
4.1 Water Resources 
 
Basic Hydrology 
4.1, p. 1 The four major streams in the Jackson watershed (the South, Middle and North 
Forks of Jackson Creek plus New York Ranch Gulch) owe their existence during late 
May through October to 130+ years of seepage, leakage and water releases from the 
historic Amador canal. 
 
This being said it identifies the criti cal time period that needs to be examined for the 
purposes of focusing on the real hydrologic environment of these four major streams. 
 
Since winter and early spring months contribute normally more than enough water there 
is no need to mention those flow months. Instead the focus of hydrology in these four 
streams is necessary to establish what happens without rain events and resultant runoff 
contribution. 
 
That is simple, streams live with water or cease to exist without it. Intermittent is just a 
euphemism for “no-flow” or partial, short-term flow in a channel. 
 
The heart of the overall effect on the environment, due to the pipeline project, is the 
dewatering of the canal as a result of installi ng the pipeline to replace the canal. 
 
By doing this one thing, the project destroys a 130+ year historic canal water dependent 
hydrologic system during May through October. 
 
In walking the four streams this summer and fall  as I have in past years I have seen the 
li fe cycle of these streams and I know that the South Fork is flowing because of leaks, 
seeps and releases from the canal. It flows well through these 6 criti cal stream months 
only by these contributions. 
 
The Middle Fork suffers a different fate. During the summer it has no flow just below the 
canal/highway 88 point, then shortly it receives canal flow and begins to flow past the 
West Clinton Road to just before Previtali Road where it receives more canal flow from 
the Previtali tributary and then continues to about Ross Bridge. 
 
This summer the Middle Fork went dry some 3+ miles outside Jackson (Fig.1a). The 
New York Ranch Gulch did the same some 4+ miles out (Fig.1b). It has happened several 
years in a row. This is directly due to increasingly less canal contribution because of 
better canal maintenance and regulation. 
 
The North Fork is dry above Jackson Gate and only the lower portion receives flow 
because of Tanner Reservoir releases and overflow episodes from a canal agricultural li ne 
to watering troughs above Oneida Creek on Ridge Road. 
 
This means three things. One, fish in streams below New York Ranch Reservoir, Tanner 
Reservoir and Tabeaud Reservoir die without suff icient flow, in violation of Cali fornia 
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Fish and Game law. Two, these streams without constant contribution from the canal are 
allowed to degrade significantly due to a wildly fluctuating water supply. Three, there are 
at least 13 of 14 ponds, dams and reservoirs that are dependent on seeps, leaks and 
releases from the canal. Next to nothing about these ponds and their hydrologic 
involvement in this project process was or is discussed either the E.I.R. or this revision. 
 
Thus the true “hydrologic picture” and its relationship to other hydrologic elements 
involving the canal and its contributions to the dams and streams is essentially ignored. 
 
This revision is written deliberately so as to ignore the canal’s impact and the effects that 
it’s dewatering will cause basin wide. 
 
Another aspect of canal water contribution not examined in this report or the E.I.R. is the 
constant groundwater contribution of Lake Tabeaud, New York Ranch Reservoir and the 
other 12 dams, ponds and reservoirs constantly supplied with canal water. 
 
Milli ons of gallons of water comes into these water bodies in a year’s time and is a 
constant influence on ground water. Wells in the New York Ranch Reservoir area are 
high producing wells 150+ gpm. One well was punched down to 60 feet and then the 
casing fell away indicating a cavity. With local high producing wells and this cavity 
evidence this close to New York Ranch Reservoir there is li kely a large groundwater 
aquifer influenced by both the canal and reservoir water. Are wells in the area influenced 
and to what extent by canal and reservoir water? This should be examined thoroughly. 
Has this been done? Show us the data. 
 
In addition the other 12 canal fed dams and ponds holding water must also contribute to 
area wells both from the canal seeps, leaks and releases plus the captured dam waters that 
percolates. Have these ponds and dams been examined as to their contribution to 
groundwater? Where is the study or data? And please do not mention that these sites are 
on private land and there was no access. Most if not all of the owners were not even 
approached on this matter. If so, show us the correspondence requesting this access study 
to these private dams or ponds and the response for each. 
 
Where is the field data, information and study for “well i nfluence” by canal water or the 
secondary contribution source by canal water to the streams and thus the influence on 
local wells near these streams? Show us the study detaili ng the hydrologic impact of 
AWA canal or reservoir water on local wells in the Jackson basin. Without this data or 
review of these circumstances you present a largely incomplete hydrologic picture of the 
area and thus a false overview of the hydrologic setting for the region. 
 
This water resource section of the E.I.R. is woefull y inadequate and fails to include 
relevant information. It precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the E.I.R. process. 
 
The true hydrologic picture in the Jackson basin and to a lesser extent the north slope of 
the ridge along Ridge Road is that the hydrologic contribution of the canal in these areas 
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dictate the make up and population of the aquatic, biologic and wetland/riparian region. 
The flow and hence the water is the main and sole determinant factor that defines their 
existence. 
 
Without this water the aquatic community cannot exist. Withdrawal of this hydrologic 
contribution places a death sentence on these species in violation of state law. To ignore 
this is to ignore the essence of the interplay of hydrologic forces in the region and 
intentionally diminishes the true effect that the pipeline project has on the environment. 
 
There is a cumulative effect that occurs. If the pipeline is installed it effects the four 
streams and tributaries it crosses. If the pipeline is installed the canal will cease to exist 
and also its water. This in turn will dry up dams, reservoirs, ponds, streams, most 
probably affect significantly wells and lastly habitat. In addition municipal utili zation of 
stream water as a mixing component for the City of Jackson is lost as a tool of water 
treatment by way of dilution. Scenic and aesthetic values will disappear significantly 
reducing property values. Loss of all of these aspects has a downward valuation of 
property by loss of visual and viable aquatic and vegetation communities that formally 
constitute an increased value of land and thus property. 
 
Loss of property value leads to a reduction of taxable revenue which leads to lessened 
income to local government revenues which leads to county and state reduction in 
monetary resources. 
 
Destruction or loss of beneficial and aesthetic wetlands habitat lessens the attraction of a 
city or county area and thus impacts negatively tourism which affects the community in a 
reduction of tourism dollars. This in turn negatively affects local tourist revenue. Not 
many people enjoy seeing dry streambeds and dead tree zones stretching for miles and 
surrounding a city. 
 
