SEF—@zZ—2BB88 12:49 FM FP.B8z

9/16/08 Bd. Hrng. ltem 9

Sediment Quality Objectives
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SEP - 2 2008 | 3152 Shad Court
Simi Valley, CA 93063
September 2, 2008

SWRCB EXECUTIVE

State Water Rescurces Control Board
Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board
1001 I Street, 24 Floor
Sacramente, CA 95814

Re: Notice of Public Hearing and Proposed Adoption of
Proposed Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed
Bays and Estuaries of California, Part 1, Sediment
Quality Objectives-~Public Comment Letter.

Dear Mambers of the Board:

This letter is a follow-up to my August 29, 2008 letter
on the aforementioned subject.

Maembers of the Board, in my haste to get my comments to
you in a timely manner, I included comment #7 under the
Legal Notice section of my August 25, 2008 letter instead
of under the July 18, 2008 Draft Plan. I have made the
correction in this letter. I havea alsc added a new item
under Legal Notice.

Members of the Board, in my Auguat 29, 2008 letter, I
inaccurately referred to the Draft Plan as the July 18,
2008 Draft Plan. My July 18, 2008 Draft Plan headinga
should read July 18, 2008 Draft Staff Report. 1In this
letter, even though the numbering system under sach heading
continues my August 29, 2008 letter comments, I have
corraectad the headings.

Membaers of the Board, my August 29, 2008 letter comments
regarding the January 29, 2008 Draft Plan should have also
raad January 2%, 2008 Draft sStaff Report(Page 3, July 18,
2008 Draft Plan, Comment #1). The comment should have read
“Comparing the new public hearing Draft Staff Report to the
January 29, 2008 Draft Staff Report was diffiocult...There
ware still some of the same underlined areas as in the
January 29, 2008 Draft Staff Report.” Please ncte that my
August 29, 2008 Comment #5{Page 2), under Legal Notice,
with regards to the “January 29, 2008 Draft Plan” stands.
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Membexrs of the Board, my August 29, 2008 letter somments
ragazding the September 27, 2007 Draft Plan(Page 4, July
18, 2008 Draft Plan Questions; Number 1) should have alszo
read September 27, 2007 Draft Staff Repcrt. The question
should have read “...should not the September 27, 2007
publi¢ hearing Drafi Staff Report...why has a new Draft
gtaff Raport been released for comment?”

Members of the Board, my August 29, 2008 letter question
numbar 8 should also have read “Have the January 29, 2008
Praft Staff Report...” instead of "“Draft Plan Part 17.

Meambers of the Board, finally, please note that the
paragraph on Page 5 of my August 25, 2008 letter should
have read “the July 18, 2008 Draft Staff Report...” Sorrxy

| for any inconvenience I may have caused.

Members of the Board, please note that with regards to
the Issues and Alternatives I have made my decisions from a
layperson’s perspective. Also, please note that I did not
addresa the Alternatives’ accompanying Proposed Language.

LEGAL NOTICE (Continued)

#7 - The Notice for the Board’s September 16, 2008
publie hearing states on Page 1 that “The State
Water Board...submitted it to the Office of
Administrative Law(QAL) on February 29, 2008.7"
According to the June 27, 2005 Staff Report for
Agenda Item 8 of the Board’as July 6, 2005
Workahop on the S$QOs, it is stated in the third
bullet peint that “By February 28, 2007, the
State Water Board muat adopt proposed objectives
and implementation policy and submit to the
Office of Adminiatrative Law” (YAz required by .
Court Order, S5QUs are to be developad under the
following scheduls”, last sentence, second
paragraph under DISCUSSION) .

JULY 18, 2008 DRAFT STAFF REPORT (Continuad)

#2 - Page 59, it is stated under Section 4.4 POINT
SOURCES REGULATED UNDER CLEAN WATER ACT Section’
402, second paragraph, last sentence, “The State
Water Board's SIP addressed the implementation
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#3 -

of numeric toxic pellutant criteria and
cbjectives of bay, astuarine, and inland surface
watara.” ©On Page 46, it is stated that the SIF
iz not applicable to stormwater dischargass, nor
address sediment guality specifically. The City
of Simi Valley, City of Thousand Oaks, and the
Camarillc Sanitary District Plants NPDES permit
Orders newly revised have had storm water removed
and not ramoved.

Page 67, it is stated “The NPS Program Plan doas
not contain management measures for abandoned
mines, and there is no specific, conprehensive
program at either the atate or faderal level for
cleaning up abandoned and inagtive minaes other
than coal...California’s Title 27 Program
regqulates discharges of wastes to land, and can
be used t¢ pursue mine cleanups. Enforcement
actions, however, are costly and have not bean
affective bacausa responsible parties are
difficult to locate, and current proparty owners
either do not have, or will not spend money, to
clean up their sites. The main barrier to a
comprehensive program for abandoned mines is
liability. Under the federal Clean Water Act, a
third party can sue an agency oOr private party
that performs abatement actions at an abandoned
mine if the discharge from the mine continues to
violate the Clean Water Act.” While eye popping,
this information is confusing due to the last
paragraph’s statements “As a land-managing
agency, the USFS also has an abandoned mine
reclamation program. The program includes an
inventory of abandoned minas and locations,
aenvironmental and/or resource problems present,
rehabilitation measures required, and potential
sources of funding. The USBFS has worked with
various Regional Water Boards on numercus
occagions in the rehabilitation of minae sites.
Restoration funding comes from USFS funds,
CERCLA, and RCRA sources. All lands disturbed
by mineral activities must be reclaimed to a
condition sonsistent with resource mansgement
plans, including air and water gquality
requirements (SWRCB, 2000; SWRCE, 2003)y. 1In
addition, the Bureau of Land Management (BIM} has
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