
From: Bob

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: stevigibson@yahoo.com; jarbidge@cccomm.net; new49ers@goldgold.

com;

Subject: Proposed Dredging Regulations
Date: Monday, March 21, 2011 12:05:40 PM

First, let me thank you for your taking time to read my comments!  We 
will not be able to attend any public meetings on this issue, but would 
like our concerns known.  I hope you get a lot of quality comments 
from other prospectors like me who just want to stay active in our 
retirement and enjoy the great outdoors in the beautiful State of 
California.

All of the prospectors I know, save a few, are retired, in their 60's 
plus, and have found dredging as a great healthy hobby.  My wife and I 
travel full time in a RV and many things factor into where we spend our 
money in the summer.  Losing this hobby of ours in California just 
means we have no reason to come there.

Here are a few of my comments:

● The proposed regulations call for a limit of 4,000 permits, on a 
first come, first serve basis.  Where is the logic (economically 
and otherwise) in that?

● I saw no mention of fee's.   Are they proposing no change to out 
of State permits?

● I actually thought, after reading the first paragraph of the 
draft where in said that .....dredging has no deleterious effect 
to fish.,  Y'all could have stopped right there!  I thought that 
was the whole reason for the rewrite in the first place!

After I have the opportunity to get into a more detailed review, I 
hope to have additional comments during the public comment period.
Thanks again for your time. 
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From:  "Brenner, Thomas" <TBrenner@hrblock.com> 

To: "dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov" <dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov> 

Date:  3/21/2011 11:06 AM 

 

Hi Mark, 

 

I am not familiar with the area on the North Fork American River that is called in the new released regs 

Clementine Dam to Big Valley Canyon will there be something like a Color Coded Map for the State? 

 

Thanks, 

Tom 
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From:  Ken & Mary Campbell <kmcampbell@wavecable.com> 
To: <dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov> 
Date:  3/21/2011 11:25 AM 
Subject:  Comments on Proposed new Suction Dredging Regulations 

Mark Stopher 
Department of Fish and Game 
601 Locust Street  
Redding, CA 96001 

Dear Mr. Stopher, 

I would like to comment on the proposed changes to the gold dredging regulations in California.  I am concerned that gold dredging is being 
blamed for impacts to salmon and other wildlife populations on California Rivers and prompting unnecessary changes to the current regulations. 
As a resident of the Olympic peninsula in Washington, we are surrounded by Salmon and Steelhead rivers. Most of the headwaters and the entire 
length of these rivers are within Olympic NP and are minimally impacted by pollution, damming or forestry. The Olympic Peninsula is not a 
hotbed for gold prospecting and sees no impact from gold dredging. Yet most of our salmon runs are nowhere near what they historically once 
were. Over fishing by Tribal and non-tribal commercial fishermen as well as recreational fishing has weakened many of these runs. They have 
not been impacted by gold dredging. I believe many of the rivers in California suffer from the same problem. If the decline in salmon numbers is 
a major concern then CDF&G should look at all impacts to fish stocks equally including fishing, forestry, water diversion and damming. 

CDF&G’s salmon counts on the Klamath River from 1978 to 2008 showed an average Chinook run of 104,250. Some reports state that this
number may be 10% of historic levels. Escapement averaged 69,393 salmon, fish that hopefully went on to spawn. The average yearly harvest by 
Tribal and recreational fishermen was 34,357 Chinooks.  If half of those salmon were females then 17,178 egg producing fish would have been 
killed each year. In a study done on the Sacramento River, the average female Chinook salmon built 4 to 5 redds and carried 4,150 eggs. The 
killing of that number of female Chinooks would result in the loss of more than 68,712 redds and 71,288,700 eggs.  

The fact that CDF&G allows the harvesting of salmon at this level shows they feel the salmon population and level of spawning can handle this 
impact. I would hate to think that CDF&G is putting the need for license sale revenues before fish stock health. In the course of a dredging season 
it is very unlikely that miners intentionally kill adult or juvenile salmon with a gold dredge.  But with a fishing license a person could legally kill 
more than 250 adult Chinooks during the fall fishing season with a 2 fish per person per day limit. 

I reviewed Bret Harvey’s and Thomas Liele’s paper “Effects of suction dredging on streams” and though it says salmon eggs were killed by 
passing through a dredge (under controlled conditions), it doesn’t show in that paper or any other paper that I could find, that observations of fish 
kills have ever been made under field conditions. I also could not find any reports of enforcement actions taken on small scale gold dredging to 
stop on-going fish kills. I also could not find any studies that document negative effects on fish by gold dredging. 

California Fish and Game issues nearly 2.2 million sport fishing licenses each year with no limits on the number of licenses issued. CDF&G’s 
proposal to limit dredge permits makes little sense if there is no limit on the number of Tribal and non-tribal commercial or recreational fishing 
licenses issued. Setting permit levels for gold dredging could lead to environmental activists buying permits to prevent prospectors from enjoying 
their rights to this activity. In the Mission Statement of CDF&G it says that it manages the resource for the “Enjoyment by the public”. I hope that 
CDF&G does this for all user groups equally and fairly. As a former NH Fish and Game Fisheries Biologist, I care very deeply for our wildlife 
resources. I think that gold dredging is one of the least harmful activities that CDF&G is blaming for the decline in salmon. I have never dredged 
in California but hope to in the coming years. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Ken Campbell 

2446 E. Hidden Way Rd. 

Port Angeles, Washington 98362                                                                                                  
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From:  Mike Elster <mike.elster@yahoo.com> 
To: <dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov> 
CC: <melster@ulink.net> 
Date:  3/21/2011 9:30 AM 
Subject:  Comment on DSEIR for Suction Dredge Permits 

Attn: Mark Stopher 

Hi Mark, My name is Mike Elster and I'd like you to represent my comments and  
recommendations regarding Suction Dredge Permits.  I am retired from Intel  
Corporation (Folsom, CA) and have been a Fishing Guide at Whiskeytown and Shasta  
Lake for the past 5 years.  I've worked with Marty Courier at DFG to assist him  
with recording King Salmon caught at Shasta Lake.  My primary residence is in  
Roseville, CA during the winter months, however I own a cabin in Douglas City  
(Trinity County) and this is my retirements sanctuary from April through October  
(when I do my guiding).  My cabin is on Deer Lick Springs Rd. and my property  
line crosses the road and extends halfway into Browns Creek.  It's just a small,  
simple place but so quiet and peaceful, all you hear is the creek, birds,  
crickets and frogs and other various wildlife and nature sounds.  This is the  
primary reason I bought the place.  Two years ago those sounds were interupted  
for weeks on end, morning till dark with the sound of a gas motor running a  
dredge.   The dredgers were issued a valid permit (even with the moratorium) for  
that area of Browns Creek.  I was amazed at the constant irritating noise and  
disruption to the clarity of the creek.  I could only imagine how the small  
steelhead and other species of fish and wildlife in the creek tried to survive  
the disruption to their environment, as well as mine.  My comment is:  If  
suction dredging in small creeks, streams and rivers is allowed, then the  
permitting process must consider the privacy of the residence withing the  
vacinity of the dredging claim.  I would recommend that any dredging claim must  
be at least 400 yards from any residential property.  In my particular case, the  
dredgers were less than 100' off my back porch.  In closing, I am asking that  
the Suction Dredge Permitting process prioritizes the privacy and safety of the  
residence within the claim area.  Thank you in advance for representing my  
comments and recommendations.   

Cordially, 
Mike Elster 
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From:  <elleonore.hizon@thomsonreuters.com> 
To: <mstopher@dfg.ca.gov> 
CC: <RKelly@dfg.ca.gov> 
Date:  3/21/2011 1:35 AM 
Subject:  Request for a Copy of ProposedText Relating to Suction Dredge Mining Regulation Amendments 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am looking for the proposed text for the following rules, published in 
California Regulatory Notice Register March 18, 2011/Volume 11-Z: 

Suction Dredge Mining Regulation Amendments 

The proposed rule's action: 

The regulations (14 CCR 228 et seq.) proposed in this rulemaking action 
consider the best information currently available regarding the 
condition of fish populations 

in California and the reasonably foreseeable effects of suction dredging 
on fish. The proposed regulations would authorize CDFG to issue permits 
to persons allowing them to engage in motorized suction dredging, with 
specific restrictions intended to avoid effects which would be 
deleterious to fish. The proposed regulations are more restrictive than 
those that were in place prior to establishment of the moratorium. 
Additional restrictions include specific equipment and operational 
requirements and shorter operating seasons or closures for various 
rivers, lakes and streams.  

Please send a copy at your earliest convenience.  

Thank you. 

   

Best Regards, 

Elleonore Hizon 
Publishing Specialist 

Phone: +63 2 789-5369 

Mobile: +63 917-3815234 
Email: elleonore.hizon@thomsonreuters.com 

We help the legal system perform better. Everyday. Worldwide. 
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From: john mortensen

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: golddvr@yahoo.com;

Subject: Fw: Re: Fw: Re-Write..A solution to many environmental problems
Date: Monday, March 21, 2011 4:11:00 PM

Hi Mark, 
I'me hoping we''ll  be able to allow us to dredge as normal. Thousands of 
dollars are spent on our operation. As I have stated  earlier the Scott has 
improved over the years as we had 12 reds the past few years. I have seen the 
Buck Salmon protect them from the steelhead. 
My friends and I will attend the meeting in Yreka and hopefully DFG will allow 
us to operate in an appropriate fashion. 
I know what has caused the initial problem; Came from Happy Camp and the 
disposal of Meth drugs that killed the fish....Then the rush to blame dredging.
The economical impact on the local communities have taken a terrible hit also! 
                                                                      Sincerely, John Mortensen 
P.S. Me and my partners have well over $20,000 invested on our claims and 
we spend more each year locally. 

--- On Thu, 10/21/10, Dave Mack 
<dave@promackmining.
com>  wrote: 

From: Dave Mack <dave@promackmining.com> 
Subject: Re: Fw: Re-Write..A solution to many environmental problems 
To: "john mortensen" <golddvr@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thursday, October 21, 2010, 3:31 AM 

This is good!

We will likely want to introduce it the ongoing California Administrative 
process once DFG releases its draft EIR. 

Dave Mack 

At 05:07 PM 10/12/2010 -0700, you wrote: 

Dave, letter, hope to publish. Letter from Richard 
originally and I modified it some. John 
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--- On Fri, 10/8/10, john mortensen 
<golddvr@yahoo.
com>  wrote: 

From: john mortensen <golddvr@yahoo.
com>
Subject: Re-Write..A solution to many 
environmental problems 
To: Gnelson@mailtribune.com 
Cc: golddvr@yahoo.com 
Date: Friday, October 8, 2010, 4:51 PM 

Washington(State) has set up a program in 
cooperation with suction miners to collect 
harmful metals and debris. Over a 12 month 
period they took out over a150# of mercury 
and turned it over to the Dept. of Ecology. 
Collecting this highly poisonous metal from 
our river system by dredging is very effective 
and economical to the taxpayers. Cost to 
taxpayers-nothing.

Lead has accumulated in Western rivers for 
over 100 years. Many are responsible. I have 
removed by dredging, sinkers, fishing gear, 
old battery parts and other lead bearing 
materials. Lead is a poison which 
accumulates in the gills of fish and is harmful 
to all living creatures. I have removed 
several pounds in 1 season. I appreciate 
locally what some others have done. 

Trash in the form of monofilament line, 
plastics, steel and iron from cars and 
machinery is removed by dredging. Sunlight 
decomposes the plastic and the rest which 
releases harmful chemicals into the water.
Thousands of pounds are removed by 
dredgers at no cost to the taxpayers. I have 
even had to remove a culvert pipe from the 



river at it blocked the natural flow. 

Algae-covered,  packed rock : The water 
temperature rises as the day-time 
temperatures heats up and the river flow 
decreases. Algae bloom  as this process goes 
on and eventually covers the river bed from 
bank to bank. The algae slick rocks make it 
almost imposssibel for fish to form a bed 
(redd) in which to lay their eggs. A dredge 
leaves a clean trail of clean aerated area in 
which to spawn. On my claim a lone there 
were 12 redds alone, where they spawned 
and the fry in the spring is now 10 fold. 

The high water temperatures of late spring , 
summer and fallcan be partly modified by the 
deep holed left by dredgers. The water at the 
bottom allows them to rest and cool off. 
Predation on the fry is also deminished as to 
provide cover from the predators. 

As far as human waste is concerned, we 
have cleaned up feces, remains of lunches, 
clothing etc. from our mining claims. 
Chloroform bacteria does not help water 
quality at all. 

In conclusion, the river of   where salmon 
spawn, suction dredging offers economical 
solutions to environmental problems. Also 
the economy of the small communities where 
they buy supplies, fuel etc. Stores along the 
klamath, food shelves are almost empty and 
the trailer parks are hurting to. 

As in group of people their are those who are 
outside the box, from the ones I know we 
are all Support the local communities,
reponsible and follow the laws and pay our 
dues to DFG and BLM. As far as the flat 
lander goes..Go up to Shaedey cove and 



float or take a ride on the jet boat. 

Gary; My personal info: 
I am a retired educator here in CP as a Ag. 
and Forestry teacher for 20+years. 
I hold a Masters in both fields. 
I hold claims off the Klamath river with a lot 
invested to supplement my SS#. 
First started panning below  Gold Ray and 
gradually got more intense. Dredged the 
Appellgate and Rogue plus many smaller 
streams locally. All over. 
This is my summer job, not just a day or two. 

Documentation in part: !- Personal experience 
                                 2- USA biologist, 
retired
                                 3-EPA; Bio 
chemist
                                4- Dave McCracken, 
Prof. dredger, New 49'rs 

Please note that my email address has changed to: 
<dave@promackmining.com> If you would like to sign up for our free 
monthly newsletter, just click here: http://goldgold.com/

newsletterform.htm



From: Stephen Thompson

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: DEIS
Date: Monday, March 21, 2011 8:47:25 PM

What is the section in the DEIS  that justifies a September 1 
start time for class E
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From: Ken Greenwell

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: MY money back
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 8:05:35 AM

If dredging does not effect fish (which we already knew 
anyway, why all of the other added BS.

    Send my dredging fees back that you people stole 
when dredging was shut down.  I’ll go some where else 
and spend my money.  California apparently does not 
need it.  Send check to: Ken Greenwell   135 Jarbidge 
Court, Fallon, Nevada.  89406
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From: Rich Haynes

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Calif. dredging
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 10:17:33 AM

Legislation by Gaines Would Repeal Suction Dredge Mining Ban

Another measure I have introduced would repeal the statewide ban on suction 
dredge mining until a full environmental review has been completed.