Agricultural practices dependent on stream water will be significantly hurt or completely 
damaged without this water source available during criti cal water months. Impacts on 
agricultural enterprises affect agricultural production and thus revenue. Agricultural 
revenue losses affect local commerce which in turn lowers retail revenue thus impacting 
overall l ocal commerce. 
 
All of this affects and impacts a myriad of cumulative impacts all of which are very 
significant. Water, the li feblood of any community cannot be suddenly removed, 
especially after a 130+ year dependency during criti cal summer/fall months without 
severe consequence. This is li ke removing the blood from a body. It will die without it. 
At best with even 90% loss it will rapidly degrade and still die. 
 
This is the fate of the Jackson basin based on these many negative cumulative effects. 
 
There is no way this outcome is in the public's best interest. This is mismanagement of a 
natural resource to the detriment of its users and landowners. 
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To come to any other conclusion is to ignore and abuse the environment in defiance of 
environmental law and goals. We cannot afford to consistently and perpetually lose 
incrementally or cumulatively these environmental wars. An environment not in balance 
is an environment out of balance and subject to destruction. 
 
4.1, p.2  There are six main factors not five. Water supply or flow, which is left out, is the 
main one. The very definition and characteristic of a stream is its flow. This defines a 
stream and what kind of stream it is. The other five factors help further identify it. The 
very fact that North Fork, Middle Fork, South Fork of Jackson creek, Oneida Creek and 
New York Ranch Gulch exist in summer and fall without rainfall i s because of the direct 
contribution of seepage, leakage and releases from the canal above. Some 14 ponds along 
the length of Amador Canal on both the North and South slopes completely validate this 
fact. I have personally viewed both the ponds and the direct contribution of water from 
the canal above to each of these ponds. 
 
4.1, p.2  The ªbase flowº component of a stream to the contrary  is the most constant 
overall component to stream flow effect. Rainfall and irregular surges in rainfall modify 
temporarily the streambeds while ªbase flowº creates the long -term channel and hence 
has the most long term and sustainable creation and thus the definition of what the 
streambed channel will be year to year. Jackson's streams base flow May -October is 
directly tied to contribution from the Amador Canal. 
 
4.1, p.3  Under normal circumstances the statement concerning ªrainfall º being the main 
source of discharge would be correct. However in field observation conducted in late 
August and September of various years covering a long span of time it is obvious that 
canal contribution down slope is a fluctuating yet constant discharge that defines the 
character of each of the four main streams in the Jackson sub basin during this period. 
This is a fact and can be born out by hydrological data as well as direct observation. 
Contribution from the canal defines 98% of stream flow in the 4 major streams during 
May through October. 
 
4.1, p.6 What areas, how many sample sites were used to complete the data that proves 
that ªthe permeabili ty of soils in the region is ªslowº and that ground water recharge is 
accordingly slowº. Where is the data? Is this textbook data or field data? 
 
How did you ªestimateº this to be minor? Did you perform field -testing, analysis that 
definitely proves that New York Ranch Reservoir, Lake Tabeaud, the Amador Canal and 
canal fed dams and ponds do not contribute to local small aquifers or ground water? 
 
If so, show us the data and present how the data was analyzed to arrive at this estimate or 
conclusion. 
 
Fig 4.1, p.3  You arbitrarily change the upper portion of New York Ranch Gulch from 
Perennial to Intermittent. This is incorrect. You do not explain why the change in 
classification of these reaches. Where is the data to support this change? Why did you 
change the designations? I have observed this stretch of stream and it is nearly always 
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perennial. Some rare periods, usually only hours, the flow is very low, but it still flows 
suff icient to keep the stream moving. Otherwise it flows continuously. The same is true 
of the Spinetta Tributary, by observation of local landowner. 
 
You apply this designation to a stretch on the South Fork on the Fregulia Ranch. Since 
very large flows exist in the summer/fall months how can this section be intermittent? 
Show us your proof for this intermittent designation, both on the South Fork and the other 
two reaches above. 
 
Water Supply 
4.1, p.6  The last statement about local streams being ªvirtually impounded by farm stock 
pondsº is completely false. The exact opposite is the case. Identify all of these ponds on 
each of the four streams and their locations! If there are any, the water passes through and 
over them and continues downstream. You present this statement as if the water is 
captured and does not continue on. This is not true. 
 
Water Quali ty 
4.1, p.6  Resolution #88-63seems to establish the right ªof usage for municipal supplyº of 
these streams waters for the city of Jackson's use, such as a dilution component to its 
treated waste water discharge back into Jackson Creek. 
 
4.1, p.11  It is not may. There is no question that the Amador Canal is a direct and 
substantial source of f low to the four main streams. Your own chart shows 98% 
contribution. On one site alone flows from the canal have been measured at 800+ 
gallons/minute. The author deliberately or carelessly ignores verifiable data that 
contradicts his statements that the ªcanalº may contribute to the surface flow of local 
streams through leakage.º Field observation and long term knowledge of this fact are 
easily verifiable! 
 
4.1,p.11  Contributions of other water sources to surface streams ªfrom seep, leaks, 
releases or springs can easily be measured and determinedº. The fact that this study did 
not do so shows that this study does not want to quaniti fy or identify the real measured 
contribution of the canal to these streams. If it is so easy to do so why did EIP not do it? 
Where is the support data! By not measuring and tabulating these amounts relevant 
information is withheld and not available for the public or decisionmakers. It precludes 
both from participation in this matter and thereby thwarts the statutory goals of the E.I.R. 
process. 
 
4.1, p. 11  Instead of collecting stream gauging data for the Jackson basin you use 
dissimilar data from a different basin to create a model. This was done for the 
convenience of the preparer and I believe could manipulate the model data to a desired 
conclusion. Its results cannot be relied on as representative of the Jackson basin. Data 
must be collected first hand from this basin area to get accurate findings. 
 
Let's be clear the word ªintermittentº in this case means nearly no flow, or flow so small 
as to not make it three miles out let alone a healthy flow into and past Jackson. 
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4.1, p.21  Yet another error in assumption is that all runoff is captured by the canal. There 
are numerous culverts that carry runoff across the canal. There are two at the Evitt Ranch 
alone. Again you start with bad or flawed assumptions. Results will also be flawed or 
inaccurate. 
 
You then make evaluations based on the assumption that the canal captures all  of the run 
off . Again inaccurate information, flawed results. Then you assume the canal does not 
leak. Why do you assume all these points that are incorrect? Explain! You base your 
tables on imaginary or false data and then use them as fact.  
 
