of 
real progress toward restoration of the Letort.

AQUATIC VEGETATION, SILTATION, AND STREAM OVERFLOW

As with the interviews discussed above, many writers refer to the problems of aquatic vegeta-
tion growth and consequent accumulation of silt.  These are not new phenomena.  For example, 
forty years ago Ernie Schwiebert described beds of watercress so dense that they could support 
the weight of a man, and Marinaro used the word “vast” to describe the weed beds in 1950 (3).  
Fox seemed to attribute the siltation problem specifically to elodea rather than watercress (6).  
Fox and Shenk both discuss the occurrence of annual cycles of weed growth, which lead to silt 
accumulation and water overflowing the banks (6, 11, 12).  Durham, Kerstetter, and Giza also 
mention the dangers of sinking into deep silt and mud as far back as the 1950s (3).  

Articles by Jerry Kerstetter in the June and September 2017 issues of the CVTU newsletter 
Tight Lines (13) go into some detail on the problem of siltation in the Letort.  They are available 
online at the CVTU website and should be reviewed in their entirety.  Jerry discusses the pro-
motion of elodea growth by fertilizers from the watercress farm, trapping of silt by the vegeta-
tion, and displacement of water over the banks.  He remembers a time around 1980 when a 
British river keeper visited the Letort and demonstrated the effectiveness of cutting channels 
through the vegetation so that silt would flush out.  This approach is supported by Schwiebert’s 
observation that in the 1950s the natural flow was strong enough to keep the stream bed 
scoured down to pea gravel in the open channels (8).  In the same articles, Jerry describes ef-
forts to remove barrels that were placed in the stream years ago in what now appears to have 
been a misguided attempt to provide cover for trout.  While they might have had that effect in 
the short term, over the years the barrels have become a significant cause of silt accumulation.  
In addition to barrels, poles donated by PP&L and corrugated highway drain pipes were also 
installed, as well as tons of gravel (6).  Jerry is optimistic that closure of the cress farm, cutting 
channels through the aquatic vegetation, and removing barrels and other artificial obstructions 
can help restore the natural flow of water in the Letort.

Although not new, the effects of silt accumulation continue to be a serious and worsening prob-
lem.  As those who have attempted to fish the Letort in recent years know, some areas that 
were frequented by anglers of the past are simply inaccessible, or even dangerous, now be-
cause of the marshiness of the streamside.  There are also many mentions in the literature of 
fish holding in the cover of undercut banks (3), which are seldom found now because of filling in 
with silt and collapsing from erosion (13).  It seems apparent that the cycle of eutrophication i.e. 
nitrate and phosphate pollution, vegetation growth, silt accumulation, stream overflow, and bank 
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erosion has been going on for many years and is gradually worsening with time.  Growth of 
vegetation and deposition of silt also reduce access to areas of stream bed suitable for spawn-
ing, and that does not bode well for future fish populations.  However, the problems associated 
with excess vegetation must be balanced against the fact that the vegetation also harbors the 
abundant macroinvertebrate supply that sustains the current trout population.

DEPTH AND WIDTH

There is not very much specific information available in the literature about changes in the depth 
or width of the Letort.  On several occasions Marinaro does refer to the “great depth” of the 
stream (7), but unfortunately wasn’t specific about what the depth was or where he was talking 
about.  There are not many places that would be described in those terms today, although the 
deep stream bed is presumably still there, buried under layers of silt and vegetation.  Vince was 
a bit more precise about the width, saying that it averaged about 30 feet with a maximum of 60, 
although that varies considerably from one place to another.

CHANNEL LOCATION

The earliest efforts to relocate the channel of the Letort were those mentioned above during the 
1930s when steps were taken by the Borough of Carlisle to alleviate urban flooding.  Several 
other instances are mentioned in the literature, probably the most obvious in connection with 
construction of the Interstate 81 overpass.  According to Schwiebert, that section of stream was 
previously “serpentine” but is now straight (3).  There is also mention of a 1987 CVTU project 
undertaken to restore the natural channel in the vicinity of Vince’s Meadow (3).  According to 
Jerry Kerstetter (13), the channel location has been changed in at least three places: at the wa-
tercress farm, in the area of the quarry, and at I81.  There is no real likelihood of restoring the 
original channel at the last two, but perhaps it can be done in the area of the former cress beds.
There is also some evidence that a section upstream from Route 34 was diverted during the 
1960s (4).

HATCHES AND FISH BEHAVIOR

In the days when the Letort was first coming into prominence, it was very much seen as a dry fly 
fishery.  Those who wrote about it at that time had little to say about any other form of fly fishing.  
As noted above, early stocking efforts attempted to selectively transfer surface-feeding fish from 
other Cumberland Valley streams into the Letort.  Marinaro’s descriptions in A Modern Dry Fly 
Code and In the Ring of the Rise certainly give the impression that rising fish were the rule 
rather than the exception (7, 14).  He also noted that most surface activity occurred during the 
warmest time of day, usually around 2:00 PM, (although he also observed rising trout in De-
cember (15)) and that the rises were predominately to minute forms of insect life.