It is irresponsible to impose a one-size-fits-all ban on suction dredge mining 
before we even know what the effects are. There is no scientific evidence that 
points to suction dredge mining as a cause in the collapse of fish populations. An 
economic impact report has been started, but there seems to be no urgency in its 
completion. In the meantime, local economies are suffering and those who 
depend on the mining to make a living are impacted.

Last year, Senate Bill 670 put a statewide ban in place to protect fish 
populations. This has significantly impacted small-scale miners in rural 
communities, where mining is still an important part of the local culture, history 
and economy. Senate Bill 657 will lift the state-wide ban until the Department of 
Fish and Game has had time to complete its California Environmental Quality 
Act review and determine if the small-scale mining in fact harms salmon.

When the ban went into effect, all suction dredge mining permits became 
immediately invalid, but permit holders were not given refunds for their unusable 
permits. For the state to pocket people's money for a service it is no longer 
providing is incomprehensible. It's the equivalent of purchasing access to a gym 
or fitness facility and not being able to use it. It wouldn't fly in the private sector 
and it shouldn't be permitted in government.

My measure will ensure the viability of this industry until there is concrete proof 
that it does more harm than good. The disruption of an entire way of life for 
some of my constituents is not something that should be done on a hunch.

<>

You should be listening to this.
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Richard Haynes 

7916 cold creek ct.

Bakersfield, CA

93313



From: Jim

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Fw: Suction dredging
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 10:14:40 AM

From: Jim

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 10:09 AM
To: hotsos@gte.net

Subject: Suction dredging

The rules and regulations that the department of Fish and Game currently 

have are adequate.   The dredging season does NOT interfere with 

spawning fish.   There are no ocean run salmon in the motherlode rivers, at 

least not the Merced river.  If the salmon run in the other rivers has 

lessened, I think over fishing by the native tribes should be looked into.  As 

far as mercury is concerned, what miniscle  amount might be dredged is 

adhered to the gold or trapped in the sluice box. Also Salmon as well as 

other species vary from year to year, some summers there is an abundance 

of dragonflies, frogs,butterflys, etc., and other summers they are fewer in 

numbers.  And as far as red and yellow legged frogs are concerned, I have 

spent the last 40 summers on the Merced river, I”ve  seen bullfrogs, tree 

frogs, but never any with red or yellow coloring on there legs!  So in 

conclusion, keep the dredging regulations as they are and refund my wife 

and my dredge permit fees when we were not aloud to dredge.  It is like 

paying $80.00 for a tank of gas, the station is empty but they keep your 

money???   Sincerely,  Jim & Loretta Henderson
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From: Ken & Debbie McMaster

To: Mark Stopher; 

Subject: suction dredge comments
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 12:26:34 PM
Attachments: Addt"l DSEIR comments.pdf 

Mr. Stopher, please add the following comments to the discussion and public 
comments regarding the proposed suction dredge regulations. 
Thank you, 
Ken McMaster 

032211_McMaster



March 22, 2011

Mr. Stopher,
 This is additional information to be taken into serious account regarding the 
current proposed suction dredge regulations and its accompanying DSEIR. Please 
admit this into the public record and official records.
 "Under the Supremacy Clause, everyone must follow federal law in the face of 
conflicting state law. It has long been established that "a state statute is void to the 
extent that it actually  conflicts with a valid federal statute" and that a conflict will be 
found either where compliance with both federal and state law is impossible or where 
the state law stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment and execution of the full 
purposes and objectives of Congress. Edgar v. Mite Corp., 457 U.S. 624, 631 (1982). 
Similarly, we have held that "otherwise valid state laws or court orders cannot stand in 
the way of a federal court's remedial scheme if the action is essential to enforce the 
scheme.""
 The DFG's proposed actions are in conflict with federal law on many accounts. 
First, they restrict and/or eliminate valid existing rights granted by Congress through the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. Secondly, the proposed provision, "(E) No woody streamside 
vegetation shall be removed or"damaged. Trees of sufficient size and condition may be 
used"as winch and pulley anchor points provided that precautions"are taken to ensure 
that trunk surfaces are protected from"cutting or abrasions and the tree is not uprooted." 
This proposed provision again violates the Wilderness Act of 1964, " "Mining locations 
lying within the boundaries of said wilderness areas shall be held and used solely for 
mining or processing operations and uses reasonably incident thereto; and hereafter, 
subject to valid existing rights, all patents issued under the mining laws of the United 
States affecting national forest lands designated by this Act as wilderness areas shall 
convey title to the mineral deposits within the claim, together with the right to cut and 
use so much of the mature timber therefrom as may be needed in the extraction, 
removal, and beneficiation of the mineral deposits, if needed timber is not otherwise 
reasonably available, and if the timber is cut under sound principles of forest 
management as defined by the national forest rules and regulations,..." 
 I have been granted a mineral patent on a mining claim within wilderness, and 
with that patent it conveyed the right to cut and use timber as needed in the extraction, 
removal and beneficiation of the mineral deposits. I have the right to cut, for instance an 
alder tree, next to a stream (woody  streamside vegetation), for access (as needed to 
extract minerals), for firewood (the beneficiation of the mineral deposit), etc.
The Wilderness Act and my grant of mineral patent allow uses in conflict with your 
proposed regulations!  Along with the conveyance of the right to so much of the mature 
timber as may be needed in the extraction, removal and beneficiation of the mineral 
deposits, the entire mineral deposit was also granted in the patent. With the proposed 
dredging regulations, the DFG is taking away this provision of a deeded patent. They 
are taking away my right to mine the entire deposit by limiting my suction dredging, per 
the proposed regulations,  “No person may suction dredge within three feet of the lateral 
edge of the current water level, including at the edge of instream gravel bars or under 
any overhanging banks. 



 By prohibiting my suction dredging from three feet on each side of a stream, 
along the entire length of my patented mining claim, the DFG is taking my property 
rights away without just compensation... this is illegal, unjustified and must be changed. 
 The addition of making it illegal to dredge into an instream gravel bar (i.e., “within 
three feet of the lateral edge of current  water level, including instream gravel bars or 
any overhanging banks”) is also a takings of my granted mineral deposit. The gravel 
bars on my mining claim contain some of the best gold deposits within the property. The 
gravel bars on my patented mining claim are typically devoid of any  vegetation. And, if 
the gravel bar restriction applies and the lateral restriction applies, it essentially 
eliminates a six foot zone on each side of a gravel bar, in some cases this would 
preclude any mining at all in areas that arenʼt wide enough to meet this criteria. This 
onerous provision must be removed.  
 And the provision, “(4) No person shall remove or damage woody riparian 
streamside vegetation during suction dredge operations.”, is also contrary  to established  
federal law that allows ingress and egress to mining claims and mineral deposits. The 
Mining Law of 1872 allows access to a claimants mineral deposits, and the Wilderness 
Act of 1964 does likewise, “(b) In any case where valid mining claims or other valid 
occupancies are wholly  within a designated national forest wilderness area, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall, by  reasonable regulations consistent with the 
preservation of the area as wilderness, permit ingress and egress to such surrounded 
areas by means which have been or are being customarily enjoyed with respect to other 
such areas similarly situated.” 
 I have a valid occupancy wholly within a designated wilderness. This would mean 
that if I needed to remove woody riparian streamside vegetation to access my mineral 
operations, I could do so. Basically, the proposed DFG regulations state that a person, 
while conducting suction dredge operations may not step on any plant (damage) next to 
a stream to access their mining operation. This provision is not practical and oversteps 
regulatory authority.
 Does this provision also apply to fisherman, hunters and other recreationalists? 
Can fisherman move woody debris to recover their hooks that get snagged? Can a 
fisherman stand on streamside vegetation, possibly damaging it by their actions? This 
provision is vague and makes criminals of all who go near a stream in California. It must 
be removed from the proposed regulations.
 The provision, “No person shall displace any material embedded on banks of 

rivers or streams”, also violates my established rights to mine and rights granted by my 
mineral patent. According to my mineral patent, I may mine my mineral deposit and this 
may include displacing material embedded on banks of rivers or streams. Besides, what 
does the DFG classify as a bank of rivers or streams? How far from current water levels 
is classed as a bank of a river or stream? This provision must be removed.
 The provision that limits suction dredging from occurring within 30 yards 
upstream of a mussel bed, nor within 10 yards laterally or downstream is also a takings 
of mineral rights. If someone has mussels on their mining claim and they cannot mine 
90 feet upstream and another 30 feet downstream, then an effective 120 feet of their 
mineral rights are being taken away. And that is if their is only one area of defined 
mussel beds. An average 20 acre mining claim is 1452 long, so that is a taking of about 
8% of their mineral deposit (not to mention the lateral provision, etc.)



 The DFG DSEIR states that they do not have the manpower to do site specific 
onsite inspections, they therefore use the shotgun approach to regulation. Does the 
DFG realize how much money that the state of California will have to pay for takings of 
mineral properties? It seems that the DFG will do an onsite inspection under certain 
circumstances, but not overall. The proposed regulations are flawed, non-site specific.
 The preamble to the proposed DFG suction dredge regulations states, “The 
Department has adopted this Section and Section 228.5 pursuant to Fish and Game 
Code Section 5653.9, and to make specific and otherwise implement Fish and Game 
Code Section 5653, specifically. Pursuant to that authority, the Department finds that 
suction dredging subject to and consistent with the requirements of Sections 228 and 
228.5 will not be deleterious to fish.” These proposed regulations are deleterious to 
legitimate suction dredge miners. Those provisions cited in this official comment should 
be removed from the proposed regulations as they  are too burdensome on the mining 
community and are based on implications and what ifs. 
 Suction dredging is not deleterious to fish! The DFGʼs proposed regulations are 
inconsistent with the rights of the dredging community. I fully support Pat Keeneʼs (of 
Keene Engineering) assessment of proposed regulations and add his comments as if 
they were put forth here. 
 The Wilderness Act of 1964 is a valid federal statute and the DFGʼs proposed 
regulations conflict with that statute. And, "a state statute is void to the extent that it 
actually  conflicts with a valid federal statute" and that a conflict will be found either 
where compliance with both federal and state law is impossible or where the state law 
stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment and execution of the full purposes and 
objectives of Congress. The DFGʼs proposed regulations is an obstacle to the 
accomplishment and execution of the full purposes and objectives of Congress, 
according to the Wilderness Act of 1964 and my rightful mineral patent. It is impossible 
for me to comply with the state law as it conflicts with federal law.

Ken McMaster
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From: Mark Wilhite

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredging
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 1:01:35 PM

Hi DFG/Mark Stopher,

I won't be able to attend one of the upcoming meetings but wanted to speak up in favor of Suction 
Dredging. I am a long time avid fisherman who has always practiced catch and release and who is 
a recreational suction dredger. I believe it is in the best interest of all outdoor activists to support 
DFG on monitoring and collecting fees on all activities that relate to fish and wildlife in the State of 
California.

Mark Wilhite
1515 Mariposa Way
Fairfield, CA 94533
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From: David Adams

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 6:25:05 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

I am particularly concerned about the popular, local South Yuba River, 
which under the proposed new regulations will be open to suction dredge 
mining from Jul. 1 to Jan. 31. The river gravels are impregnated with 
mercury, which was used to process gold during the Gold Rush. Dredging 
will release this toxic material into the water, potentially 
threatening
the health of people and wildlife alike. In addition, mining will be 
allowed in a segment of the South Yuba that provides critical habitat 
for the threatened California red-legged frog. Mining will also 
conflict with the extraordinary scenic and recreational values of this 
state-designated Wild & Scenic River. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Rivers and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts 
result in insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new 
regulations.

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 
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Sincerely,

Dr. David Adams 
11478 Burlington Parkway 
Penn Valley, CA 95946 



From: Jeff Ball

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 11:25:33 PM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

I just read the new proposed suction dredge regulations for California 
rivers. I am appalled that you would propose less restrictive 
regulations than those that existed before. I thought the main reason 
there was a moratorum imposed on dredging is that the miners were 
getting out of hand and would not compromise on their position. I spend 
a lot of time down at the rivers and have done so for 40 years. The 
last year and a half has been wonderful without the dredgers scumming 
up the rivers. I noticed a lot of trout fingerlings where there were 
none before. To allow them to now dredge wild & scenic rivers such 
as the North Fork of the American is crazy. And National Parks? With 
larger diameter hoses? The miners do so much environmental damage along 
the river - they have no respect for anything or anyone else. They 
trash out their campsites and defecate way to close to the streams. 
They rip out streamside bushes. They overturn rocks & leave them 
teetering so that the next person walking thru stumbles on the rubble 
they have created. It is not safe. They kill off snakes and other 
wildlife. They spill oil & gas into the water. Many think they own 
the land that their claim is on, and they all seem to carry fire arms. 
I have been threatened by them because they are so paranoid, they think 
I'm trying to pan their claim. Some have built illegal structures. Some 
even use explosives when they think they can get away with it. Miners 
tend to have a rogue mentality and with all the budget cuts, who will 
police them? - and believe me, they need to be checked up on. Please 
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protect the rivers for all of the people and not allow a very small 
segment of the population, many of which come from out of state, to 
dergade the river habitat. I would like to see the moratorium on 
dredging extended for the next 20 years to let the rivers recuperate 
from all the degradation the miners have caused. Thank you. 

Jeff Ball 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Jeff Ball 
2436 Park Estates Dr 
Sacramento, CA 95825-0354 



From: Susan Chandler

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 7:55:21 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

AARGH!!   What is wrong with the world?  We don't need this kind of 
awful environmentally irresponsible raping of the land. We had this 
fight in Utah in the 70's...I don't want my grandchildren to not even 
have an experience of our wonderful world unsullied by this horrible 
practice.  Gold mining is a crap shoot at best unless there is a huge 
deposit underground somewhere, looking for it in the gravel bed of a 
stream is the most inefficient way to get it...let the people do it as 
a fun way to pass their time with gold pans not power hoses!!! 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,
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Mrs. Susan Chandler 
1193 17th St 
Los Osos, CA 93402-1425 
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From: Judith Collas

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:24:56 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

There is no social value in the minerals to be extracted by this 
destructive practice.  Why should the health and beauty of our fragile 
river system and the joy it offers to our citizens be sacrifice for 
industrial greed. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Dr. Judith Collas 
760 Swarthmore Ave 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-4355 
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From: Rachael Denny

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:55:00 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

I am counting on you to ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding 
values of state and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the 
fishery values of state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the 
new regulations. With this in mind, I urge you to prohibit mining in 
rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers and streams should also be 
closed to mining if budget cuts result in insufficient wardens in the 
field to enforce the new regulations.  Our rivers are much too precious 
and valuable to be recklessly abused for short-term profits. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Rachael Denny 
4082 Interlake Rd 
Bradley, CA 93426-6933 

I am counting on you to ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding 

closed to mining if budget cuts result in insufficient wardens in the 
field to enforce the new regulations.  Our rivers are much too precious field to enforce the new regulations.  Our rivers are much too precious 
and valuable to be recklessly abused for short-term profits. 

fishery values of state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the 
new regulations. With this in mind, I urge you to prohibit mining in 
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From: Henry Gutierrez

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 9:55:25 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

These types of mining practices have shown time and again that dredging 
causes more harm than good reintroducing silt and other mercury locked 
up in the riverbed back into the river choking and killing fish.  And 
the type of gold mined from this is in the form of a fine grit which 
can't be recovered without the introduction of harmful chemicals.  We 
need to do all we can to make sure these endangered fish and river 
systems remain for years to come and can be enjoyed by future 
generations.