You cite evaporation as a loss. Please identify the quantity of loss in percentage and 
actual water amount, i.e. so many gallons over what time frame. 
 
You state ªthe existing hydrology of the Amador Canal has been evaluated in depth by 
the Agency and the results of this evaluation are contained in an engineering report by 
KASL Consulting Engineers…º This data suggests that despite continued canal 
maintenance, water losses are increasingº.  
 
This is out of date data. There is less water going into the canal now than in the past and 
more being used at Tanner than years past. Canal maintenance and regulation has been 
more effective since that KASL evaluation. The result is that water losses are decreasing. 
You are repeating incorrect information. There are charts and flows to prove you are 
wrong. This is more bad data. 
 
4.1, p.21  The canal does not capture any of the runoff fr om watershed locations upslope 
of New York Ranch Reservoir. It is carried around the dam by a headwall and a bypass 
canal and piped directly to New York Ranch Gulch and flows down stream unimpaired 
(Figs.2a, 2b, 2c, 2d, 2e, 2f, 2g, 2h). I have witnessed this for 50+ years and have photo 
and video proof of such. Prove your statement is not incorrect. 
 
4.1, p.23  Stop referring to long-term eyewitness, first hand knowledge as ªanecdotalº. 
Our statements are statements born out by our li ving on and around these streams and the 
canal for half a century or more. We know how these systems work. You make false 
assumptions and conclusions and then make unproveable statements not born out by the 
facts. 
 
4.1, p.23  The data from the KASL report verifies the ªground truthingº that leakage from 
the Amador Canal does and substantially contributes to the surface flow of local streams 
May through October. 
 
4.1, p.23  It is incorrect to state that springs inside of Lake Tabeaud do not return to the 
South Fork. Their volume is mixed with lake water, pumped into the canal and then 
return to the South Fork in the form of 800+ gpm leaks from the canal that can be 
verified, then directly back into the South Fork within a very short distance from Lake 
Tabeaud. Show us the data that disproves this position. 
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4.1, p.24  You talk about 1998 data, the wettest year in a 10-year period. You do not 
average for a mean amount, figure, thus skewing the results. This is a revision where is 
the revised data, measurements and analysis. You took data not averaged and misused 
artificially high data, thus flawed results. Without current data or averaging your data and 
conclusions are worthless as far as accuracy. You had the opportunity to correct the 
hydraulic information and you chose instead to use old and unreliable data that does not 
reflect the true hydrologic picture now. You just gave the public warmed up leftover data 
(which was flawed to begin with) and this withholds relevant information and does not 
make it available for the public or decisionmaking. It precludes both from participation in 
this matter and thereby thwarts the statutory goals of the E.I.R. process. 
 
Local residents know and have affirmed that flows in the South Fork will be very low or 
dry. They have always maintained this position. Show us the proof that we do not have 
this position. Give us names, dates and locations of residents who believe that the flows 
in the South Fork will not be very low or dry. 
 
How is it that you can now change some old data such as ªperennial to intermittentº but 
not old data that is in error or not accurate? Where is all the new data to support your 
statements? 
 
4.1, p.27  You state here that New York Ranch Gulch is perennial downstream from New 
York Ranch Reservoir. That is incorrect. The lower reach to Highway 88 is intermittent 
to dry midsummer to October (Fig.1b). Again you cannot support this statement. If you 
can, show us your data and proof to the contrary. 
 
I have a photo of my grandfather holding a large stream trout that he caught by hand in 
New York Ranch Gulch (Fig. 3a and 3b). The photos also show a summer flow and 
volume of water in New York Ranch Gulch in 1948.  
 
Why don't you discuss the tributaries from the canal to Sutter Creek? Why don't you 
discuss the dams on the north slope of Ridge Road and the hydrology of these water 
bodies and the canals leaks, seeps and releases in this area? I believe you don't discuss 
these hydrologic aspects because you did not examine them. Again you withhold relevant 
information. 
 
4.1, p.27  N.Y. Ranch Gulch has and does have flows for numerous winter periods of the 
year of 100's/gpm (Fig. 4a, 4b, 4c). I have seen it and have photos and video tapes of 
such flows.  
 
4.1, p. 27,28  You state Oneida Creek was dry or nearly dry May through November. 
What does ªwasº mean? Show us the proof! I have seen good flows for 2 -3 years. 
 
You go on to state ªThe Amador Canal contributes a very littl e amount of leakage to the 
Oneida Creek watershedº. Where is the proof? 
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I have watched a lot of water, many gpm flow out of Tanner Reservoir downhill t o 
Oneida Creek just in the last few months. As well , watering troughs fed by a canal 
service on Ridge Road above Oneida Creek periodically leak and contribute like amounts 
to Oneida Creek. There are two major contributors that prove your statement to be false. 
Again, no documentation, just statements with no data or proof. 
 
You go on to state the leakage is too small to measure. I can measure it. It is significant. 
You then state that these seeps, leaks and releases do not accrete to Oneida Creek, and 
thus to the North Fork. Then how do you explain that when water is released from Tanner 
Reservoir a non flowing Oneida suddenly flows to Jackson Gate. I've seen this and so 
have lots of residents and businesses on the Oneida and North Fork. Would you care to 
conduct and experiment and release water from Tanner Reservoir and see if it makes it to 
Jackson Gate? 
 
Then you follow up by admitting what I have just said. How can it ªnot be derived from 
the Amador Canalº then you say that it comes from canal water in Tanner Reservoir as 
well as the ranching service line? You completely contradict yourself. 
 
Location #9 is located near the bottom of the Fregulia Ranch adjacent to the South Fork. 
It could, given the level of the water table, be influenced by the canal. Can you prove that 
it is not? Show us the proof! Where is your data? 
 
Since you did not make a precise tally of which springs or seeps are related to canal 
leakage you are guessing. By not providing accurate information you are withholding 
relevant information and substituting fiction. 
 
4.1, p.28  14 ponds or dams are directly receiving water from the Amador Canal. I can 
take you to each and show you the leaks, seeps and releases. I can be certain. Why can't 
you? Is it because you did not go to the effort to do so? Did you just guess and made up 
statements? I can prove what I say, I can take you to these sites. Again, by not doing the 
required work you withhold relevant information. 
 
You state that ªthrough consumption, percolation and evapotranspiration the discharges 
of streams lower in the watershed will be reducedº. Where's your proof? Show it to us.   
 
