
Jerry Brown suggests water needs to be moved from 
parts of the state with an excess to parts of the state 
that need it. But there are no significant parts of the 
state with an excess of developed or undeveloped 
water except for a few very small, self-contained 
outliers and no parts of the state at all that could 
endure development of infrastructure to export water 
from them without doing excessive and unsustainable 
damage to the water sources and to all that water 
supports at those sources. Go to the map for the 
voting result on Prop. 1 last November and look at the 
counties that had a majority against the measure. 
Even some of the most bull-headed and backward 
people in those counties know they have nothing 
extra to give. 
 
Some people a bit light on their geography may 
question how further water withdrawals from the 
Sacramento River for the BDCP could affect the 
Trinity and Klamath Rivers and why salmon-
dependent tribes on those rivers are fervently against 
the BDCP for the stress Brown's program will add to 
them. The Trinity is the biggest tributary of the 
Klamath. Both rivers have multiple dams in their 
upper reaches, and current water withdrawals from 
both rivers reduce flows at critical times below what 
are needed for salmon and steelhead to head 
upstream to spawn. Furthermore, the lower flows 
sometimes raise river temperatures above lethal 



levels for young fish. The altered Trinity is loaded with 
algal growth, and so forth.  
 
The current water withdrawals from the Klamath are 
mostly for agriculture in the Klamath Basin of Oregon 
and California. But the withdrawals from the Trinity 
are from water dammed up in Trinity Lake, then sent 
downstream a bit to the smaller Lewiston 
Dam. From Lewiston Dam, water is sent out of the 
Trinity watershed through the Clear Creek Tunnel to 
Clear Creek in the Sacramento River watershed and 
Whiskeytown Lake. Thus, the dam forming 
Whiskeytown Lake backs up water from relatively 
small Clear Creek and much more coming through the 
tunnel from the larger Trinity River. Releases from 
Whiskeytown Dam go down the creek channel below 
to the Sacramento River. Withdrawing more water 
from the Trinity to provide some of the additional 
water Brown's twin tunnel scheme would take from 
the Sacramento and export south would degrade the 
already botched and dire situation in the Trinity River 
even further by adding significantly to the insufficient 
flows and warm water problems already mentioned.  
 
Because the Trinity is a major contributor of water to 
the Klamath, the flow of the Klamath downriver from 
its junction with the Trinity, already so low at times 
that certain salmon runs can't occur, would be further 
reduced. So, if you are a Hoopa or a Karuk or a Yurok 



or a commercial salmon fisherman, additional diverted 
water from the Trinity for greater withdrawals from the 
Sacramento directly screws you. Anyone remember a 
bunch of Indians demonstrating at the capitol in 
Sacramento last summer? They were there to 
demand an emergency reduction of water exported 
through the tunnel from Lewiston and a release of a 
pulse from Trinity and Lewiston Dams to go downriver 
and down the Klamath to allow a particular run of 
salmon to have the impetus it needed to enter the 
Klamath and head upstream. (They were "given" part 
of the emergency water the rivers needed.) That was 
on an ongoing brink of disaster for them even before 
the new schemes Brown is pushing that would make 
their situation worse. 
 
The growing Klamath/Trinity debacle is just one 
demonstration of the massive artificial blunders made 
in the "replumbing" of California over the past century, 
and, more to the point for the moment, the 
Sacramento river watershed and the delta. All the 
other tributaries to the Sacramento from the less 
populated and politically impotent far north part of the 
state have their own negative stories that would be 
made worse by insisting they make greater 
contributions of water to the new Sacramento 
diversions. The Upper Sacramento, the McCloud, the 
Pit, the Feather, and so on--all would be hammered 
more than they already are. This is not even 



debatable. It does not involve trivial nuances. It's 
simple to the degree that any voting member of the 
public, exposed to one or more of the north state 
water stories playing out, some over many decades 
now, should be able to understand it. Only money-
driven political myths sold to a naive public, especially 
campaigns directed to voters, about real-world water 
resources permit insanity like the BDCP 
to bulldoze (and tunnel) its way forward. 
 
Finally, if the proposed further gross misuse of 
California's most vital resource is so obvious, why did 
The Nature Conservancy, the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, and several other large (urban-
thinking-dominated) environmental organizations 
support Prop. 1 last November? Truly pitiful, as it was 
harmful. And worth remembering. 
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