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,
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Mr. Henry Gutierrez 
1311 Hollowood Ct 
Perris, CA 92571-4940 
(951) 943-6546 



From: Ross Heckmann

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:55:01 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

(Note:  this letter is based on information provided to me by the 
organizations "Friends of the River.") 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Ross Heckmann 
1214 Valencia Way 
Arcadia, CA 91006-2406 
(626) 256-4664 
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From: Barbara Lawson

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:24:56 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

This sounds like a perfectly dreadful idea.  Please see that the above 
mentioned protections of fish, wildlife and streams is put into any 
legislation that allows suction dredging. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mrs. Barbara Lawson 
501 Portola Rd Apt 8041 
Portola Valley, CA 94028-7601 
(650) 424-4366 
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From: Peggy Lindsay

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:24:57 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

In addition, I am deeply concerned about the North Fork of American. 
How can a Federal designation of Wild and Scenic be respected if there 
is suction dredging allowed? This type of dredging is extremely 
damaging to streams and rivers. The amount of sediment disturbed and 
moved is enormous. I have witnessed this type of dredging on California 
rivers for over 30 years and have seen tremendous disturbance of the 
local habitats. The overall, long term health of a stream far outweighs 
the short term gain of a few people. 

Thank you, 
Peggy Lindsay 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Peggy Lindsay 
10539 Foxmead Ln 
Truckee, CA 96161-0347 
(530) 587-0843 



From: David Matuszak

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: suction dredge comment
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 5:56:18 PM

Department of Fish and Game: 

I am a gold rush historian and have dredged for nearly 30 years. I have a 
comment regarding the ban on dredging. 

Please modify the ban on suction dredging in the following way. 
Ban 6" dredges and allow a maximum of 4" dredges. And limit the 
number of 4" dredges on each claim according to the size of the 
claim.

Do not reduce the dredging season. It takes me 2 weeks to pack 
my equipment in and out of a remote area of Plumas County. The 
dredging season should last at least 6 weeks during the summer.

I am an environmentalist and a miner. I preside over a grass roots 
environmental organization called the Friends of Live Oak Canyon. And I 
have dredged the tributaries of the Feather River for nearly 30 years. 
There is no contradiction. If I thought for one minute that I was causing 
damage to the environment by dredging, I would have halted operations 
decades ago. Who are you going to ban next? Fishermen? More damage 
to the environment is done by fisherman than all the miners 
combined. The amount of change to a river stream done by a 4" dredge is 
insignificant and completely reversible with the first annual floodwaters. 
Significantly more gravel is moved by natural floodwaters than is ever 
moved by small dredges.

Mining is my right protected by federal law.

Do the right thing and modify the ban to allow for small scale miners to 
resume operation of their dredges.

David Matuszak, author
Nelson Point: Portrait of a Northern Gold Rush Town

P.S. Please confirm your receipt of this email.
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From: Dave Mack

To: MStopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: 4,000 dredge permit limit?
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 2:22:14 AM

Hello Mark, 

I am moving through the EIR slowly, but surely. I still have a way to go, 
so I will reserve formal comments until I finish going through the material. 

Meanwhile, there is an important issue which I am asking you to float 
around inside the Department and come back to me with possible ideas or 
suggestions.  I will be putting out a newsletter in 2 weeks (circulation 
20,000+) which will include my initial comments and reasons.  I know 
from long experience that suggesting unworkable solutions is a waste of 
everyones' time and resources.

I am in Asia until mid-May.  Otherwise, I would have tried to make an 
appointment to meet with you on these thoughts. Therefore, I request 
that you consider these as informal discussions just for the purpose of 
trying to find workable solutions, if that is possible.  I am also sending 
similar queries to several of the PAC members.

This is about the Department's proposal of a 4,000 permit level.
Being directly involved with the ongoing litigation, my guess is that the 
Department will not be able to justify a state-wide project without putting 
a cap on the number of permits that are issued in the blanket dredging 
program.

Here are some of my initial thoughts:

1)  In the event of a cap for the state-wide blanket dredging project, how 
about allowing additional site-specific permits after the cap is reached?
These would require on-site inspection and Section 1600 Certification so 
that concerns about overloading an area can be addressed?  This would 
allow some dredging in areas where there is not much work happening 
after the blanket permit cap is met.  After all, California is a very large 
State.

Also, how about on site inspections and Section 1600 Certification for 
areas that  are otherwise closed to the statewide dredging permit?  If 
there is not some mechanism to allow dredging, the Proposed Regulations 
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will be taking away all of the dredging rights for property owners up the 
side tributaries, perhaps with no good reason in many places.  After all, 
there is no cap or limit to the number or location of Section 1600 
applications which can be submitted in California,  often perhaps with the 
possibility of creating a much larger impact than a portable suction dredge. 

Especially in view of existing litigation, I can understand the Department's 
desire to place limits on the state-wide blanket program for dredging.
But I cannot understand the need to place a total prohibition on the use of 
a dredge elsewhere in the State if the dredging application is submitted 
through the Section 1600 program.  There is no moratorium or limit to the 
use of mechanized earth moving equipment.  Each application is 
reviewed.  Why limit productive activity in California just because 
something is called a dredge?  This seems unnecessary, especially in view 
of California's (very) pressing need to increase economic activity.  I also 
don't think it would hold up to legal challenge; a total prohibition of the 
use of a suction dredge even if a proper review would demonstrate no 
significant harm.  Especially when a suction dredge might be the least 
significant (harm) when making productive use of a property. 

Note on this:  The Department might want to consider this as a serious 
alternative (application to dredge under the Section 1600 review process) 
if the Superior Court in Oakland decides against a state-wide dredging 
permit; something the judge said he might do. 

2)  First come, first served on permit acquisition must be back-dated to 
prior existing permits for the seasons before and during the moratorium.
Otherwise, dredgers who have already invested in property and equipment 
could potentially lose their prior existing right to work their mine or other 
mining opportunity (mining club they paid to join so they would have 
access to mining property). There has to be an allowance for prior existing 
rights.  This is mining, not recreational fishing or hunting.  Since work was 
already active to eliminate (and therefore discourage) dredging during the 
2009 season, prior existing rights should extend at least to the 2008 
season.  People who were already dredging during those earlier years 
should not have to compete with others in order to renew pre-existing 
permits.

At the minimum, the permit cap needs to be large enough to offer 
renewals to everyone that possessed a dredging permit during 2008 
onward.



In this case, DFG would send out renewal notices and allow some kind of 
due process before a prior existing permit would be returned to the pool 
to be made available to someone else. The Department allows commercial 
fishing licenses to be renewed.  No company would invest the resources 
for just a single season.  Mining is similar. 

I  suggest, once prior existing rights are taking care of, it might be more 
equitable to dispose of remaining permits in a drawing, rather than first 
come, first served.

Others are already floating the idea of prior existing rights for claim 
owners.  But there are different kinds of claims, many which have nothing 
to do with dredging. 

3)  If there is going to be a cap on permits, the permits must be 
transferrable.  This would allow a dredger to develop a mining property 
and then transfer it to someone else along with the right to dredge the 
property.  Otherwise, someone could go to all the work of developing a 
mine and then not be able to transfer it (property) to someone else who 
will be able to work the discovery, therefore losing some or most of the 
value.

The dredging permit could be signed over like the title on a vehicle. 
Perhaps require a notified signature. 

This would allow newcomers who really want to dredge an option to 
purchase an existing permit from someone else; free market.  Mining is a 
free market economic activity with vested property rights. If you do not 
allow transfer of limited permits, you will undermine future investment in 
our industry.  Just like someone possesses title to their car or home, 
miners possess a property interest once a valuable gold deposit has been 
located.  The right to continue dredging (within the regulations) must be 
connected to the discovery, even if it is passed on to someone new who 
will work it. 

4)  Since the Department is going to make us display the dredge permit 
number on the dredge, the dredge that should be licensed, along with 
the person.  Otherwise, it will be nearly impossible for a permitted person 
to dredge on someone else's legal dredging operation.  That would be 
unreasonable.



Since the Department is proposing to limit the number of dredges, the 
Department should be licensing the person's dredge (one dredge at a time 
on a permit).  Then, as long as the person named on the license is 
present, it should not matter who is helping or operating the dredge.

I will hold them in confidence if you have time to give me your thoughts 
on these ideas.  Like I said above, I am trying to find some ideas that will 
be helpful to the process and also work better for the mining community. 

Thanks for this, 

Dave McCracken 

Please note that my email address has changed to: 
<dave@promackmining.com> If you would like to sign up for our free 
monthly newsletter, just click here: http://goldgold.com/newsletterform.

htm



From: Donald Reed

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Dredging regulations comment
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 8:02:00 AM

Under the section of Method of operation

"Dredging within three feet of the lateral edge of the current water level,

 including the edge of in stream gravel bars or under any overhanging banks, 

is

 prohibited;"

This make absolutely no sense what so ever because in most of the creeks and 

streams there is not enough water at anytime during the proposed dredging 

season for any stream or creek to qualify. This is in effect a total dredging ban 

on the small streams and creeks. My claim has a small steam and most of the 

wetted area is no more than 4 feet wide. the regulation should be put back to 

where it reads as previously, to the "wetted area"

In addition the limit of 4000 permits issued could be problematic for claim 

owner if the limit is reached then there is a chance that people that own 

claims actually can't dredge because none claim owners are holding the 

permits.

I would appreciate if these items could be addressed.

Thank you 

Donald J Reed

Claim owner.
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From: Nicolas Romero

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 6:25:05 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please protect our wildlife treasures for all to enjoy, rather than a 
few who will profit from gold dredging. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Nicolas Romero 
10608 Chardonay Dr 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-3812 
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From: Judy Schriebman

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 7:25:11 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

The biggest nugget in the river is the river itself, with all the 
wildlife it contains. Mining destroys these values. Enough greed. 
Protect the wild rivers. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mrs. Judy Schriebman 
3 Poco Paso 
San Rafael, CA 94903-3866 
(415) 472-3345 
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From: Harold Sloane

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 7:25:10 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Yes, this is a form letter. You will get many more just like it. I 
leave it intact because it says what I would say far better than I 
could. Please understand that my commitment to and passion for this 
issue is in no way compromised or mitigated by that fact. This is 
something I feel deeply about, and hope you will consider the issues 
and revise the regulations accordingly. Thank you. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Harold Sloane 
24 Ross St 
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San Rafael, CA 94901-3804 



From: melanie watson

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 5:55:11 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

Our children need our rivers 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. melanie watson 
29190 Stonewood Rd Apt 30 
Temecula, CA 92591-3793 
(951) 541-3638 
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From: David Wikander

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 3:54:55 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

I know this is an old law from the late 1800's.  Lets protect our 
rivers and not add to the challenges we are facing. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. David Wikander 
4040 Cherryvale Ave 
Soquel, CA 95073-9560 
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From: Laura Williams

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 7:25:10 PM

Mar 23, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

It is a shame that California is considering a return to the 80's   - 
Not the 1980's   - but the 1880's.  Stop the rampant destruction of our 
narural resources NOW! 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Laura Williams 
627 N Glendora Ave 
Glendora, CA 91741-2007 
(626) 335-0613 
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From: Sandy

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: New Suction Dredge Regs
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 6:25:13 AM

Here are my comments on the proposed new suction dredge regulations :

First the positives -

- The new list of Waters and Classifications appears to open up feeder streams and creeks that were 
previously closed due to an oversight.

- 228-k (#9) Requiring containment for hazardous material storage when located near the water - 
requires a little extra effort, but is easy to comply with.

Now the Negatives -

- 228-g Limit of 4000 dredge permits each year. Are there going to be similar permit limits on Hunting 
and Fishing as well? If not, why not?

- 228-j (#5) Suction dredge permit number must be affixed to all permitted dredges. Again, are there 
going to be requirements that all hunters and fishermen wear their license numbers at least three 
inches in height on their backs while in pursuit of game? If not, why not?

- 228-k (#3)  No person may dredge within three feet of the lateral edge of the "current" water level 
( including gravel bars ). The lateral edge is in a constant state of change and can expand or 
contract over a very short time period, or even 24 hours, on many waters. Also, all waters run over, 
around or near bedrock, so the lateral edge may be on the bedrock in many locations. I can 
understand protecting the natural flora growing at the waters edge, but there are several other 
restrictions that already address this issue. This is overkill, and absurd.

228-k (#15)  Returning dredge site to pre-miming grade. Mother Nature does a far better job of this 
each and every year.

Respectfully Submitted by,
A M (Sandy) Anderson
Salinas, CA
831 484 9423
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Jerry Bass

720 Cassidy Court

Yuba City, CA 95991

(530) 713-3973

jcwbass@comcast.net

March 24, 2011

Mark Stopher

Department of Fish & Game

601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gob

Dear Mr. Stopher,

I was unable to attend any of the Public Hearing on the recently released Draft

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for Suction Dredge Permit

Program so I'm sending written comments via email.

I have been issued a dredge permit for the last 40 years. I have dredged

recreationally many streams, creeks and rivers within northern California area.

disagree with permits being issued annually on a first-come, first-served basis.

Applications for dredge permits should be automatically issued to previous

license holders as it is for fishing guides, crab boat owners, salmon boat owners

and bait license owners. DFG has already established that precedent with these

previous license holders.

I hope you will consider my request to change the proposed regulation.