You state Lake Tabeaud is a P.G.&E hydroelectric project facili ty and will not be 
hydrologically influenced by the proposed projectº. This is not accurate. Lake Tabeaud is 
also the water source body that supplies the canal with water. Water in the canal that was 
just pumped into the canal from Lake Tabeaud then leaks, seeps or is released into the 
four major streams. By dewatering the canal, a major part of the project Lake Tabeaud 
becomes a major hydrological component. You cannot have a canal or a pipeline without 
Lake Tabeaud. 
 
4.1, p.27,28  E.I.P. states as if it were fact that leakage from the canal does not accrete to 
Oneida Creek. Here and throughout the 23.2 miles they ignore or have no verifiable field 
data to validate this statement. Their assumption that percolating or seeping water does 
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not accrete below grade to local streams is absurd and without scientific or direct site 
proof. This canal without verifiable proof otherwise, leaks all along the 23.2 miles of its 
length and has after 130 plus years established an underground network of seepage that 
constantly feeds the 4 main streams and springs down slope. Demonstrate through 
evidence that leakage from the canal does not accrete to the 4 major streams. 
 
4.1, p.28  There is no scientific or field data that proves either the flow rate or source of 
this water site, #9. It is located at the bottom of gully directly below the canal. It is 
entirely possible and probable, as well as being able to be tested both for E.C. value and 
water profili ng (isotope), that it could be composed of canal and local water, not a stand 
alone natural spring. If there is proof otherwise show us the data that proves E.I.P.'s 
statement. 
 
Further E.I.P. has not precisely talli ed the contribution of the seeps and leaks from the 
canal. Field observations and geology argue otherwise. Their observations of what 
constitutes a stand-alone spring or canal contributed source flows, without proof, are 
without value and become prejudicial conclusions without factual foundation and thereby 
void of any believable value. 
 
4.1, p.28  Local water sources fed by leaks, seeps and releases from the canal can easily 
be identified, quantified and observed running year round on quite a few locations. E.I.P. 
statements to the contrary exhibit either false information or gross ignorance of 
conditions easily verified at numerous locations. Presentation of this false information 
taints the accuracy of the picture of the interplay between seeps, leaks and releases form 
the canal and the stream flows below. Again it precludes the public and decision-makers 
from relevant information, a statutory goal of the E.I.R. process. 
 
A number of these sites are of a continuous duration and have not been eliminated. AWA 
staff and landowners and people who have observed these sites can invalidate the 
position E.I.P. makes that they are of limited duration. I have visited these sites numerous 
times, have taken photos and observed the substantial flows myself, with other people 
and certified hydrologists and other professionals. 
 
Statements in this report such as those just mentioned underline the inaccurate and 
skewed presentation.They are without accuracy and can easily be refuted. 
 
4.1, p.28   A recent past incident was when the pumps at Tabeaud which pump water into 
the canal, were not turned on for a 12 hour period, and resulted in a drying up of the 
South Fork. With no water in the canal there were no leaks, seeps or releases to keep a 
flow in the South Fork. This proved that its flow is dependent on canal leakage. Further 
stream gauge data for several years below Jackson shows a direct correlation on canal 
flow and Jackson Creek flow, also proving the relationship between seeps and leaks and 
stream flow. 
 
4.1, p.28   14 of the 14 ponds below the canal receive water from the canal. I have visited 
them and have seen the flow from the canal to the ponds. 
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4.1, p.29   How much water does Tanner Reservoir hold? 
 
4.1, p.29  There is no data for water quali ty from local streams because E.I.P. did not 
collect any nor analyze any. Why? Without such collection or analysis their comments 
are meaningless conjecture and of no use. Usage of different streams in different basins 
skew results from models whose data can be manipulated to reach wrong and inaccurate 
conclusions. 
 
4.1, p.38  This is where this report gets prejudicial and off track. They choose to look at 
only one project and one alternative. They deliberately narrow the choices to only what 
the Agency wants to review. It leaves out the ªNo-Projectº hydrology review as well as 
the Ad Hoc Committee alternative. No review. Then it refuses to deal with water releases 
to ag users and land owners and streams to keep them in good condition. The report 
ignores continuing releases to historic levels in the four streams as if these flows do not 
matter. These flows are criti cal during May through October. 
 
By limiti ng projects to be reviewed it limit s relevant information necessary for the public 
and decisionmaking. Where is the hydrologic examination of the two other projects? 
 
4.1, p.38   The loss of seeps, leaks and discharges that constitute much, if not all , of the 
stream flows in Jackson's creek will result in a violation of water quali ty standards or 
waste discharge requirements for the city of Jackson. By drying up the canal, (a large part 
of the pipeline project) Jackson's streams will also dry up May - October and will remove 
all stream water used to reach current state dilution of Jackson's released treated water.  
This report deliberately leaves out the one impact that would constitute a very significant 
and catastrophic impact to the four major streams in the Jackson sub basin. It ignores the 
complete death of these streams from July through October without canal seeps, leaks 
and releases. It does so to artificially say that there is no significant effect. They have not 
complied with the court order to correct their errors. This impact should be considered 
significant! Lack of relevant information precludes informed decision making and 
informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the E.I.R. process. 
 
Loss of stream flow during the dry periods of the year due to drying up of the canal and 
hence the loss of contribution to Jackson's streams will alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the area. Therefore significant loss of stream flows will have a devastating effect on 
the local environment and health of the Jackson streams, therefore a significant effect. 
 
There is no data presented to analyze the impact on local ground water if the canal is 
dried up. How can this significance be evaluated without it? Common sense argues that 
the loss of thousands of acre feet of water annually that seeps and leaks must have 
significant affect on ground water. Hence loss of this contribution to ground water and 
wells must in fact have a significant effect. You must show data to refute this statement 
or you merely wrongly draw conclusions without facts. Failure to include this relevant 
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public participation, 
thereby thwarting the statutory goal of the E.I.R. process. 



 11 

 
4.1, p.39   Show us the proof, data and study that proves that there will not be a 
groundwater or aquifer volume loss. 
 
This report ignores the real environmental consequences due to the dewatering of the 
canal. Instead it creates its own unrelated Standards of Significance due to the project 
effects. By doing this, this report artificially ignores relevant information and thereby 
thwarts the statutory goals of the E.I.R. process. 
 
Bullet points that should be evaluated against at least 4 project alternatives should be: 
 

·  Substantially impact the area streams, tributaries, dams, ponds or reservoirs. 
·  Substantially affect property values due to destruction of f lora and fauna due to 

loss of f lows, thus making property values or land value decline, (absent water 
that had been historically present) be reduced or devalued. Also the effect of a 
visual and wildli fe presence due to a sudden loss of historic flows (130+ years). 
Visual aesthetics are a large component of land value, especially in this region 
and has a high retail value. 