Limestone streams like the Letort, with an abundance of vegetation, typically harbor a variety of 
aquatic organisms such as cress bugs, scuds, sculpins, etc., which provide a substantial part of 
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a trout’s diet (16, 17).  Ed Shenk pioneered the development of flies suited to this kind of fishing.  
Presumably, Letort trout have always fed on these forms, but the balance between underwater 
and surface feeding has perhaps shifted in recent years.  For example, a section of stream near 
the War College reportedly harbored many rising trout during the 1940s and 50s, but by the 
1970s there were none (11).  Several of the anglers interviewed above also commented on the 
decline in rising fish and cited it as a reason they no longer fish the Letort.  The increasing ten-
dency of Letort trout to subsurface feeding led a frustrated Vince Marinaro to describe them as 
“a bunch of grubbers” (13).

In addition to increased aquatic vegetation making more underwater food available, it may also 
be the case that the insects the fish formerly surface-fed on have declined.  In the early Nine-
teenth Century, George Gibson reported “a small grey fly was at all times in season” on the 
Letort (17).  It isn’t clear whether he was describing his imitation or the natural, but whatever it 
was it no longer seems to be around.  Marinaro mentioned a late summer sulfur hatch that had 
disappeared by the 1950s (7) and the early summer one doesn’t seem to be what it formerly 
was.  The once plentiful Japanese beetles and grasshoppers have diminished, and perhaps the 
“minute forms” Marinaro referred to have as well.  Various forms of pollution, including insecti-
cides, herbicides, and light, may be impacting insect populations, but we have not seen any 
data about it for the local area.  Also, the kind of vegetation surrounding the stream today may 
be less hospitable to the insects that trout feed on than was the case in the past.  It seems plau-
sible that a combination of plentiful underwater organisms and decreasing surface food has led 
to a change in the feeding behavior of Letort trout.

SINKHOLES

The occurrence of sinkholes along the Letort seems to be a relatively recent problem, and one 
which poses a real threat to the very existence of the stream.  We have seen no mention of 
sinkholes in the early literature about the Letort.  They seem to have first appeared during the 
1980s or 90s and have continued periodically to the present (3).  The problems have been 
treated successfully through the efforts of CVTU and others, but continue to be a serious con-
cern.  The sinkholes have occurred in the vicinity of the quarry in a section of stream that was 
rechanneled when the quarry was established.  This has led to the hypothesis that the sinkholes 
may be caused by the lowering of groundwater levels due to dewatering operations in the quar-
ry (3, 4).  Whatever the cause, the sinkhole danger must be addressed in any long-range plan 
for the Letort.

STREAMSIDE VEGETATION

One of the most basic changes related to the Letort is simply the fact that very few people fish 
there anymore.  That is due partly, and perhaps mainly, to changes in the surroundings rather 
than in the stream itself.  As noted above, the marshiness of the banks is one factor that limits 
access.  Another is excessive growth of streamside vegetation.  Literature dating back almost 
two centuries uses the words “meadow,” “pasture,” and “grassland” to characterize the areas 
through which the Letort flows.  As early as 1829, George Gibson, writing in American Turf Reg-
ister, described the stream as passing through four miles of meadow (17).  Several examples 
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are shown in the Photographs section of this report, but none illustrate the point more clearly 
than a 1950s photo of the area around Charlie Fox’s fishing hut, located approximately where 
Interstate 81 now crosses (see Figure 9, page 17).  To say the area is unrecognizable is an un-
derstatement.  With the passage of time, the meadows have become forests, overgrown with 
trees, brush, and weeds.  In many areas would-be anglers can barely get to the stream, let 
alone have room to cast when they get there.  In his book on Pennsylvania trout streams (18), 
Dwight Landis wrote that excessive growth of heavy brush and weeds make it a challenge to 
even walk along the banks of the upper Letort.  Riparian vegetation does play an important role 
in preventing runoff into the stream (4), but no effort to restore the Letort as a fishery will suc-
ceed unless attention is given to surroundings and accessibility as well as to the stream itself.

WRITINGS OF ED SHENK

On pages 20 to 28 of his book Fly Rod Trouting (12), author Ed Shenk reminisces about his ear-
ly days of fishing the Letort as far back as the late 1930s and early 1940s.  He includes a fairly 
comprehensive physical description of the stream in those days from its headwaters to where it 
enters the Borough of Carlisle.  He also deals briefly with the lower Letort between the War Col-
lege and its mouth at the Conodoguinet.  Rather than trying to rephrase Ed’s words, or violate 
copyright laws by duplicating it, we recommend reading that part of his book.  It is available in 
the library of the Pennsylvania Fly Fishing Museum and at Bosler Library.  Another somewhat 
different description of the Letort by Ed is included on pages 57 to 67 of The Letort - A Lime-
stone Legacy (3).