Sincerely,

h~
Jerry Bass
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From: fred buschbaum

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: new derdge regs.
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 11:00:31 AM

Mark, since the meetings are too far for me, I'm sending my comments by 
email.
    Most of us out here know this whole mess was started by the battle 
between DFG and a certain Indian tribe up north who didn't want white 
eyes in "their" river. That's been going on for many years, (indian casino 
money newly injected has caused the overflow into the rest of the state).A 
fight over one river affecting all of us.
     My concern centers on any differences between the old EIR and the 
new EIR. while I haven't seen the new one, I've seen that us dredgers are 
being blamed for the Sac. river fish reduction, (a river we are not allowed 
todredge in), and off shore fish depletions, (same comment). The old EIR 
showed that the rivers we use, have had improved fish populations due to 
our stiring up nutrients etc. While I know that a few semi-commerecial 
dredgers may work outside the rules, the majority of us protect our 
hobby. (this prohibitive  attitude instead of cooperativeness, seems to be 
increasing at all levels of government). Personally, I've invested several 
thousand dollars of my retirement funds in equipment and spent many 
dollars in communities where we dredge. So, It seems that our gov. is 
listening to the money instead of the people who pay their saleries. So 
much for my rant, hope you understand how frustrating the whole thing is 
to us seniors who think this is our state too.
     Fred Buschbaum, Oak Hills, Ca.
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From: Alison Clement

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 8:57:59 AM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

We are still regretting some of the mining practices that were allowed 
in earlier gnenerations.  Don't let us allow something else that we 
will regret!  Your grandchildren will thank you, if you consider this 
carefully.

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Alison Clement 
3166 Cedar Ravine Rd 
Placerville, CA 95667-6506 
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From: David/Debbie Dunham

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: Diana Dunham-Scott; 

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 8:40:15 PM

Mark Stopher,
Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust St.
Redding, CA 96001

Or e-mail them to Mark at: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov

Comments for Record on 

{{{{{ Section 228 }}}}}

Suction Dredging

Please enter the following comments in the official record for the 

SEIR on suction dredging: 

Mutating the dredging permit issuance to be administered as a quota 

system will have many unintended negative effects by: 

1.  Creating a stampede for paperwork which will result in many 

applications being issued to people who may or may not intend to 

use them ( a new kind of 'scalper');

2.  Inviting corruption at all levels; 

3.  Promoting a black market of privileges; 

4.  Crushing gold dredging as a predictable legal hedge against 

inflation, unemployment, and diminishing economic self-reliance;

5.  Capping our single-citizen-accessed resources for later 

exploitation by larger, vested, multinational corporations (who export 

most of their profit); (yes some of our canyons will be strip-mined for 

hydroelectric projects when nuclear power falls out of favor);

6.  Over-conforming the activity as a 'sport'---Ignoring the fact that 

the majority of miners don't pay taxes on their gold until they sell 
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their gold.  (YOU DON'T KNOW WHAT THE ECONOMIC VALUE OF 

DREDGING IS AND YOU HAVE NO WAY TO MEASURE IT.)

We don't sell gold unless we need to sell...and now the economic 

need is growing as our governments fail to take care of veterans, 

elderly, medically indigent, and children in poverty;

7.  Setting a precedent for special interests, under the guise of 

"environmental protection," moved by fear and greed,  to negatively 

label ordinary, law-abiding citizens, inspired patriotic people, to work 

outside regulations rather than within the government; AND

   8.  Unfairly crushing the use of a dredge as a source of income for 

those of us who have for decades invested in mines, equipment, 

training, and blood and guts experience to survive economic 

crashes.

For 30 years I have been prospecting for retirement, hard times, and 

the economic crashes we are enduring now. Most of my retirement 

now sits in the ground where I had planned on keeping it safe from 

thieves, natural disaster, relatives, and bad politics.

For 30 years, I have been a very cooperative steward of a 1,200-foot 

section of the Trinity River: picking up trash; policing illegal uses of 

the land by poachers, marijuana growers, pyromaniacs, woodcutters, 

disrespectful campers, hunters, and claim jumpers; and legally 

protecting my rights.  But now the "system" wants me to  stand by 

while my occupation is treated as a sport, like hunting or fishing, and 

we are given 'tags' to have a chance at playing our lives out.

For 30 years I have worked with DFG, USS, and BLM to improve the 

access, fishery, and protection of wildlife on my claims.  Now, I'm 

supposed to hand my project over to a A SYSTEM THAT IS 

BANKRUPTING ITSELF while I grovel for income in 'retirement' and 

be characterized a selfishly ignorant second class citizen who is 

oblivious to my environment while I single-handedly have 

accomplished MILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF IN-STREAM FISH BED 

REHABILITATION?  Dams have all killed the river which I have been 

attempting to make viable again; your environmental study could 

prove that---if you don't conveniently run out of money before you 

run out of controlled tests.



This is not a sport; belittling miners with "first come first serve" 

tactics will have too many unintended side effects to an already 

precarious, failing democratic system. I respectfully request that the 

LOTTERY SYSTEM for dredge permits be withdrawn from the suction 

dredging program revisions (item (g) Number of Permits of Section 

228), quoted as follows:

"(g) Number of Permits. 

The Department shall issue a maximum of 4,000 permits annually, on a first-come, first-
serve basis"

be withdrawn from the revised regulation proposal."

The precedent of a quota system in issuing "permits" has devastating social and political 
consequences which promise to turn California miners  into beggars. Just what California 
needs.  Using the political system to usurp the rights of others under the guise of a good 
cause is not a new game.

Sincerely,

David E. Dunham
China Hill Mine



From: Linnea Fronce & Thomas Hall

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 7:56:28 AM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
PLEASE DO NOT LET MINING HAPPEN IN NATIONAL OR STATE PARKS. 

SUCTION DREDGE MINING WOULD BE DISASTROUS FOR OUR FISH, INSECTS, 
BIRDS,
MAMMALS, AND WATER PLANTS THAT NEED CLEAR WATER.  JUST LOOK AT 
WHAT
SUCTION AND HYDROLIC MINING HAS DONE IN THE PAST!!!! 

Rivers and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts 
result in insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new 
regulations.

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Linnea Fronce & Thomas Hall 
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991 Sagamore Way 
Sacramento, CA 95822-1712 
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From: WindowRegulators.com

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Comments on SB-670 and the DSEIR
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 12:41:43 AM

Mr. Stopher,

I have been a permitted, rule abiding recreational dredger for several years. I am also a naturist, 
avid recycler and a tax paying business owner. It is my opinion that the current closure of 
recreational dredging was a knee jerk reaction that could have avoided many issues and losses to 
all those involved. Especially the state in these troubled times.

It is my understanding that the two primary concerns which led to the closure of the dredge season 
were: The disturbance of mercury from the bottom of the rivers causing a decline in the salmon 
population and the permit fees for dredging did not cover the cost to enforce the dredging 
regulations.

The cost of the dredging permits could have been raised to a level where they did cover the 
expenses. Most fellow recreational dredgers I associate with would have paid 3-5 times the 
previous years rate to continue their hobby.

The concerns of mercury could have been addressed by random sampling through out the 
dredging season at suspect hot spots and in the off season during run off and flooding. It is my 
belief that this would have shown that as no dredging was allowed during spawning season, the 
minute amount that dredgers may have disturbed vs. the amount natural forces disturb is well 
below the allowed water EPA clarity standards. In my years of dredging I have encountered 
mercury only once. It was a bb size amount which I still have in a jar. As with all dredgers I know, 
we always remove any mercury found from the river systems, not only to be environmentally sound 
but also as it contains dissolved gold which is what we are there dredging for. Also take into 
account the many pounds of lead from fishing weights and bullets removed annually by dredges as 
well.

Though I feel like a victim of special interest groups in this matter with my hobby being banned, I 
feel the state and people of it are the biggest looser. In the 5 years I have dredged I personally 
have spent over $8000 in equipment, $3000 in gas, $1200 in vehicle and equipment maintenance, 
and $3500 in food. This is for me alone going on 10-12 1 day trips per year with a 2.5" mini dredge. 
That is over $3000 per year that I am now not spending, the state is not getting sales tax on and 
the business that I used are not obtaining these funds on which they had to pay income tax and 
keep employees for. If you take into account the number of dredging permits issued, how many of 
them are commercial or individuals that go more frequently you will quickly see that the state has 
lost out on millions in revenue from this ban.

I am aware the salmon industry is huge but from all the reports I can find and read, none of its 
decline is due to mercury but instead climate change, dams, farming pesticides and over fishing. 
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I urge you to consider lifting the ban. Raise the fees as you need to. Close the rivers the salmon 
spawn in for longer periods of time before the migration and during spawning season, but do not 
cave to special interest groups that feel dredgers are bad for the environment. Test after test 
show the opposite is in fact true. 

I hope and pray you will find a fair and equitable solution for all parties involved and look forward to 
the day I can once again enjoy nature with the hobby I love.

Kind Regards

Lars Hultin
Rancho Cordova, CA
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From: Jay Shuttleworth

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 9:56:39 AM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please prohibit suction dredging in the North Fork American River. 
Aside from the legal problems of allowing such dredging in a Wild and 
Scenic River corridor, my past experience with dredgers has been that 
they destroy the natural habitat through their mining efforts and 
through their ad hoc camps stewn with garbage, oil, and machinery. 

Also, I resent that a few individuals are allowed to "make a 
living" on the taxpayer's dime. These wild areas are sources of 
recreation dollars for our local communities. Why should I be 
subsidizing the jobs of just a few large-scale polluters? 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Jay Shuttleworth 
PO Box 342 
Colfax, CA 95713-0342 
(530) 400-6990 
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From: Jan Summers

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 7:26:27 AM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

It's vital to our environment  and to the public who enjoys our forests 
& rivers to prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National 
Parks.

Rivers and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts 
result in insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new 
regulations.

The public must count on Fish & Game to ensure that the 
extraordinary and outstanding values of state and federal Wild & 
Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of state Wild Trout 
Streams, are FULLY PROTECTED in the new regulations. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Ms. Jan Summers 
2311 River Plaza Dr Apt 15 
Sacramento, CA 95833-3240 
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(916) 927-5570 



From: David Urman

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011 5:56:15 AM

Mar 24, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

Since the days of Teddy Roosevelt a century ago, Americans have 
expressed a strong desire to preserve our precious heritage of natural 
habitat.  Bit by bit it has been stripped away, sacrificed sometimes to 
what was considered progress, and oftentimes to nothing more than 
greed.  In the case of suction dredge mining, it is the greed for gold 
that is the motive.  Please don't allow greedy developers to destroy 
the little that is left of our precious national heritage, which by 
rights belongs to all Americans. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,
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Mr. David Urman 
2330 Donner Way 
Sacramento, CA 95818-3929 



From: james bailey

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: DSEIR Rubicon River suction dredging
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 4:55:46 PM

MR. Stopher: I would like to point out that the Rubicon River in El Dorado county and Placer county (is the county line) for 
most  of the Rubicon River . The DSEIR "(9)Eldorado" "Rubicon River" states "Mainstem and all tributaries upstream from 
Placer-El Dorado County line" is class "A". This is very ambiguous at best! Where is this line? Also "(31)Placer" "Rubicon 
River" states "Mainstem and all tributaries upstream of Oxbow Dam to the Placer-El Dorado County Line". is class "E". 
Once again the Rubicon River is the county line! Shared by both counties! Where is this line? Where is the beginning and end 
to these classifications ?                          My family 
and many friends are and have been claim holders and gold dredgers on the Rubicon River for over 25 years. The 
proposed (class E) section designation of the Rubicon River is a major concern for us. The dredge season change from the 
(third weekend in May through Oct. 15th) allowed us about five mouths summer/fall dredging . (Sept.1 
through Jan.31) proposed (Class E) would only allow us  about one and a half months of good weather. Which would 
effectively disable us from access to and from our claims throughout the winter months (Nov.-Jan.31). The access roads 
travel well above the Sierra snow line. One road we must travel is over 5 Thousand feet elevation that is dirt and descends 5 
mi. to our claims near Long Canon ,Rubicon River confluence. These roads are not maintained in the winter. They are 
impassible once the snow falls! This "E" classification is a danger to our lives!  Freezing water temps , extreme fluctuations 
in river flow, limited underwater visibility, travel for supplies, back packing to and from the vehicles in inclement weather. 
These (DSEIR) (Class E) proposed regulations would create the same unnecessary dangers to the public in general  who 
are interested in gold dredging in 
the
sierras.
As a gold dredger with much of my yearly income dependent on dredging my Rubicon River claims,  forcing me into the river 
in winter months is a haphazard approach to "protect fish". Based on the need to "protect fish" that are and have been 
thriving on the Rubicon River for the last 25 plus years of my ""intimate knowledge" is a farce and is not acceptable terms 
and conditions to be subjected to. The (Placer County Water Authority) funded a recently completed a multi year biological 
study of aquatic life on the Rubicon River with favorable results through out the areas where we have been dredging (for 
25 years ). "The aquatic life of the Rubicon are healthy and abundant" according to one of the biologists I spoke to on site 
during my dredge operations in the river.( Study area up stream of OxBow Reservoir). The Middle Fork American River 
converges with the Rubicon River above the OxBow dam. In the OxBow Reservoir. These two rivers are the same water 
shed ,share the same "Fish" the same receiver the same dam yet their are two distinct designations to them in the 
(DREIR). (Class D) (July 1 through Jan.31)for the Middle Fork American River witch season would start two months ahead of 
the Rubicon River season and end the same time Jan.31,. It is my belief the Rubicon River should share the same (Class 
D) designation as the Middle Fork American from their confluence up stream. Or return to the old designated time frame 
( third week in May through Oct 15th)   Thank You! , James 
Bailey
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From: Ray Binner

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 1:00:01 PM

Mar 25, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Please ensure that the extraordinary and outstanding values of state 
and federal Wild & Scenic Rivers, as well as the fishery values of 
state Wild Trout Streams, are fully protected in the new regulations. 
Please prohibit mining in rivers and streams in National Parks. Rivers 
and streams should also be closed to mining if budget cuts result in 
insufficient wardens in the field to enforce the new regulations. 