·  Regional hydrologic effect due to dewatering of a overall 130+ year eco system 
and wildli fe habitat will further diminishing the numbers of Cali fornia's small 
streams, 90+% already lost. This is also a clear statewide cumulative effect that 
this pipeline project makes worse. With the loss of so many small streams already 
there should be no additional small stream losses such as these, thus preventing a 
cumulative loss of more small streams in Cali fornia. 

·  Significant impact on agricultural practices; crops, grazing, meat animal or other 
agricultural animal enterprises water dependent agricultural enterprises. 
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Impacts and Mitigations Measures 
 
4.1-1, p.38  
 
Hydrology  
The real hydrologic process important to a stream is its abili ty to have flowing water. The 
statement at this point in this report is nonsense. Transportation of material and sediment 
is a secondary byproduct result of stream flow. As long as a stream flows perennially in 
suff icient amounts to maintain a reasonable flow level it remains healthy. If it does not it 
will  degrade and die. The drying up of the canal, the source of summer/fall flows will dry 
up the four major streams from May through October. 
 
This report has artificially created its own set of impacts unrelated to the loss of f lows in 
these streams. By so doing, it ignores the very impact that renders the real impact of the 
‘project' as significant. Citing only winter/spring flows as not being appreciably effected 
while not examining summer/fall flows losses and then to conclude that ªthe Pipeline 
Alternative would have less than significant effect on the hydrologic process of the 
streams in the local watershedº, is ludicrous! This is flawed logic, not based on the facts. 
The facts never get examined. 
 
Your report claims that a 98% reduction of stream flows would be equal to ªsome flow 
reductionº is li ke saying death is a minor reduction in li fe signs. It cannot be taken 
seriously. Data, good science logic, none required for this report! 
 
4.1-2, p.39 
 
Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quali ty Control Board have issued a cease order 
on discharges on the Amador Canal; thus leaving waste gates open or breeching the berm 
to allow discharge of runoff would put them in violation of state law. In addition, they do 
not have a legal right to breech the canal channel and cause erosion to private property! 
Where is the future of the 13 reservoirs, dams and ponds fed by the canal discussed or 
examined? 
 
4.1-2, p.40 
 
Nearly all reaches of the South Fork will dry up period without accretion flows from the 
Amador Canal, during June through October. Stop the flow in the canal for 17 hours and 
the South Fork ceases to flow. The spring-fed reach of the South Fork of the South Fork 
will not supply enough flow to keep this reach viable, absent canal seeps and leaks. 
 
Spinetta tributary will dry up with the dewatering of the canal. What this report states is 
95% of the stream will become intermittent June through October. Then the last 5% will 
continue to flow because of an unidentified spring. Nonsense! Essentially all of this 
tributary will dry and die during June through October without canal seeps and leaks, 
period! 
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It won't matter what kind of irrigation occurs at the Fregulia Ranch. When you dry up the 
canal this stream will die! Stop talking about mystery springs and gaining amounts. This 
.7CFS was taken during a high rainfall year and does not reflect an accurate 10 year 
average flow. There is no proof this location is uninfluenced by seeps, leaks and releases 
from the canal. 
 
The South Fork will dry up. It will be a 100% loss, not 19%. This report is factually 
wrong on this point. The conclusion that some length or reaches of these streams will be 
prevented from becoming intermittent or dry is delusional and without factual data 
support. Show us the proof. 
 
4.1, p.41   ªExpecting to prevent most, if not all , of the other perennial reaches of these 
streams in the South Fork Jackson Creek watershed from becoming intermittentº is far 
from being true. If I buy a lottery ticket I expect to win, but the likelihood is next to 
nonexistent, much like this unverifiable statement. 
 
Middle Fork, p.42 
 
The Middle Fork from some 3 miles out of Jackson at the Hwy 88 Bridge is already dry. 
Your field measurements that indicate that below this reach this stream is gaining and 
will remain perennial are factually wrong. It is now dry for some 3 miles out from 
Jackson and has been for 2 months (Fig.1a). Your measurements were and are wrong. 
Your conclusions are inaccurate. Your statements are more evidence of a bad 
environmental work product. 
 
New York Ranch Gulch, p.42 
 
New York Ranch Reservoir will collect littl e, if any, run off from the watershed, due to a 
head wall , plus a 12º extension at the North end of the reservoir and a large run off canal 
alongside of the reservoir that carries runoff to the spill way and then to the New York 
Gulch. (Fig.2a-h) 
 
You state some water captured by the canal will bypass the reservoir and enter the 
watercourse downstream. How? What water? Where does it come from? The only water 
from the canal that goes to New York Ranch Gulch is the leakage from the canal. Right 
now at least half of the lower New York Ranch Gulch to Hwy 88 is dry from June to 
October (Fib.1b). Without canal leakage it will all dry up. Your field work and now work 
product is substandard. You know littl e of New York Ranch Gulch hydrology and your 
statements prove it. 
 
Again, the lower portion of New York Ranch Gulch to Hwy 88 is and has been dry for 
some months for a number of years. It has not and will not be perennial without canal 
contribution.  
 
Your expectations have and are already wrong. 
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Oneida Creek, page 42 
 
The Agency releases a good flow of water from Tanner Reservoir at variable times, 
which then flows downhill to Oneida Creek. This fluctuating weekly discharge keeps 
Oneida Creek and the lower North Fork perenniall y intermittent. Without this canal water 
discharge these watercourses do and will dry up if the canal is dried up. State law #5937 
requires water releases below a dam to continue to keep fish below it in good order. 
There are several recent court decisions that uphold this law. This law and these settled 
cases require the necessary water releases at New York and Tanner Reservoir as well as 
Lake Tabeaud. 
 
Amador Canal Reservoirs, page 42 
 
Seasonal water will l argely (95%) not enter the reservoir for reasons I just explained. 
Without canal contribution it would become a degrading mud hole of death and 
destruction to aquatic li fe. It would not be a good fire asset, as it is now and will 
essentially be a wasted dying facili ty. Further New York Ranch Reservoir was not 
designed to take large seasonal rain runoff . It cannot function this way without constant 
monitoring during the heavy rain season. It is a canal-regulating reservoir. 
 