ARTICLE BY JOE CERMELE:

Some things haven’t changed.  Writing for Field & Stream in 2014 (19), Cermele confirmed 
Vince Marinaro’s description of the Letort as “a hard taskmaster.”  He credited the stream as the 
birthplace of American-style dry fly fishing, but went on to say that “you will only ever encounter 
three conditions there: hard, harder, and impossible.  You can spook a Letort trout by sneezing 
three blocks away.”
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REPORTS AND STUDIES

Walter N. Heine Associates, Inc., 2000 - The most comprehensive analysis of the Letort and its 
watershed that we have found.  Their bibliography also cites a number of other relevant studies.  
Essential reading for anyone planning work on the Letort.
http://www.docs.dcnr.pa.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/document/D_001884.pdf

Skelly and Loy, Inc. Letort Spring Run Watershed Assessment, 2000 - Additional stream map-
ping and observations.
https://www.ntmeng.com/letort-spring-run-flooding-and-water-quality-analysis/

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, 2003 - Electrofishing survey at three sites on the 
Letort.
http://pfbc.pa.gov/images/fisheries/afm/2003/7_09-17letort.htm

Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, 2017 Annual Report - Page 11 includes report on 
electrofishing survey of the Letort.
https://www.fishandboat.com/AboutUs/AnnualReports/Documents/2017annualReport.pdf

Letort Regional Authority report - Worth reading for historical perspective and interviews.
http://www.letort.org/index.php/learn-more/resource/70

Dickinson College research project, 2008 - a study of organochlorine pesticides in the Letort.
http://www.dickinson.edu/download/downloads/id/1083/cioce-ir08_pdf

Dickinson College research project, 2004 - a study of urban runoff into the Letort via the Mully 
Grub.
https://scholar.dickinson.edu/faculty_publications/430/

http://www.docs.dcnr.pa.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/document/D_001884.pdf
http://pfbc.pa.gov/images/fisheries/afm/2003/7_09-17letort.htm
http://www.letort.org/index.php/learn-more/resource/70
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PHOTOGRAPHS

Photographs of the Letort are not really very informative in terms of how the stream itself has 
changed.  Superficially it looks pretty much the same now as it did in the past.  For example, 
note the similarity of Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 taken over a stretch of more than half a century.  
However, Figures 5 to 14 do show very clearly how drastically the surroundings of the Letort 
have changed.

Figure 1
Ed Shenk on the Letort in the 1950s.

Figure 2
An English riverkeeper cutting weeds in the 
Letort, circa 1980.
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Figure 3
Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission workers con-
ducting an electrofishing survey on the Letort, 2003.

Figure 4
CVTU Feet-in-the-Stream crew
(Brennan and Palmer)
Bonnybrook, 2009.
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Figure 5
Charlie Fox on the Letort behind his house, probably 1950s.
Photo from This Wonderful World of Trout, (1963) Charles Fox, 
Freshet Press, Rockville Centre, NY.

Figure 6
The area behind Charlie’s house, 2018.
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Figure 7
An area downstream from the Fox property,
date uncertain, prior to 1976.
Photo from In the Ring of the Rise, (1976) Vincent 
Marinaro, Crown Publishers, New York.

Figure 8
The area shown in Figure 7, 2018.
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Figure 9
View looking upstream (south) with Charlie Fox’s 
famous fishing hut on left.  Hut is located near the site 
where Interstate 81 now crosses the Letort, 1950s.
Photo from Split & Glued by Vincent C. Marinaro, 
(2007) Bill Harms and Tom Whittle, Jostens Printing 
and Publishing, Clarksville, TN
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Figures 10, 11, 12
Three views of the area shown in 
Figure 9 as it appears in 2018
(taken from the other side of the 
stream).
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Figure 13
2018 Google Maps satellite photo of area 
shown in Figures 9 - 12.  Fox’s fishing hut 
was located just east of the Letort 
approximately where Interstate 81 now 
approaches the stream.  Note both 
increased tree cover and straightening of 
the stream channel.
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Figure 14
The old picnic area behind Charlie Fox’s house, 
2018.  The original location of The Last Supper 
is said to have been a little way upstream, 
although later ones might have been held here.
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

There seems to be a consensus that one of the most serious problems facing the Letort is silta-
tion and its consequent effects, including stream overflow, bank deterioration, and reduction of 
stream bed suitable for spawning.  These are not entirely new developments, but they appear to 
be worsening with time.  If current trends continue, the Letort may, over a period of many years, 
evolve into a marsh.

The meadows have become forests.  Reduced accessibility, resulting from both the marshiness 
of the streamsides and dense growth of trees and shrubs, discourages many anglers from even 
attempting to fish the Letort. 

While their cause may be somewhat debatable, sinkholes, mainly in the vicinity of the quarry, 
pose a serious danger to the Letort and to those who fish there.

Over the years, Letort trout have shifted from surface feeding to subsurface.  The causes of this 
are probably complex, and could involve diminished hatches of airborne insects and fewer ter-
restrials because of insecticide use, a change in the character of streamside vegetation, an in-
crease in underwater food sources, or other unknown factors.

Unfortunately, most of the changes that the Letort has undergone in recent years have not been 
for the better.  However, the brown trout population is still good and the watercress farm is gone, 
so there is reason to be optimistic about the potential for improvement.