Thank for your time looking in to this matter. 
Ray Binner 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. Ray Binner 
PO Box 813 
Cedar Ridge, CA 95924-0813 
(530) 575-8385 
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From: FGC

To: DFG Suction Dredge; 

Subject: Fwd: Fw: suction dredge legislation
Date: Saturday, January 01, 4501 12:00:00 AM

>>> Greg Castagnoli <gchuntr101@sbcglobal.net> 3/25/2011 7:10 AM >>> 

--- On Thu, 3/24/11, Greg Castagnoli <gchuntr101@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

From: Greg Castagnoli <gchuntr101@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: suction dredge legislation 
To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.cal.gov 
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2011, 4:47 PMGentlemen, 

I am what you call a weekend prospector or recreational prospector. I do this for 
pure relaxation and fun. I am going to skip entering all the arguments regarding 
whether the dredging hurts spawning beds or helps them clean up because 
frankly I don't know. I do know that I don't want to hurt the fishing we have 
here in California because I do that too. 
I want to comment on the proposed regulations as a non-commercial prospector 
who can't afford to go around and buy claims that we set up at for a week or 
more at a time. So, we join different prospecting clubs that pool our money and 
provide us with a multitude of places to prospect up and down the state. This is 
part of the fun, seeing new places and wildlife just like a tourist traveling the 
 states on summer vacation to see the sights, Grand Canyon, Bryce, etc. 
As you know dredges come in many sizes, from a backpack type 2" dredge 
(which is what I am interested in because of its portability) on up in size to ones 
that are not quite so easy to move. This weekend I might be on Butte Creek in 
Butte County and then in the afternoon I might move upstream a few miles to a 
feeder creek and then the following day move  onto the West Branch of the 
Feather.  Next weekend I might be on the North Fork of the Feather, then Rock 
Creek, then Yellow Creek all in Plumas County, so on and so on. Trying to list all 
the locations that I might use my equipment in is just ridiculous.  It is like buying 
a hunting license and quail stamp and have to list all the different drainages in 
California where I intend to hunt. It can't be done. We don't plan that far in 
advance, even though our wives would like us to. 
So, as long as I comply with 
 the permitting parameters what  difference does it make for you to know when 
and where I am going to use my non-commercial portable backpack 
equipment?  How about some exemptions for the smaller equipment? 
Sincerely,Greg CastagnoliChico, CA 
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From: mojavejoe@verizon.net

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Unavoidable Impacts vs Public Comment
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 10:10:16 AM

Hello Mark,

I thought I heard you say at the public meeting in Santa Clarita  that ‘water

quality and toxicity’ is not an issue of DFG’s jurisdiction.   Therefore it was 

not a consideration in writing the proposed new Suction Dredge Regs.  If 

that is the case, why was it part of the DSEIR along with Archeological 

considerations etc etc?

Could you please list for me the areas of potential impact that are in the 

DSEIR but do not require rebuttal during this Public Comment period.   After 

having 2 meetings already I am sure you have come across several areas of 

public opposition that do not apply to this process, due to no DFG 

jurisdiction.   (like perhaps mercury?  or artifacts?) 

No point in me writing and sending you comments that do not apply, right?

Your advice in this area would be greatly appreciated.

Thanks,

Joe
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From: jprude@blm.gov

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: Gregg_Wilkerson@ca.blm.gov;

Subject: Comment on Proposed Suction Dredge Regulations
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 10:44:21 AM

Dear Mr. Stopher:

I was reviewing the proposed suction dredging regulations to see how the 
proposed regs would potentially affect operations on BLM land in the Bakersfield 
Field Office.  In reviewing the proposed restrictions in Kern County, I noticed on 
p. 31 that the description of one of the areas proposed for closure to dredging is 

shown as:

Multiple Waters All rivers and streams in the County

east of Hwy 99, north of Hwy 58, south

of Hwy 178, and east of Hwy 14 above

4,000 feet elevation

I think the eastern boundary of this area was probably meant to be Hwy 14, and 

the text should read:

Multiple Waters All rivers and streams in the County

east of Hwy 99, north of Hwy 58, south

of Hwy 178, and east west of Hwy 14 above

4,000 feet elevation

This is not meant to be the BLM's formal response.  I'm in the oil and gas 
program and we just happen to be in the process of revising our land use plan, 
and dredging is addressed in the minerals section.  I'll forward the notice of the 
availability of the proposed regulations to our Solid Minerals Program Lead, 

Gregg Wilkerson, in case he hasn't seen them.

Thanks.

Regards,
Jeff Prude 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bakersfield Field Office Oil and Gas Program Lead 
3801 Pegasus Dr. 
Bakersfield, CA 93308 
(661) 391-6140 
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"All things work together for good in the end.  If things aren't working together 
for good, then this isn't the end." - Max Lucado 



From: Janet Thew

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: opposition to suction dredge permitting
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 6:31:19 PM

We would like to express strong opposition to ending the current ban 
on suction dredging.  You are stretched thin as it is, so how would 
you monitor compliance with BMP's for 4000 permits?  The potential for 
environmental damage is real, and that's why the previous governor 
instituted the ban.  We support a permanent ban. 
Thank you. 

Janet and Mark Thew 
5572 St Francis Cir W 
Loomis CA 95650 
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From: miner43@comcast.net

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Friday, March 25, 2011 5:52:23 PM

                                                                                    Gerald VandeWeg 
                                                                                    506 Lanyard Ct.
                                                                                    Rohnert Park, Ca. 94928
Mark Stopher
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA  96001

RE: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR)

I am responding to the DSEIR and its proposed changes to Suction Dredging. 

For the last 15 years, I have been a mineral claim owner on the Slate Creek in 
Plumas and Sierra Counties. You have proposed to reclassify the Slate Creek  and 
its tributaries from a Class "C" to a Class "A" waterway. This will prohibit suction 
dredging at anytime. The DSEIR does not provide reasons or justification in the 
report to close suction dredging to the Slate Creek and hundreds of miles of other 
waterways.

I can only conclude that in the DSEIR the study on effects of mercury (Hg) removal 
left from the historical gold mining days has caused you to reclassify the Slate Creek. 
I would like to take a moment to say that I have never found Hg contamination in the 
sediments of the river as was stated in the report. I have found it in the cracks of 
the bedrock and I have always removed it. It is a heavy metal and is trapped in 
the dredge box when it is sucked up. My reading of the DSEIR shows that dredging 
does not resuspend Hg/MeHg but it settles out quickly. The study mentions that 
MgHg will evaporate when exposed to sunlight and but falls to mention that all 
dredging is done during the daylight hours I believe that no changes are warranted 
from the 1994 EIR regarding the Hg contamination. Suction dredging, regardless 
how it is measured, removes Hg from the waterways. The conclusions of Hg in the 
DSEIR are flawed.

You may have reclassified Slate Creek due to its size. The new proposed regulations 
of prohibiting dredging within 3' of the current water line is ridiculous. On a smaller 
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creek such as Slate Creek, that would effectively prohibit dredging except in the wide 
pools. This change is unjustified

Limiting the number of permits for the whole State of California to 4000 is not a 
solution.

The conclusions of the 2011 DSEIR reaches the same as in the 1994 EIR, why are 
the regulations being changed so dramatically.

I support the no-change alternative.

Sincerely,

Gerald VandeWeg



From: Mike Laier

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Dredge intake
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 10:11:11 AM

In the past I have tried my 4 inch dredge on the klamath river and it is to small 

for these large bodies of water. It is not stable and to small to work on the 

large number of oversized cobbles. The smallest dredge for these areas would 

be 5 inch but what was wrong about the old 6 inch regulation. The 1994 regs 

are just fine. Michael Laier Kelseyville Ca.
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From: Mike Laier

To: mstopher@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: pump intake size
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 10:20:27 AM

Your change of intake size holes to 3/32 is not practical. The modern dredges 

are made with a 6/32 pick up screen which allows for proper volume of water 

to keep the pumps from over heating. At 3/32 which is less than a 1/8 of a 

inch every thing in the water will clog this screen in a matter of minutes. 

Please choose 6/32 of a inch. Thank You Michael Laier kelseyville Ca. 
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From: Michael McMaster

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Proposed Suction Dredging regs.
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 10:20:11 AM

It is becoming very difficult to do anything in America anymore.  The cost 
of these ongoing studies over and over again is ridiculous and is a horrible 
drain on this states funds.  As a recreational dredger and knowing many 
others that participate we have never been a negative impact on the 
environment.  In fact in most cases we have benefited the environment by 
removing and cleaning water ways of lead, trash, and toxic poisons such 
as mercury.  I am strongly opposed to these regulations that put a cap on 
how many permits that will be allowed.  (4000) permits for the entire state 
of California on a First come First serve basis is ridiculous.  Given the 
current economic problems with people out of work and there being no 
jobs, many people will look to this activity for a means of income.  Yet 
these regs will limit these opportunities.  This in also counter productive in 
a cash strapped state.  The limit to 4000 permits needs to be either lifted 
to that of the pre-amended regs, or done away with.  Signed, Michael K. 
McMaster a very unhappy American. Of note: The meaning of American is 
slowly becoming that of a Americant.... 
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From: Harley L.  Mullen

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: Jim Foley; mojavejoe@verizon.net;

Subject: Input to Draft SEIR
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 6:43:21 PM
Attachments: The truth.doc 

Attached is a Word copy of an essay of which I am the original author.  Please accept this as a 
miner's input to the SEIR process.  Thank you.

Harley L. Mullen
"New 49er" member
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A balanced perspective on small scale dredging. 

    There is an old adage that says, “If you shout something loud enough, long enough, 

and often enough……it becomes believable enough, by enough people….to pass as fact.” 

Thus is the hope of environmentalists who claim that small scale dredging is harmful to 
fish.  Environmentalists and other special-interest groups have recently been engaged in 
an all-out assault against small scale dredgers, alleging that this mining activity is 
harming fish.  Well, actually, what they are saying is that this activity “may” harm fish, 
and on that basis alone, they are seeking to shut down the small scale dredging industry.
Their allegations are rife with supposition such as “may”, “could”, “might”, “can”, etc.  
Now, there’s a good reason for this.

Generally, when someone is alleged to be causing environmental harm, there are two 
things.  First of all, there is scientific evidence that environmental harm is being caused in 
the first place….a corpse if you will….a dead herd of buffalo, dead birds laying on the 
ground, defective eggs, mutant lizards, or in this case, dead or injured fish.  Secondly, 
there is sound scientific proof that a particular activity or situation is causing this harm.
Ironically, in the issue of small scale dredging, neither of these two factors is present.
Neither environmentalists nor biologists who have monitored small scale dredging for 
decades have provided any scientific proof whatsoever that a small scale dredger has ever 
harmed a single fish!  Let me repeat that. 

Not… one… single… fish!

You can bet your boots that if any such evidence did exist, it would have been bannered 
and exaggerated all over the news media. Environmentalists would be having a heyday 
with it.  Instead, they are left completely empty-handed.  Yet, they continue to press their 
assault against small scale dredgers, seeking a political solution while circumventing 
scientific discovery and the public review process in an effort that is completely devoid 
of a single fragment of proof.  The fact is, that small scale dredgers actually help the fish 
in a number of very important ways.  This will be discussed later. 

Let us understand something here.  Environmentalism is a wonderful thing.  It has driven the 
cleanup of many of our rivers and harbors.  It has exposed many pollution sites, and placed the 
responsibility for cleanup of these sites squarely in the laps of those responsible.  And it has 
fostered protection for endangered species.  Unfortunately, as with all good things, there are 
those who would abuse it.  In addition to its great accomplishments, environmentalism has 
become a powerful and convenient tool for many “NIMBY“ (not in my back yard) activists.  
Environmentalists have often been successful in thwarting roadway and rural development 
projects, and in keeping Walmart out of town.  Often, one of the first considerations of 
opponents to development is “let’s get the environmentalists in here and see if we can stop 
this.”  Many of the involvements by environmentalists were not born of concern for the 



environment, but by political agenda.  Opponents of an unwanted presence can challenge this 
presence with a powerful tool while cloaking themselves in righteous deed.  The Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) which they frequently rely upon has virtually become the preeminent law 
of our nation, it is so powerful.  Environmental laws, as presently written, often permit a small, 
radical-thinking, agenda-driven, and often misinformed minority to impose their philosophies 
upon the general masses with little accountability.  And, we as human beings often find such 
power too seductive to sensibly meter.  I am a dredger and an environmentally-conscious 
person.  I admire environmentalists for the good that they do, but I cannot admire their 
sometimes misdirection, and their prostitution of environmental laws as a political tool. 

First of all, it is highly obvious that environmentalists and their legal advocates generally 
know very little about dredging for gold or they would not make some of the outlandish 
claims that they do.  They are largely unfamiliar with the scope and mechanics of a small scale 
dredge operation and apparently are hoping that the courts in which they plead their cause are 
equally unaware as well.

It is important to first understand how a dredge works. 

DREDGE MECHANICS  
A dredge is a small mechanical platform that is mounted on floats.  It consists of a small 
engine, a water pump, an inclined sluice ramp, and sometimes an air compressor to enable the 
dredger to breathe underwater.  A suction hose is attached to the front of the dredge.  Water is 
propelled through this hose by an injection of water from the water pump.  This pumped water 
is injected up the dredge hose at a very shallow angle, and thereby causes greater volumes of 
water to be propelled up the dredge hose by what is known as the “venturi principle”.  None of 
the dredged water or material passes through any pump or mechanical device.  The dredged 
material enters the front of the dredge, where it spreads out, slows down, and flows down over 
a series of small barriers known as “riffles”, and then out the back of the dredge.  This section 
of the dredge is known as the “sluice”.  It is now important to understand that gold is just 
about the heaviest thing found in a stream.  Gold has a “relative weight” of 19.  (Water has a 
“relative weight” of 1.)  Therefore, gold is 19 times as heavy as water of equal volume. 

Dredged water and streambed materials easily travel down this sluice mechanism and out the 
back of the dredge.  Because gold is so heavy, it will drop out of the material flow and become 
lodged in these “riffles”.  This is how miners capture the gold and not everything else.  Other 
things that are relatively heavy, though not as heavy as gold, will also become lodged in the 
sluice.  This includes “black sand” which contains quantities of iron, fishing lures, tools, metal 
trash, lead sinkers, nails, bottle caps, beer-can tabs, and just about any other form of human 
junk that is unearthed by the dredge.  Also, another very heavy element, poisonous mercury 
from ancient mining methods and other industrial contributors is often captured in a dredge 
and can now be safely disposed of.  As you can see, a dredge is somewhat of a “vacuum 
cleaner” and in addition to capturing gold can help significantly to remove many pollutants 
from a streambed.  This “concentrated” material is usually removed from the dredge sluice at 
the end of the day and then taken back to a campsite or other location where it is “panned 
down” with a gold pan.  The gold is captured and the trash and pollutants are properly 
disposed of.