Other waters, page 43 
 
12 ponds of varying sizes below the canal and their adjacent riparian habitat would cease 
to exist. A corridor up and down the length of the canal and at each of these ponds will 
create a zone of devastation. All of this ecological disaster would result from the 
dewatering of the canal, the fatal component of this project. This calamity would 
continue into Jackson and far below with the drying up of these streams. 
 
Most of the yearly reoccurring seeps and leaks can be quantified. You just did not take 
the time or effort to collect the data. The result is a wildly speculative and factually 
flawed report. CEQA requires a project with the least impact. Here we have the worst and 
most impact. There is no mitigation and no attempt at mitigation. This is a textbook 
example of bad environmental work to support a bad environmental project. The worst of 
the worst! 
 
You have not fulfill ed section 21100 or 15128 as you have ignored the true effects ªon 
the environmentº.  
 
There is no proof that 130+ years of canal leakage has not kept groundwater aquifers 
recharged. If you do have data and tests that were performed to prove otherwise show it 
now! 
 
Everything you say regarding groundwater is conjecture, no proof. Who says we do not 
have a principal aquifer? Show us the proof! Could we have multiple localized aquifers 
fed by milli ons of gallons of water over a 130 years period? You artificially restrict the 
effects of the last 130+ years of water contribution and dismiss any credence that the loss 
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of this canal system could and likely would be devastating not only to underground water 
but to the aquatic environment throughout the entire sub basin area. 
 
You have proved nothing about the loss of the whole of these 4 local streams that 
constitute the entire water system of the Jackson basin from June to October. 
 
To conclude, your percentages are not correct. There is no 19%, no 16% of perennial 
streams that will only be affected. It is provable, demonstrable and factual that these 4 
major streams will cease to exist from June to October without the canal's leaks. It will 
be a complete loss ecologically. This is not conjecture; it can be proven. 
 
The Wild and Scenic River reason is not applicable. These streams never were considered 
eligible. You merely added this ªstraw manº argument as fill er text.  
 
Your third reason is a disguised version of your first point. Essentially, you have no 
points, nothing to stand on. It is a whitewash that insults intelli gent thinking people. It 
betrays CEQA's intent to protect the environment against bad projects and breaks st ate 
law in many areas. It is so just because you say so? Hardly. Again where is your proof 
backed by data? 
  
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures, p.56 
 
I have spent pages showing and discussing the ªadverse cumulativeº effects due to the 
dewatering of the canal, the most dramatically harmful aspect of this Pipeline Project. 
Your first statement is without factual foundation! 
 
Drying up of the canal would have a catastrophic cumulative impact in almost every 
aspect! There are at least 2 other proposed projects. You just will not analyze them. 
CEQA requires that you do so! 
 
Your statement concerning no other project dewatering the canal is tortured thinking 
without logical connection.  
 
Your entire Summary of Reasons is irrational, unverifiable and undocumentable. 
 
There is nothing but cumulative, adverse effects everywhere you look. You would have 
to be blind to reason otherwise. 
 
We have provided since the NO/PIS throughout the FEIR two other alternatives and you 
refuse to examine them. Your work product lacks thoroughness. It does not stand up here 
and I believe it will not stand up in court. 
 
Mitigation measures 
 
Vast destruction, no problem, none required. Baseless unproven conclusions. 
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4.1-3 page 44,45 
 
You paint a picture of f low reduction in the 4 streams and then turn around and talk about 
the lack of f looding and conclude that due to large stream flow reductions, no flooding or 
damage from flooding will occur. Not applicable to the situation. Why do you ignore the 
loss of f lows in these streams? 
 
In all of this examination of water resources you have ignored the effect of the loss of 
water resources on the environment and it's companion biological component. You will 
state that you are only to address the water resources; however, you cannot separate the 
two. The loss of water resources directly translates into biological losses and is 
completely connected. You cannot have devastation in water hydrologic resources and 
ignore the results to other areas of impacts. Water resource impacts do not exist in a 
vacuum. You cannot refuse to look at the aggregate effect; it is a domino case. One effect 
impacts another, thus a cumulative result that is significant. Cumulative effects are also 
criti cal in CEQA and can and in this case will result in significant effects. This issue 
cannot be ignored, see Cali fornia Fish & Game letter 8/12/02 provided here. 
 
The significant issues of this letter have not been examined, reviewed or answered. 
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Canal L ife Extension Alternative 

 
 
4.1-3, p.44 
 
The three forks of Jackson Creek, Oneida Creek and New York Ranch Gulch are not 
rivers. One, Rosgen's quote therefore is not applicable and two, it is way too narrow a 
description of what constitutes a stream or a creek profile or make up. As I said before 
the water in a stream or creek, is the li fe force and body general of a watercourse. 
 
Your assertion again that neither the pipeline project or the canal li fe extension would not 
have an appreciable effect on flows in these streams or creeks during winter with normal 
rainy months is obvious. Stop bringing this up. Focus only on the period June through 
October, typically dry, non-rain months. Then focus on the gradual loss of seeps, leaks 
and releases from the canal that will be lessened by repairs over the years. 
 
Forget your five bullet points.  They are not related to or relevant to the dewatering of the 
canal, the real impact to be examined. 
 
Hydrology involves the presence, movement, makeup and quantity of water over a 
specified length. Hydrologic properties are not sterile; they create, support and nourish 
both a wide variety of plants and animals. This symbiotic relationship between hydrology 
and its effected areas is inseparable. The loss of one results in the loss of the others. Only 
death and destruction of both follow this loss. Without the canal's contributions this will 
be the fate of hundreds of acres of riparian habitat and wetlands as well as thousands of 
animals, land and aquatic. This is a certainty. 
 
When you say the effect is less than significant and that there is no need of mitigations 
measures, you ignore the facts in evidence. 
 
The rest of this wasteful discourse on the canal li fe extension is unworthy of discussion. 
It is so much wasted words. 
 
Let's examine a real solution that addresses the problems the pipeline causes. 
 
Some years ago the Agency put together a Blue Ribbon Ad Hoc Committee of about 15 
members of the community. After much examination, discussion and thought from 
people from a wide variety of areas of the community they recommended keeping water 
in the canal with a smaller diameter pipeline for transportation to be installed in the future 
when really needed. This kept the canal, streams and creeks alive. It protected the 
environment. It saved money and allowed for future growth. 
 
