Dear NCRWQCB Staff, facilitators and Ag Waiver Tule Lake/Butte Valley Sub Group: 

Because I am unable to attend tomorrow's meeting in Tule Lake, following are some comments and concerns I've outlined, which I hope can be addressed in the outputs of tomorrow's meeting or sometime soon in this process. 

1) In the September 5 Draft Framework, I'd like to see a provision for water quantity as a condition of the waivers, including quantity of groundwater. It's difficult to know where to put it, since groundwater pumping doesn't constitute a discharge, per se. That said, there are clearly documented scientific links between water quantity and water quality which I believe justify inclusion of such a provision. 

I believe it should be possible to add such a provision without suffering through a long discussion of whether agricultural operators in Tule Lake and Butte Valley are currently responsible for water quality problems that can lead to water quality problems. Suffice to say that the flow and groundwater over-draft could reasonably become a problem in the future, and therefore should be built into these waivers. As long as an ag operator or group of ag operators can demonstrate to the water board and other concerned citizens that they are not the cause of flow or groundwater deficiencies, then it should be a non-issue for the region. 

It simply makes sense to be prepared and plan for the scenario where it comes up as a factor in water body impairment. At a minimum, water quantity and groundwater withdrawal quantities should be added to the scope, and some prohibitions should be added in the water quality plans to be included in this program. 

2) Although Klamath Riverkeeper is not strictly opposed to group permitting, I would like to see some sort of safety built into the waiver program to ensure that groups that apply for waivers are contributing roughly the same magnitude and type of pollution (ie: nutrient), so that one-size-fits all waivers are not granted to groups. If this part of the waiver program is glossed over, I am worried it will be difficult to monitor for compliance with, much less enforce, group waivers. 

3) I would caution against a fox-guarding-henhouse scenario with monitoring. An outcome which I would expect to be more beneficial to all parties is one that inspires confidence in the results, rather than one which inspires regulatory and legal actions from water quality watchdog groups such as Klamath Riverkeeper. Independent verification of monitoring results will go a long ways. The NCRWQCB and public need access to monitoring process and results. 