SIZE AND SCALE: 
Compared to the natural lay of a stream, dredging activity is quite insignificant.  Even in the 
most heavily dredged regions the area affected by dredging is almost always less than even 
one percent of the area of a waterway.  This has been established by surveys.  A dredger who 
moves a single cubic yard of material has done a very hard day’s work.  The streambed 
materials are often impacted and require difficult digging with tools to penetrate.  Also, 
anything too large to go through the dredge hose must be dug up and manually moved aside 
and a dredger must stop a great many times per day to clear a dredge hose that has become 
plugged.  In addition, a dredger must get fuel to the dredging location along with food and 
supplies.  A dredger must also perform maintenance on his/her dredge and get into a wetsuit 
and secure all tools that they will need.  Also, the water in the stream will often be colder in 
the early part of the day so a dredger often will not start before mid-day.  A dredger must also 
stop occasionally to rest and consume food or drink and refuel their engine.  A typical dredger 
will usually be accomplishing “productive work” between two and four hours a day in the 
stream.  And, due to the exhaustive nature of the activity, along with things such as weather 
considerations, a dredger will seldom work every day.

The typical dredging operation involves working a hole down through the streambed material 
until they reach solid bedrock where gold, being the heaviest thing in the stream, has settled.  
Gold, as well as all other streambed material is moved downstream by raging winter floods.  
This gold will readily become lodged in cracks and crevices in the bedrock.  It is primarily 
these imperfections in the bedrock that the dredger is looking for.  The dredger suctions the 
easily-moved materials with the dredge hose.  Anything that is too large for the dredge hose 
must be manually moved to one side.  Once the bedrock is reached and cleaned, if reasonable 
gold has been found, the dredger will usually expand their hole off in another direction, 
dropping material back into the area they originally dug out.  If the yield has not been 
worthwhile they will usually open another test hole some distance away.  There are particular 
areas of a stream or river where gold is most likely to be found but it is still mostly a matter of 
chance. 

Having provided a basic understanding of a small scale dredging operation, we can now 
examine some of the claims made by opponents of small scale dredging.  These claims have 
been numerous and are mostly without scientific foundation.  Once the allegations are proven 
false, they simply move on to a different allegation. 



DREDGES FRIGHTEN FISH, AND CAUSE THEM STRESS. 

Actually, the opposite is true.  In a dredge hole six feet wide by six feet deep it is not 
uncommon to see over a dozen juvenile fish in the hole in close proximity to the operator.  
They are usually looking for edible tidbits that are unearthed by the dredger or they have 
ducked into the hole to rest from the currents.  I have observed this countless times.  There are 
hundreds of hours of media videotapes showing this. 

The motor on a dredge is almost not audible underwater.  Many times, the only way that a 
dredger knows that his/her engine has run out of gas is by the fact that their air supply quits 
and the dredge hose stops suctioning.  This requires a mad scramble to the surface.  The most 
prominent sound when operating a dredge is a “whooshing” sound made by aggregates going 
up the dredge hose.  This is much like the normal rushing sound that you will hear underwater 
in any stream.  Fish routinely swim all around a dredge and it’s operator looking for food.  
They are not a bit frightened of it.  Fish are normally spooked only by fast-moving, ominous 
objects such as a kayak, canoe, or other watercraft, swimmers or waders, or an obvious 
predator. 

DREDGES RAISE THE TEMPERATURE OF THE WATER, WHICH KILLS FISH. 

This claim is completely false.  First of all, the only thing that is warm or hot on a dredge is the 
engine.  Absolutely no water comes in contact with the air-cooled motor or its hot exhaust.  
Dredges are not like outboard motors where the hot (and oily) exhaust is vented underwater 
and the engine is cooled by water.  If a dredge has any effect on the temperature of water at all 
it probably cools it slightly due to the aeration and evaporation of the water as it flows over the 
riffles of the sluice. 

Scientists have measured water temperatures of numerous streams and rivers above and below 
a dredge and were unable to measure any difference whatsoever with the instruments that 
were available to them.   

DREDGING CREATES TURBIDITY IN THE STREAM 

Of course it does.  Any activity in a stream creates turbidity whether it be a fisherman wading 
in a stream, animals walking in the stream, a group of children frolicking in their favorite 
swimming hole, or a tree or rock falling into the stream.  The important concerns are how 
severe the turbidity is, how widespread it is, and how prolonged it is. 

First of all, dredging is only permitted within the wetted area of a stream.  Dredging into a 
“loamy” area along stream banks and excessive clouding of the water is forbidden by 
dredging regulations.  The streambed materials that are suctioned by a dredge are materials 
that are constantly washed by stream currents.  Therefore, these materials are mostly free from 



the finer particulate material that can “cloud-up” the water and remain suspended for a 
prolonged period of time.  Most of the material that comes out of the back of a dredge sinks 
immediately, within two or three feet.  Some of the finer particles can travel further 
downstream in a narrow plume that is occasionally visible from above the water.   Depending 
upon the speed of the flowing water, this visible plume largely dissipates within 25 to 50 feet 
downstream of the dredge and it is relatively rare for it to extend beyond 100 feet.    

To get some idea of the level of turbidity that is usually created by a dredge we must 
understand some facts about dredging.  A dredger cannot operate in water where there is an 
appreciable level of turbidity at all.  When visibility is impaired, dredgers cannot see what they 
are doing.   They cannot see the gold that is trapped in crevices, and rocks that are overly large 
will get suctioned by the dredge nozzle and plug the dredge hose.  These plug-ups are very 
difficult to remove.  In addition, dredgers cannot see the looming danger of boulders that 
could tumble in on them and injure or kill them. 

It is common for dredgers to set up within 50 or 100 feet downstream of each other with no 
visibility problems, yet events such as dam releases or thunderstorms will cause the level of 
turbidity in the entire river to rise to the level that dredgers have to abandon their activity for 
several days.  Even within the area of a normal dredge plume the level of turbidity is only a 
tiny fraction of what is created by naturally-occurring and long-enduring events such as storms 
and winter floods which fish routinely endure.  One single thunderstorm creates many times 
the turbidity in a given river or stream than is created by all dredging activity for an entire 
year.

DREDGING POLLUTES A RIVER. 

Absolutely false.  A dredge adds nothing whatsoever to the waterway.  The material that 
comes out the back of a dredge is the very same material that was lying on the bottom of the 
waterway.  It has simply been moved a few feet.  However, as mentioned previously, a dredge 
does remove many pollutants from a waterway.  While we are on the subject of pollution, this 
would be a good time to discuss one of the most lethal pollutants in a waterway….. mercury.  
Mercury is a very heavy, highly toxic metal that exists in a liquid state and usually 
concentrates in “blobs” in any depression.  Mercury will readily adhere to gold and various 
other metals and coat them.  It will also cause small particles of these metals to bind together, 
much like the fillings that dentists put in our teeth. 

One of the greatest concerns with toxic mercury is its ability to enter the food chain, such as in 
fish.  It does not do this as a blob but rather as microscopic particles.  When mercury is sitting 
in a waterway, disturbances and agitation such as tumbling boulders smashing this blob, or 
gravels scouring this blob, can cause a few microscopic particles to break away and become 
mobilized in the waterway.  This is known as “flouring”.  As long as this blob remains in the 
waterway, it is prone to flouring from constant disturbance until it flours away completely and 
becomes a toxic poison to many living organisms.  The only way to stop this contamination is 
to remove these blobs of mercury and other mercury coated metals from the waterway.  This 



is exactly what a small scale dredger does!    A recent scientific study showed that a small 
scale dredge captured 98% of this toxic mercury from a waterway. 

These are just a few of the marathon claims that environmentalists have alleged against 
dredgers, but they are among the most important.  Now, let’s look at the other side of the coin.  
I previously mentioned that dredgers provide several benefits to fish.  They do, and they are 
very important to the survival of fish and will be discussed in detail.  Most of the discussion 
will be as it pertains to salmon, as it is this species that is at the heart of the present 
controversy.  When a dredger searches for gold in a stream he/she basically creates three 
alterations to the streambed.  These alterations are…..  the dredge hole, a tailing pile, and a 
cobble pile. 

THE DREDGE HOLE 

Environmentalists do not generally give a lot of lip service to the dredge hole itself aside from 
the fact that it can be considered an eyesore and a challenge for persons wading in a rocky 
stream.  Some even acknowledge that the dredge hole can have a benefit for fish.  The annual 
spawning migration is a very strenuous trip for fish and there can be a significant mortality of 
fish during this migration.  The fish become weakened by their constant struggle against 
strong water currents.  Also important is the fact that fish migrate during the time of year when 
the water is near its warmest.  Warmer water contains less oxygen, heightens the chance of 
disease, and saps the strength of fish.  Fish will often pause in an area of river where a cooler 
side-stream enters the river to regain their strength.  These areas are known as thermal refuges.  
Dredging is often prohibited within a certain distance of these refuges.  In between these 
natural refuges, migrating fish will frequently duck into vacant dredge holes where the water 
is calm and the temperature is stratified with the cooler water being near the bottom.  
Frequently, a dozen or more adult fish can be observed using dredge holes. In many instances, 
fish seem to prefer dredge holes over natural refuges, possibly due to the depth and calm 
water.

Prior to the migration season, these dredge holes are extremely important to juvenile fish.  As 
the summer wears on and water levels drop, predation of these small fish increases 
immensely, due in large part to numerous bird species.  It is at this time that these smaller fish 
seek shelter in deeper pools if they can find them.  These dredge holes are an ideal refuge. 

TAILING PILES 

These are the piles of gravel-like aggregates that come out the back of a dredge.  These tailing 
piles are also one of the present focuses of mining opponents who are desperately searching 
for a valid indictment of small-scale dredging.  A streambed is an environment that is 
constantly being changed by water flow.  Each year, the streambed erodes a little bit more and 



some of the streambed material is moved.  This streambed material can range from fine silt to 
huge boulders and there can be other things that fall into the stream or river from its banks 
such as trees and brush.  Streambed composition varies from place to place and from year to 
year.

When salmon spawn in the late fall, they try to select a streambed area that is shallow, 
relatively flat, free of fast currents, and comprised of loose gravel in which they can lay and 
bury their eggs.  Successful reproduction by fish is highly dependent upon the available 
quantity and quality of these spawning sites.  Once fish lay their eggs, these sites are known as 
(redds).   

Since the composition of tailing piles is often similar to the loose, gravely material that 
spawning fish prefer, they occasionally select a tailing pile as their spawning site.  The extent 
to which fish select tailing piles is dependant upon the availability of natural beds.  A recent 
biological study in Northern California found that out of a total of 372 “redds”, 12 of them, or 
roughly 3 percent were on tailing piles.  Elsewhere, it has been observed that when natural 
beds are scarce, the selection of tailing piles increases.  In rare instances where spawning fish 
have entered streams in which the streambed has become compacted or silted-over and there 
are no natural beds available, tailing piles offer virtually the only suitable opportunity to 
successfully spawn. 

There are two primary concerns with regard to the survival rates of the eggs within these 
redds.  Scouring and siltation.  Scouring occurs when the unstable material of a streambed is 
moved downstream.  This movement is usually greatest during the winter floods.  Siltation, or 
the covering of redds by silt, is of far more concern than scouring.  Although the extent of 
mortality by scouring is not of a known quantity, mortality by siltation is often complete as the 
eggs and pre-emergent fish become smothered by silt.  Some biologists have even suggested 
that a certain amount of scouring is actually desirable to limit silting in some of these 
spawning beds. 

Due to the fact that newly created tailing piles may not have had the opportunity to go through 
a flood event and become flattened and stabilized, there is a potential for more movement and 
scouring in these piles than there would be in a natural streambed spawning site.  This can 
possibly result in greater mortality for eggs that were laid in fresh tailing piles.  It has been 
noted, however, that once these tailing piles have become flattened and stabilized by winter 
floods, they can remain viable as a suitable spawning site for a period of several years.  This is 
extremely important in streams where there are few or no natural sites available.  Even during 
the first winter when scouring would likely be at its greatest, these tailing piles afford at least 
some opportunity to successfully spawn in a stream that might otherwise provide none.  And 
this opportunity can continue for several years.  Also, these stabilized tailing piles likely are 
less susceptible to silting and scouring than natural streambed due to the fact that once they are 
flattened and stabilized these tailing piles generally remain slightly elevated above the 
surrounding streambed.  And, these tailing piles start out as washed streambed material, 
therefore they are free of silt in the first place.  It is not known how many of the “natural beds” 
that were counted in this study were actually former tailing piles that have become flattened. 



In view of the fact that fish tend to select tailing piles very infrequently, and only as necessary, 
and that stabilized tailing piles can provide prolonged spawning opportunity where there 
would otherwise be little or none, it would seem only logical that the known benefits of this 
relationship far outweigh any possible harm.  We must also keep in mind the fact that scouring 
in a streambed is not “selective” only to fresh tailing piles.  The entire streambed is vulnerable 
to scouring during raging winter floods.

COBBLE PILES: 

These are rocks that will not pass through the dredge hose and consequently are piled to one 
side by the dredger.  They usually range in size from roughly 12 inches in diameter down to 
about 3 inches, depending upon the size of the dredge.  Larger than this, the rocks are 
generally too heavy to pile.  These piles represent a certain percentage of the aggregate 
removed from a dredge hole.   

About the most frequent claim by mining opponents is that these piles may divert the flow of 
water and may “possibly” cause erosion of river banks.  At this point in time it would seem 
proper to mention that dredging into riverbanks, undercutting riverbanks, and doing anything 
that would cause erosion of riverbanks is strictly forbidden by dredging regulations.  There are 
heavy penalties for violating these regulations and every dredger knows it.  Dredging 
regulations are provided annually when a dredger is issued his/her annual dredging permit.  
And, dredging operations are frequently monitored by enforcement personnel.  Dredging is a 
tightly regulated and monitored activity. 

Secondly, dredging is usually not done adjacent to riverbanks, but closer to the deepest part of 
the stream or river as this is where the gold has settled.  In those places where the deepest 
channel is along the side of a river or stream, the bank is usually not composed of soil but 
rather by ledge or gravels.  The soil was eroded away eons ago by the natural river currents.  It 
should also be mentioned that these cobble piles are very porous so the water flows through 
them as well as around them.  There is little chance of changing the course of a river or stream.
This is a small cobble pile, not a diversion dam.  It should be noted that virtually every year 
during high winter floods, huge boulders and the occasional tree trunk are washed 
downstream and become lodged in an area where they cause immense changes in the flow of 
a river or stream and erosion of the river banks.  Dredgers, on the other hand, do not begin 
their activity until the time of year when the water level is lowest and the flow is the slowest, 
and any hydraulic forces are minimal.   

During the heavy winter flooding of 2005/2006, much of the vegetation, trees, and soils were 
ripped away from the banks of the Klamath River for much of its length, leaving nothing but 
exposed bedrock.  Vast sections of this river were unimaginably altered, and almost 
unrecognizable from the year before.  Unlike the small, temporary alterations that dredgers 
create, this naturally occurring alteration will not be reversed by winter floods.  It was 
massive, and it is permanent. 