Why is it that the Accelerated Canal Improvement Alternative with historic water release 
for agricultural needs and the keeping of f ish below dams in good condition is never 
examined? In addition historic flows from May to October in the 4 streams must be 
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continued along with the rehabilit ation of the first 3 sections of the canal (76% of all 
water loss). Under this plan water should be released during May through October to 
keep the streams and creeks alive and vibrant, (not break Cali fornia law) and protect the 
flora and fauna of the Jackson watershed basins. It would not impact a 130+ years of 
contribution to groundwater and wells nor destroy the aesthetic qualiti es of the Jackson's 
sub basin. It would also maintain property values, promote agriculture (65% of the 
county's make up) and protect existing water rights and help mitigate Jackson's treated 
water dilution releases. 
 
There are desirable project goals. You have restricted your focus on only the one project 
and one alternative proposed. CEQA requires that we choose the least invasive project 
not the most destructive and costly as this report has done. You have ignored two other 
alternatives that I have already mentioned. 
 
Again this document is supposed to be an ªenvironmental documentº; instead it 
completely ignores the real environmental concerns and issues, to the detriment of the 
environment. 
 
A good example of this shortsighted posture of this report is evident on page 45. The 
report admits the New York Reservoir will warm to a higher temperature and trout wil l 
ªbe eliminatedº. Oh well, not to worry – it will j ust wipe out a complete trout community 
not only in the 52-acre reservoir but also a 23.2-mile fishery of 3,000 trout (the canal is 
identified this way by Cali fornia Fish and Game). The loss of fresh water to New York 
Reservoir will sentence it to a slough-like future of stagnation and a general unhealthy 
condition. Not good for the environment or its aquatic community. 
 
4.1-5, p.54 
This summary statement would have the reader believe that land management (no 
reference where, by whom, or how much) and agricultural practices (again where, by 
whom, or how much is not documented) would ªhave a larger impact on the water quali ty 
of local streams than the elimination of leakage from the Amador Canalº, which keeps 
the streams alive from May through October. 
 
If ever there was a more baseless unproven or undocumented statement in this report, this 
is the worst. No water at all i n the streams is less significant than unknown imaginary 
management or practices? Therefore because E.I.P. says so ªelimination of leakage by 
the Pipeline Alternative on local surface waters (streams and creeks) quality is less than 
significantº. This is not good science and it is unprovable. No water is more desirable 
than live streams. This is ill ogical. Where is the proof? 
 
Local Streams, p.55 
 You cannot just reduce leaks to no more than 20%. People have water rights and 
usage rights to the seeps and leaks. P.G.&E. and the Blue Lakes Water Company 
acknowledged these rights. They must continue. The community has a right to the use of 
the water from runoff and the springs now under Lake Tabeaud that fed the South Fork. 
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The City of Jackson was settled because of this series of streams. They have a very 
vested right to their continuance if not legal right. 
 
This report admits to having no knowledge of the stream water quali ty yet it assumes 
some unknown ªdegradationº. No facts, no percentages, just wild speculation!  
 
The report lists four arrow points concerning water quali ty of all ªof the streams 
potentially receiving leakage from the Amador Canalº. Even at this point this report will 
not admit the truth that these streams and creeks are dependent on the canal for their 
existence from May to October. It does not have proof to the contrary it just repeats 
unproven statements hoping they will be believed without any basis in fact. Examine 
these arrow points. 
 
> Streams are meant to be used by man and animal alike. 
 
> There is no evidence of wholesale removal of vegetation along the banks and streams. 
To the contrary, recent and long-term observation will t estify that very littl e current 
removal exists and the streams are essentially fully vegetated. Also recent field 
temperature collection of the streams show only a few degrees difference in temperature 
between the canal and streams. We have current field data and proof. Show us your proof 
of significant current vegetation removal and stream temperature increase. 
 
> There is again next to no earth disturbing activities, road crossings etc. This is based on 
recent field observations. If not, show us your proof, documents and assign based on the 
proof, a % of these activities or crossing to the miles of streams. List the locations. 
 
p.56 > Show us the proof. Cite the contamination sites from septic systems and 
household waste locations; give us amounts and contents, number of occurrences and 
dates, not just unfounded statements. List the locations. 
 
List all the ongoing land use practices. Give us quantifiable effects and amounts. You 
state it is chronic, prove it. Saying so is not proof! 
 
Summary. 
Your conclusion is based on nothing. You don't know the current ªwater quali tyº and 
you cannot quantify the ªphantomº degradation nor put any honest numbers to it. There 
is no scientific data or analysis presented to support your claim that ªthe impacts of 
reduced leakage on local water quali ty are less than significantº. To the contrary, 
Mokelumne River water is known for its high degree of water quali ty. An average of 
1700 gals/minute flows in Jackson Creek May through October and this much river water 
is extremely beneficial to local water quali ty. This amount is based on the past three years 
of electronic monitoring of f lows to Jackson Creek. 
 
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
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4.1, p.56   Your ªcumulative impactº statements are ridiculous. You ignore all the real 
cumulative impacts that I have discussed and just go on about ªother projects not being 
proposed to ªdewater the canalº thus no cumulative effect on local hydrology. I guess 
that only more projects that ªdewater the canalº would really be cumulative. I guess 
permanently dewatering the canal once is not enough! I guess that losing more than 90% 
(according to Cali fornia Fish and Game) of the existing small streams that remain is a 
desirable cumulative effect? There is no logic or science at work here. This is 
schizophrenic thinking! 
 
Your  conclusion that because you say so unidentified and unknownº land management 
would continue (again no proof) to have much more significant effect on water quali ty in 
local streams than either of the proposed project alternatives wouldº is laughable if it 
were not so transparently absurd and destructive! Your revision is a waste of ratepayer 
dollars. This is a CEQA nightmare! 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
 

 
To really examine the ªhydrologicº picture of the Jackson and, also to a lesser extent, the 
north slope of the ridge on Ridge Road along which the canal flows after the Hamrick 
Siphon to the Tanner Reservoir, one must be aware of the ªotherº dependent bodies of 
water that constitute some 12 thriving and aquatically diverse riparian habitats in addition 
to the Amador streams. Spread literally from Lake Tabeaud to New York Reservoir and 
then to Tanner Reservoir are 12 sizeable ponds fed by seepage, leakage and flow from the 
Amador Canal. 
 
These ponds exist by virtue of the essentially what is Mokelumne River water. This river 
water is a continuation of water from a series of dams to the Amador Canal and thence by 
many leaks and diversions back to streams again. Thus in a very real sense the canal is 
just a different stream channel that continues flow from one area river to various streams 
culminating in Jackson Creek. 
 
There is no hard data evidence, only unverified speculation that if the canal after 130 plus 
years is dewatered, that the South, Middle and North Forks of Jackson Creek and New 
York Ranch Gulch will not cease to exist May to October! Show us your proof that this 
will not occur. 
 
To the contrary, a recent summer/fall episode where pumping was halted for 
approximately 12 hours left the South Fork ªdryº.  
 
This is verifiable by area residents as well as an Agency employee. All one has to do to 
replicate this evidence is to again cut flows to the canal at Lake Tabeaud for the same 
period of time and again achieve the same result. 
 
Any scientist or unbiased party wishing to test the veracity of this statement would not 
hesitate to do so in this matter and either prove or disprove this statement. 
 
An optimal time to perform this experiment would be during the upcoming dry fall 
period. It could be done from midnight to 10:00AM the next morning with a warning to 
up-canal water users that there would be a short period of water outage during the late 
night/early morning period. 
 
The very same circumstances already exist on the other three streams during summer/fall 
months to varying degrees. My recent field studies show that below the canal at Hwy 88 
on the Middle Fork is dry for a short length, then due to leaks and seeps again flows past 
West Clinton Bridge, past Previtali Bridge (where a small canal-fed tributary runs along 
Previtali Road) adds to the Middle Fork flow and then becomes dry at the Hwy 88 
Bridge. 
 
Similarly the New York Ranch Gulch flows during summer/fall months solely based on 
canal leakage. Without more flow during these late summer/fall months this stream never 
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reaches the Middle Fork at Hwy 88. Thus without suff icient contribution from the canal 
(Mokelumne River water), the lower reach of the New York Ranch Gulch and the bottom 
reach of the Middle Fork some 3 miles from the City of Jackson already dries up during 
the late summer/fall months thus destroying miles of aquatic habitat and aquatic 
population required by Cali fornia State Law to be maintained in good condition by 
suff icient water releases below dams, (i.e. Lake Tabeaud, New York Reservoir and 
Tanner Reservoir) not to mention the 12 other ponds replete with fish, salamander, the 
western pond turtle and all the other communities of animals based at these aquatic 
habitats. 
 
Lastly the North Fork is perhaps the best example of what happens when flows from the 
canal are cut. The Oneida Creek receives water from the canal through releases at Tanner 
Reservoir, as well as delivered water from the canal by an agricultural service line that 
goes to a number of watering points that suffer overflow events that also put more water 
into Oneida Creek. These periodic weekly releases from Tanner Reservoir downgrade, 
flows to Oneida Creek and thence to the North Fork. 
 
Thus May to October Oneida Creek and the North Fork at Jackson Gate Road will 
alternate between flowing and not flowing solely on water releases above Oneida Creek 
from Tanner Reservoir. The North Fork is ªdryº above Jackson Gate Road because there 
are no leaks or seeps from the canal that make it to this section of the North Fork. 
Thereby proving that without flows from the canal, the North Fork dries up during the 
summer/fall months; the very same way the South Fork will do without the seeps, leaks 
and releases from the canal during the same period. In essence the North Fork 
circumstances is proven many times a month, similar to the other forks during mid 
summer through fall periods. In addition the Amador Water Agency has for some years 
been violating State Law, section #5937 by not releasing suff icient water to keep the fish 
population below these dams and reservoirs in good condition. In fact by erratic releases 
this constantly  ªshocksº the aquatic populations in these stream courses thus 
dramatically impacting the survivabili ty of its streams' population. This essentially is a 
yo-yo li fe and death repetition that must stop. A stream must flow or it dies. And thus its 
aquatic li fe will die also! 
 
The essence of a stream, the thing that makes it a stream is its continuity of f low. Low or 
non-flows are harmful to all of the attributes of its very character. If the canal is dried up 
the four streams will cease to flow to Jackson from summer to fall . This can only be 
prevented by suff icient canal releases that keep the stream flowing with historic amounts. 
Gauging records will validate those flow amounts. 
 
The loss of summer/fall flows will have a dramatic effect on the flora of the canal/stream 
reaches. Past canal dewatering in Markleevill e and other areas have resulted in a total 
loss of previously prevalent and continuous water supply with a dramatic loss of trees due 
to sudden removal of a normally constant water supply by the canal. This total removal of 
water has so shocked the tree community along its length after years of water availabili ty 
dependency, that widespread death of the tree population within a corridor on either side 
of the canal has been the result. The same result is sure to repeat itself along the 23.2 
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miles of the Amador Canal! So as a result both the water dependent community along the 
canal in the future and the streams during the summer/fall months will be dramatically 
effected without adequate mitigation. The ªno net loss wetlandsº requirement by State 
Fish & Game law as well as the Army Corps of Engineers will be violated. The loss of 
the ªWestern Pond Turtleº population and habitat in the canal, the reservoirs, streams and 
the 14 canal fed ponds as well as the miles of streams downstream from Jackson will 
result by the drying up of the canal. The loss of wetlands, habitat and turtle population 
due to an inabili ty to survive natural relocation will cause significant loss to this species 
in these basins. These widespread losses cannot be accepted! 
 
The hydrological structure in the Jackson sub basin and the Sutter Creek area by 
dewatering the canal will unalterably be destroyed. CEQA law was designed to prevent 
just such conditions from occurring. 
 
The interdependency of existing canal, stream, ponds and dam waters and their aquatic 
and riparian community cannot and should not be destroyed by ªmyopicº projects. The 
notion that because someone puts in print the statement that ªno significant effectº will 
occur in fact makes the statement true without sufficient analysis and verification of 
relevant information makes a mockery of CEQA and must not be permitted. In addition 
failure to include or discuss and examine such relevant information preclude informed 
decision-making and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statuary goals 
of the EIR process. Too much relevant information has been ignored and not examined. 
 
Fig. 4.1, p.3&4  
  

1. Location 2, 3 & 4 and also between 2 and 3 is perennial not 
intermittent/ephemeral. I have been there in late August/September and there are 
dozens of gallons per minute flowing and this is an abnormally dry year. The 
flows are directly due to canal seeps and leaks. 

2. The upper portion of the Spinetta Tributary is and does flow perennially. It is 
flowing now at many gals/minute, late in a low rainfall year. 

 
3. Location 7. The very same circumstances are true. It was and is perennial. 

 
This report continues to ignore the facts and circumstances. 1998 was the ten-year high 
point for recorded rainfall. By using only this year to base estimates on how much flow 
would continue in the three branches of the Jackson Creek plus New York Ranch Gulch, 
artificially skews the results. A ten-year average would have been more appropriate to 
reflect average flows in these streams. 
 
 
 
David Evitt 