 It is hard to imagine that a pile of rocks resting on the bottom of a stream or river could 
provide very much benefit to anyone or anything, but it does.  And this one is quite important.  
It is also a benefit that is carefully not mentioned by environmentalists.   

Salmon generally spawn in the late fall in favorable gravel beds that they select as best they 
can.  After a period of incubation, the small fish (fry) emerge from these gravels during the 
spring months.  Many biologists regard this period immediately following emergence, (known 
as the “juvenile rearing” stage) as one of the most important stages in the life of a fish.  It is 
important that as many of these (fry) as possible survive to the next stage, (smolt stage), which 
precedes their migration to the ocean.  After this general emergence, at the beginning of 
summer, the dredging season begins. 

Immediately after emerging, these fish are very small, they are relatively poor swimmers, and 
it is during this time that they are in great danger of predation.  Fish lay eggs by the billions 
but only a very small fraction of them ever survive to adulthood.  The juvenile stage is a 
period of very heavy losses.  It is extremely important that these juveniles find food to grow as 
much as possible and it is infinitely important that they are able to find shelter from predation 
during this stage of their growth.  This is where cobble piles come into the picture.  Cobble 
piles provide an excellent refuge for these small fish.  The passageways between rocks go 
deep within the pile, there is sufficient water flow to provide adequate oxygen, and they are 
virtually free from silt.  Due to the varying sizes of the rocks and the resultant caverns, fish of 
various sizes can find a place within the pile that is most suitable for them.  As the fish grow, 
they can select a different area of the pile. I personally dredged a barren, featureless section of 
the Klamath River that had been ravaged by the terrible 2005/2006 winter flood. Several mink 
and otter were present in the area and had virtually rid the area of all fish population except for 
a very few juveniles that had found refuge in our cobble pile.  This pile was also rife with 
crayfish which would have otherwise been easy prey for these predators.  

Shelter from local predation is not the only benefit of a cobble pile.  Biologists note that these 
juvenile fish attempt to remain within a very localized area if they are able to do so, but during 
periods of high flow such as dam releases, thunderstorms, etc that cause elevated flow, these 
small fish are often swept away from their preferred safe location as they cannot always find 
refuge from these currents.  This increases their risk of predation elsewhere.  Cobble piles and 
dredge holes provide that needed shelter from these swift waters.  These “artificial habitats”  
are very valuable to small fish.  Biologists widely acknowledge the importance of “streambed 
diversity,” and “structural complexity” to the survival and well-being of fish.  Furthermore, 
these artificial habitats are comprised of natural materials, unlike in our oceans where these 
habitats are created by the intentional sinking of rusting, painted, and oily derelict ships. 



OTHER BENEFITS PROVIDED BY DREDGERS. 

There are a couple other benefits that dredgers provide that I will mention.  One of them 
is rather insignificant and the other is quite important.  During the fall migration of 
spawning adults, the water is warm and holds less dissolved oxygen (DO).  There is 
pressure on the oxygen content by the struggling dwellers that live there.   Dredges force 
voluminous amounts of water down over the sluice section, mixing this water with air 
and this helps to aerate the water and increase the oxygen content.  This is, of course, 
miniscule compared to the area of a river and is a mere drop in the bucket compared to 
the aeration provided by natural rapids in the waterway and boulders that ripple the 
water, but every little bit helps.  In a smaller stream, this effect would be greater. 

One other benefit that is provided by dredgers is extremely important.  It is not 
uncommon to find dozens of juvenile fish swimming around an operating dredge.  They 
swim into the dredge hole as well as swimming through the dredge plume.  They are 
there because as a dredger suctions streambed material, he/she unearths thousands of 
invertebrates and suspends them in the water.  Finding adequate food is one of the most 
important aspects in the life of a juvenile fish.  The better the fish are fed, the more likely 
they are to survive, due to healthy growth and a diminishing predator pool.  There is also 
a direct scientific correlation between the amount of time juvenile fish spend foraging 
and their susceptibility to predation.  The faster the fish can feed, and then hide, the better 
off they are.  When food is scarce, predation increases.  This is another benefit that 
opponents of the dredging industry are careful not to mention.  It does not take a genius 
to question the fact that when fish are being fed grain in a hatchery, it is considered an 
ultimate act of conservation, yet when native fish are feasting on their natural diet in the 
plume of a dredge it is somehow biologically unimportant.  A dredger who spends a 
couple months in a given section of a river has provided a lot of food to the native fish 
population.  Incidentally, biologists have observed that these invertebrates rapidly re-
colonize, usually within three to four weeks.

Native, juvenile, and migrating fish must find sufficient food, shelter from predation, reprieve 
from harsh temperatures, a place to rest from swift currents during their exhausting migration, 
and suitable spawning habitat.  Small scale dredging provides all of these.  And, dredgers are 
the only waterway users who provide any of these important benefits that the fish so greatly 
need.  It is almost unimaginable to me that environmentalists who are attacking dredgers 
aren’t the real friends of fish at all.  If the environmentalists were truly concerned about fish 
and really wanted to do something to help them, instead of sitting around and suing 
everybody, they would get up off their fannies, jump in the water, dig pools, pile cobble for 
refuges, provide food, and spread out gravel for spawning beds in our streams….just like the 
dredgers do with their sweat, back, and labor.  As this essay is being written, our government 
is spending millions of taxpayer dollars to, among other things, spread out countless tons of 
gravel for spawning habitat in the Trinity River in California.  Incidentally, you wouldn’t 
believe the staggering amount of turbidity that is being created by the behemoth earthmoving 
machines that are being used for that project. 



And some of the most avid accusers of dredgers are Indian tribes who sometimes “front” for 
environmental groups, and accuse dredgers of causing harm (without any proof) while their 
tribal members dip-net and harvest spawning adult salmon by the thousands as these fish are 
returning to their spawning grounds!!!  I can think of a way to help these fish……...right 
now!!

Dredging is a very visible form of mining.  Dredgers do not crawl into a hole in the side of a 
mountain.  They do not dig in a pit that is surrounded by a privacy fence.  Their activity is out 
there for all to see.  One can usually look down onto a river and see their dredges floating on 
the water.  There is often a visible plume trailing downstream from them.  One can hear the 
distant drone of a lawnmower-sized engine, and if the stream is exceptionally clear one can 
sometimes see the dredge hole and cobble pile that are underwater.  Dredgers frequently park 
vehicles beside a roadway, near to where they are working.  To some, this intrusion into nature 
is disturbing.  However, at the same time, dredging is perhaps the most reversible form of gold 
mining that there is.  Virtually all traces of dredging activity are obliterated by the winter 
floods that occur after each dredging season  The dredge hole is completely filled in, the 
cobble pile is leveled, and the tailing pile is flattened and spread out, offering itself as a 
potential spawning site for years to come. 

Mining has been, and still is, important to the growth and wealth of our nation.  But, even 
though our government has enacted mining laws to encourage the exploration and extraction 
of minerals and valuable metals from our public lands, and confers possessory rights to enable 
a miner to do so, it is an affront to some people to witness individuals removing valuable 
metals from public lands which theoretically belong to all of us.  Many allege that small-scale 
dredging is merely a recreational activity.  This is not true.  Many small-scale dredgers derive 
part or all of their annual income from this endeavor.  Mining laws do not differentiate by how 
much an individual enjoys this activity.  Miners are all bound by the same rules.  And, a great 
many businesses in communities that are nearby to mining activity depend very heavily upon 
the millions of seasonal dollars that flow into their communities from miners. 

When examining environmental issues and trying to decide the proper course of action, we 
must carefully consider all of the important factors, not just the ones that suit our purpose.  We 
must balance and fairly evaluate all of the scientific evidence, and not allow political agenda to 
overrule scientific fact.  We must seek out the truth, the whole truth, wherever it leads us.  
During my recent research, I read a USGS paper that acknowledged that dredgers remove 
mercury from waterways in California.  However, a more recent rewrite of that very same 
paper now omits that fact. 

It is reasonable to expect that as members of our scientific community, biologists would be 
completely neutral in their approach and in their findings, and that their observations would be 
all-encompassing and that their opinions would be free of political influence.   For the most 
part, this is true.  However, upon reading the conclusions of numerous studies it is readily 
obvious that a few of these studies are slanted against the mining community to varying 
degrees.  Some of these studies merely cite selective components of studies done by others 
and some of them herald the possibilities of harm while omitting or minimizing potential or 



known benefits.  At least one of them was obviously conducted in a very narrow manner that 
guaranteed a certain outcome.  This is not balanced science.  It is natural to mankind to suspect 
to some degree that an intrusion into our “realm” may possibly be of an unwanted nature but 
science demands complete objectivity and a complete picture.

Many of these biologists know fully well the extent to which dredgers contribute to the 
wellbeing of fish.  They know fully well that dredgers provide very important benefits to fish 
at just the right time of year when they are most needed by the fish, and then these alterations 
are completely obliterated by raging winter floods.  They know fully well that the turbidity 
created by dredgers is a mere drop in a bucket compared to the millions of tons of mud, rocks, 
boulders, trees, stumps, brush, and other debris that are washed down our waterways during 
raging winter floods or a single thunderstorm for that matter, which fish routinely endure 
every year.  They know that small scale dredgers are “occasional users” of our waterways, no 
more so than fishermen, boaters, swimmers, or the seasonal kayak and rafting outfitters who 
organize daily trips down our waterways involving hundreds of participants who picnic, wade, 
swim, and camp overnight on the shores of these waterways.  And, unlike the highly regulated 
dredgers, these other waterway users are allowed to trample around in the waterway during a 
time when there are still incubating egg nests in the gravels!

So let’s be honest here, shall we?  This debate isn’t about the environment, it’s about control 
and politics.  The environment is simply the vehicle.  There is an old saying that says, “When 
you are a hammer, the whole world looks like a nail.”  Environmentalists, even when ill 
informed, will fight any and all battles in their efforts to establish themselves as the sole 
stewards of our public lands which belong to all of us, not just a self-appointed few.  It is 
infinitely important that these public lands be set aside and remain equally accessible for the 
enjoyment and reasonable use by all of our citizens.  We must cherish and sensibly safeguard 
these privileges, lest one day we no longer have them.  

Many scientific papers and biological studies as well as personal experience were used in the 

preparation of this essay.  These studies and papers are readily available on the internet.  

Thank you for taking the time to read this.



From: VICTORIA B BROOKS

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Please consider amending proposed regulations!
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 2:37:07 PM

Dear DFG,

I've read the proposal and feel your department is making blanket 
regulations when there's NOT critical rivers that need such severe 
regulations imposed on them. The South Fork American River is a perfect 
example of this. This river doesn't have a salmon spawn that enters the 
watershed and there isn't really a need to alter the already existing season 
that starts the end of May and runs thru Sept.. I even feel the need to 
reduce the inlet size of the equipment is unwarranted because this river 
doesn't have a mercury presence that let's say the Yuba watershed has. I 
feel the Dept of F&G needs to take the time and get this right 
because such severe blanket regulations aren't required. The area's in the 
Klamath river watershed that started this problem need stricter regulation 
because of the Salmon runs...This should be the focus of any regulation 
changes that your department takes. 
Please take the time and get this right, respectfully Einar Reitz 
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From: creek4@humboldt1.com

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: new regs in dseis
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 2:23:56 PM

Howdy, I'm writing in response to the new regs I saw for suction dredging. 
There seem to be some inconsistencies to me. Why wait til almost fall to 
get in the water. Cooling temps and sporadic flows will make it more 
difficult for dredgers and more fish will be affected as new ones enter 
the system. I agree with cutting down on the size of dredge nozzles to 
limit potential damage to watercourses. I think limiting the amount of 
dredges working a stretch at the same time is good also. It doesn't make 
sense to me to only allow dredgers 6 places to go in the season. Often a 
place is scoped and it is decided the return would be to low for the 
effort so move on to another spot. I believe that small dredges in the 
watercourse affect the fishery less than winter floods. Or at least they 
are similar. All the change that happens is also virtually invisible as it 
occurs in the watercourse. Cleaning the cracks in the bedrock underwater 
seems to me to be the cleanest form of mining there is. Moving lots of 
gravel whether with a dredge or a caterpillar has more of an effect on 
river flow. Roadwork and logging put more silt into streamcourses than 
dredging by far. If the fish are the major concern shouldn't these be 
limited more than dredging? More permits, shorter seasons, less area per 
operator to impact. Could this be the future for the logging industry? I 
would like to look for some gold with a dredge. 3" max and just to clean 
cracks. I don't want to move gravel bars searching for paystreaks. I would 
like to do it when the weather is warm and I don't have to be in a rush to 
get in and out. Shorter time on the river per day is probably better for 
fish than full days less often. I'm only a recreational miner so need to 
spend time working also. Hard to coordinate jobs around dredging schedule 
if set in stone. I'm also a new miner so I would hope that wouldn't keep 
me from being able to get a permit. I think it is good to limit situations 
like the new 49ers where 3 people are dredging in a row on one stretch of 
river. This doesn't mean it is good to almost do away with dredging 
altogether. The big mining companies and professional dredgers are 
probably causing the most impact so mitigation should fall most heavily on 
them. California was founded on the spirit of making a life from what was 
available. We still need some of that attitude personally on a small 
level. Please don't take away an opportunity for the people to get out and 
look for gold in a way that is worthwhile and potentially profitable. 
Allow locals with small dredges to sample the rocks. Since smaller dredges 
affect things less, maybe cheaper permits or more sites or longer season. 
This is real math as far as the fishery goes.  Thanks for your time.  Kirk 
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Scheidegger PO Box 203 Mad River, CA 95552 
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From: Steve Tyler

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov; senator.gaines@senate.ca.gov; bostwo;

reddy2ctsp; rich4tax; Rod Anderson; robinsons; rossfisherman;

eldon rodman; daviddorn@wildblu.net; djmathat@gmail.com;

Charles Bertolette; Craig Wise; csp2011@verison.net; George Wheeldon; d;

meandkel; markonthebeast; dritecrg; ednorthern; jamestaylor6609@att.net;

Subject: suction dredge DSEIR comments
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 9:35:43 PM
Attachments: DSeir comment Brown Weber Creek Comment.doc 

Mark Stopher,
 Enlosed is a fact based contradiction of your decision to  close Weber and 
Rock Creek and every other small stream in El Dorado Co. to suction 
dredge mining. These unnecessary closures are a takings of the mining 
rights of every private property owner on every small stream in the county 
and in direct violation of the 5th amendment to the United States 
Constitution and the Constitution of Calif. which clearly states that "No 
private property shall be taken without Prior Compensationl"  What part of 
these private property protections do you not understand?
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Mark Stopher 
Ca. DFG 
DSEIR COMMENT 
March 16, 2011 

Mark, today at 5:30 P.M. while driving across Weber Creek on Green Valley Road, .5 
miles west of Placerville, I noticed that the creek was running high, and was the color of 
thick milk chocolate.  This is a normally occurring winter event and is a crystal clear 
illustration that natural processes move thousands of times more material than suction 
dredges ever can. No amount of dredging ever has or ever will create this type of 
sediment movement. And this was not even that big of a high water event.  DFG’s  new 
proposed rules to permanently prohibit dredging on Weber Creek, Rock Creek and every 
other small creek in the state is not acceptable, in light of the magnitude of normally 
occurring processes.  No amount of maybes, might, could or any other type of conjecture 
will alter the facts that are obvious in our natural world. Let’s stick to only reality in this 
EIR process.  Thank you for your consideration. 

Steve Tyler 
5601 Bumper Road 
El Dorado, Calif.  95623



From: Robert Weaver

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

cc: Robert Weaver; 

Subject: Suction Dredging in Calif.
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2011 9:41:25 AM

Dear Sir,

Please restore our dredging activities to the  State of California. 
As you have Ben shone by experts that  there are no detrimental
effects of small scale dredging in are rivers. 
Yours,

Robert Weaver
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From: P. A. Burnes

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Date: Sunday, March 27, 2011 11:34:53 AM

Mar 27, 2011 

Department of Fish and Game 
CA

California's rivers, streams, fish, wildlife and water quality must be 
protected from the adverse impacts of suction dredge mining. The 
proposed regulations simply do not provide sufficient protection for 
these sensitive resources 

Please revise the regulations to prohibit suction dredge mining in all 
rivers and streams that provide critical habitat and future recovery 
areas for threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. Please close all 
mercury-impaired rivers and streams to suction dredge mining to protect 
water quality, human health, fish and wildlife. 

Suction dredge mining does not provide economic value. The economic 
impact is tiny or probably negative compared to the recreational 
economies it diminishes. The recreational value of suction dredge 
mining accrues only to a tiny number individuals who disturb the 
inherent recreational and ecological values that benefit and are highly 
valued by millions of Californians who seek the peace and solace of the 
outdoors, especially our beautiful and precious rivers. 

The reason suction dredge mining is pursued is that gold is perceived 
to have intrinsic value, which it no longer does. The value it now 
accrues is due to clever marketing and greedy financial speculators. 
The supposed noble activity of suction dredge mining for gold is of no 
greater value than "investing" in a paper mortgage, a 
valueless option, or fleeting home equity. Suction dredge miners as a 
group would ultimately be better off financially doing nothing and by 
doing nothing would be providing great value to society. 

Setting aside the small, or more likely net negative, economic value of 
suction dredge mining, there is no industrial need for the materials 
acquired. There is plenty of gold and other materials already available 
and in circulation to satisfy society's requirements through recycling 
and alternative materials or sources. There is a technological 
alternative to or lower environmental impact means of acquiring any 
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dredged material. The only reason these activities appear necessary is 
that they are allowed to continue and therefore the readily available 
technological alternatives are not pursued. 

Therefore, since it is both destructive and valueless, like vandalism, 
there is no reason that suction dredge mining should occur anywhere, 
let alone in these sensitive ecologically and socially valuable 
resources, our great rivers and streams. Suction dredge mining, like 
other activities that deface and diminish private and public property 
for the valueless aggrandizement of a few, should be prohibited. 

Fish and Game as a lead agency charged with the public's interest in 
the environment should be working with cooperating legislators to 
aggressively pursue the modification of mining statues at the State and 
Federal levels to assure a long lasting solution to the outdated and 
now absurd notion that all other values should be set aside in the 
interest of unnecessary, and singularly destructive, extractive 
activities like suction dredge mining. 

Recreational and commercial mining is not a legitimate activity in 
California if it is done at the expense of the state's fish, wildlife, 
water quality, human health and state-protected beneficial uses of our 
rivers and streams. 

Sincerely,

Mr. P. A. Burnes 
PO Box 60235 
Palo Alto, CA 94306-0235 
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From: Richard Kelsey

To: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: suction dredge comments
Date: Sunday, March 27, 2011 9:23:23 AM

From: Richard Kelsey
          3838 Shooting Star Rd
           Creston, Ca

To: Department of Fish & Game
dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.cagov

www.dfg.ca.gov/suctiondredge

Hello,
I oppose three of the suggested regulations on suction dredging in 
California:

1. I believe that requirement of  disclosing a list of equipment is intended 
to give DFG unnecessary powers to selectively enforce (harass) otherwise 
law abiding California citizens.

2. I believe that disclosing the location of dredging will limit dredging 
opportunities.

3. I believe that disclosing the approximate date of dredging will limit 
dredging opportunities and (through the public records act request) give 
robbers, thieves, and vandals the information they need to raise havoc at 
the dredging location or at the dredgers residence.

Please omit these proposed regulations from future dredging law.

Thank You
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March 27, 2011

California Department of Fish and Game 
1416 Ninth St. 
Sacramento, Ca. 95814 

Comments Regarding: Suction Dredge Permitting Program 
DSEIR 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Throughout the Report, there were premature assumptions and faulty analysis of alleged 
problems because the real answer was not known or the available data would not support the 
desired conclusion. In such instances, the problem was simply declared “significant and 
unavoidable.” Despite all these pitfalls, surprisingly, there were parts of the Report itself that 
make a good argument for why more restrictive dredging regulations were NOT justified. 
Beginning with the very first paragraph of Section 228 of the DFG proposed regulations related 
to suction dredging, it states in part, “…the Department finds that suction dredging…will not 
be deleterious to fish.” Notwithstanding that published conclusion, the DFG proceeds to 
propose implementation of a prolonged and tedious number of changes affecting the manner in 
which suction dredging is performed. Even more disconcerting to the financial interest of 
claims owners, the proposed restrictions on dredging contained in the DSEIR take away 
“property rights” granted by the Mineral Estate Trust Act of 1866 and the Mining Law of 1872. 

Impact WQ-4: Effects of Mercury Resuspension and Discharge from Suction Dredging:

The report also defines the low flow, summer months of dredging as between March and 
October. Therefore, the question presents itself as to why the proposed regulations are 
striving to cut short the dredging season for most dredgers to three months between 
July and September? WQ-4 is unfounded and should be corrected to read a finding of 
“less than significant.” 

Impact WQ-5

The conclusion imagines that the perfect storm of conditions might exist out there 
somewhere to affect trace mineral conditions. That’s like saying, “Somewhere in those 
mountains, there is gold.” Impact WQ-5 is unfounded and should be corrected to read a 
finding of “less than significant.” 

  Impact BIO-WILD-2: Effects on Special-Status Passerines Associated with Riparian 
Habitat:

The specific disturbance of reported concern is noise from dredge equipment or 
encampment activities. This whole discussion is prejudicial against miners without a 
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scintilla of scientific proof to back it up. Further, the report totally ignored any 
discussion or consideration for the level of noise generated by hunters, fishermen, 
campers, hikers, recreational vehicles, and other outdoor activities. 

Impact NZ-1: Exposure of the Public to Noise Levels in Excess of City or County 
Standards:

This impact considers whether operating dredge equipment exceeds noise standards. If 
this entire study were not so serious in its potential impact to miners, this particular 
impact would be laughable for lack of support and scientific merit. First of all, where are 
the noise level standards that apply to conditions, equipment, and animals found in 
Mother Nature? Does a mountain lion, wolf, or moose violate this unknown standard 
when they sound a mating call? The fact is that this particular impact is another “pie in 
the sky” effort to dream up problems and blame the problem on dredging. 

Impact CUM-6: Turbidity/TSS Discharge from Suction Dredging:

This impact considers alleged turbidity impairments from dredge discharges impacting 
fish. It is a shame that the writers of this report have not actually dredged themselves or 
they would know firsthand the ridiculous nature of this argument. Fish surround 
dredgers when they are dredging because they know that food is on the menu again. Yet 
the false premise that turbidity from dredge discharges hurt fish has spawned into an 
argument for closing or restricting dredging operations. 

      Section 228:

It is Impossible to pinpoint exact location of dredging without sampling first, especially 
using latitude and longitude. 

As to number of permits issued, everyone with a claim should be entitled to a dredge 
permit. Who is to stop anti dredgers from flooding in with dredge permit applications? 

There is no reason for closed dredging on a lot of the creeks when there is no fish 
spawning.

Dredge size limit should be at least 6 inch. 

Dredging season should be extended. 

Irvin Matsalla 

38729 State Highway 96 

Klamath River, Ca. 96050 
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March 27, 2011 

Mark Stopher 

Department of Fish and Game 

601 Locust Street 

Redding, CA   96001

Dear Mr. Stopher 

Our family has been involved in one sort of mining or another since they first came 

from Cornwall (Michigan Copper, Minnesota Iron Ore & California Gold) in the 

late 1800's.  For some people it is an interest. The reason we dredge, it is a savings 

for our family.  It is a long time interest and a goal that has brought our family 

together with a reward in the end.   

When able we run a 3" or 4" dredge depending on water flow in our area.  We 

belong to five different claims in Plumas County and actually perform our 

assessment work, diligently pay our fees to all agencies and counties involved barely 

breaking even.  When the state has no money where is it going to come from?  To 

file a claim with the BLM is $175.00 and to keep the claim assessment payment is 

$100.00 annually if it is not completed plus filing fees.  Fish and Game for dredge 

permits was $42.50 in 2007 and it goes up each year.  There are county filing fees 

and taxes.  We work with all of them, advising them of our intentions and any 

problems in our areas.    

I would like to address the issue of the water line level.   Dredging is within the high 

water line level as the water lowers space gets smaller, the rule should remain the 

same.  You move rock within the streambed not remove it.  When the water drops 

and we have to move, whatever rock we have moved and the overburden is put back 

into the area it was removed from when we are done.  Storm damage does way more 

than what we do.  

By October, many higher areas are inaccessible due to snow and water levels are 

lower then.  Dredging seems to attract fish and reptiles to the area dredged up 

where they clean up on insect food sources.  Winter storms change the streams and 

creeks way more then Dredgers do.   In late winter and early spring, runoff waters 

rush through and all signs of dredging are gone.   Dredgers have to start over each 

spring removing over burden and rock that changed the flows and refilled areas 

worked the previous year.  

The mining season proposed for the Feather River is actually a low period of water 

and becomes almost un-mineable in November when wetter and colder weather 

comes in.   In Plumas county we were told we had to shut down due to a frog study 

that turned out not to even be in our area.   Now we cannot dredge due to a shut 

down by an ignorant ex-governor's special interests.   
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The fact is that dredgers do remove 90% of toxic materials such as mercury, and 

trash from the areas worked, we have found mercury ourselves just panning.   

There is scientific evidence that the amounts of mercury in fish and crustaceans 

either has remained the same or even decreased since first introduced into the water 

systems.   I believe it was Fish and Game that introduce toxic substances into Lake 

Davis in Plumas County seeping into tributaries poisoning fish that were native in 

order to eliminate an introduced species.  Well guess what?  That did not work, 

creating chaos in our county.  Then D.F.G. spent money on stocking a lake that they 

have since poisoned again. 

The current regulations are sufficient as they already create a responsible miner if 

they want to keep the area they dredge and their permit.   Remember each winter 

obliterates any trace of mining and most have to start from the beginning each 

spring moving rock and overburden.   

We have seen streamsides cleared of small brush and left in slash piles to burn 

during the winter.   Some of the piles are partly burned, some are missed all 

together creating piles of dangerous fuel during late summer months.   They are 

unsightly creating a fire hazard in late summer and erosion during the winter 

months.

Disabled persons should still be issued a permit and it is hard to designate a specific 

person as an assistant as one certain person cannot always be depended upon to be 

there for the disabled person with the permit.  As a person who is disabled I have 

had to use a different person depending upon the day, time and month. It depended 

upon who was available to help me dredge.  We did have the permit or a facsimile in 

our possession at the time. 

I recommend that before regulations are changed or put into effect, anyone involved 

ought to try suction dredge mining at least once so they actually experience 

dredging before they turn innocent people into criminals and remove a California 

tradition.

Exactly how accurate are the reports, have all of the rivers and creeks actually been 

tested or is it someone looking at a map or from the shore and judging.  I believe 

that education is the key and ignorance is not bliss.  I remember when I was a kid I 

was told that a stream or creek will clean itself after so many feet. 

Revenue is lost to the government agencies, counties and the miners due to catering 

of the special interest groups that our EX- Governor S. favored and the brash stop 

to all suction dredging without substantiated studies or facts.  I am sure that if 

added up it would be surprising the amount of money each agency collects to start a 

claim and each season.
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 In past years, we have seen instances where salmon was passed out to tribe 

members who had so much of it and such large fish many of the people did not 

know what to do with it and were trying to give it away.   We have turned it down. 

Would not that be a case of over fishing?   I would also like to know what the suit on 

the Klamath had to do with us? 

Remember it is hard to stop moving water when it is flowing down hill. 

Sincerely, 

Russell & Joan Stoermer 

P.O. Box 721 

Quincy, California 

Cc Governor Brown 



SUCTION DREDGE PERMITTING PROGRAM 
  DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL EIR – COMMENT  FORM 

Robert J. Anderson 
3067 McKelvy Avenue 
Clovis, CA 93611 
Andee2Ått.Net

No Dredging within 3 ft. of bank – 

This will eliminate all of the small water courses. It needs to be that no undercutting 
of the bank is allowed and that dredging is allowed up to the high water mark. If 
someone violates the rule let the one responsible be cited.

Limit of 4000 Permits Per Year – 

This is unnecessary as only 3,000+ permits per year  have been issued over the last 
15 years. Keep in mind that for the most part dredging is to a large degree self 
regulated due to the very high cost of dredges and ancillary equipment. If you must 
put up a number I would suggest 6,000 per year. 

Further if you have to place a number allowed I would suggest that previous permit 
holders be given the first opportunity to purchase next years permit. This would 
keep any group with ulterior motives from coming in and buying up many or most 
of the permits. Some groups have a lot of money 

Archeological and Culture Concerns – 

This should not be a significant concern as I am not aware of archeological sites at 
the bottom of a river. Camping by dredgers should have no more impact then any 
other group that go camping. For example, the millions that visit Yosemite National 
Park each year and the many that camp there. It has been my experience that most 
dredgers either go home each night or stay in commercial camp grounds or 
government camp grounds. 
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