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commentletters - Comment Letter-Suction Dredging

From: "John Qates" <jro(@shasta.com@shasta.com>
To: <commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov>
Date: 6/21/2007 1:19:57 PM

Subject: Comment Letter-Suction Dredging

Distinguished Board Members,

| have studied the workshop records from many sources concering dredging effects on water quality. | am extremely
perpiexed by the boards stance on a minimus impact issue as catorgized by the EPA, CDFG,Forest Service, and many
other prestigeous institutions. ' '

| am led to believe that the Board has not filed for 2 Amy Corp discharge permit in 7 years and the board views all
permits issued hence illegal? The Army has published their own study,in the early 90's that finds suction dredging
recreationally has a de minimus impact on water quality. They mitigated requirements back in 1992 as being a moot point
in the licence process.

The California CDFG EIR in 1994 states specifically that suction dredging is an important fool in the fight to loosen up
impacted gravels and substrates to facilitate spawning. In committee in 1993 the CDFG biologists wanted dredgers to
assist on numerous projects to remaobilize the streambeds for sucessful spawning.

The Forest Service Study on Yardage Movement in Siskiyou County proves that the miners have a impact,of less than 1
year, in a worse possible scenario ,of less than 0.007%.

Mercury hysteria seemed to be the prevelent gripe against the miners dredging. This is based on a secret unnamed so
called biological study that was NEVER disclosed. ABSURD is the only word to describe this ascertation.
The EPA statement attached is proof of that ascertation being absurd. Also included are the Oregon DEQ on mercury
collection by miners, 150 |bs in 2 years. Washington state also has collected over 75 pounds of mercury in February of
this year.

i am a chemical engineer licenced in the past by many states and federal agencies for the regulatory purposes of
handling, storing, removal and treatmeni of hazardous materials. This mercury must be removed and recycled to delete it
from the biological chain of contamination.

Mercury removal is imperative as annual scour redistributes the chemical haphazardly and reintroduces it into the living
chain of animals. Invertabrates,mollusks, and fish all injest the newly distributed mercury and in the food chain are in turn
eaten by larger creatures. The chemical is not excreated but builds up in the larger animals and are eaten by man or
larger land animals. Dredging is the absolutely ONLY way to successfully remove this contaniment.

We dredgers are the smallest user group by far and are targeted for extinction by the rich lobbyist special interest
groups. | have served on MANY dozens of standing committees within the CDFG,BLM,Forest Service, Cantara Spill,
Trinity River Restoration and on for weeks in cver 40 years. Every committe has a faction that wants to elimate another
users groups right to use our pubiic lands.

Give us our permits and let the CDFG do there job.

Respectiully,
John R.QOates
424 Red Cedar Drive
Redding, Ca., 96003
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The S!xie of California explained in its environmeatal analysis
- of saction dredging:

%I streams carrying hesvy sediment loads, the substrate often
becomes compacted. The result is 3 highly-embedded and
pearly ‘cement-hard’ substrate which provides poor fish
spawping and rearing conditions. Suction dredging in such
stream areas may break up compacted substrate snd mobilize

the fines . ..”. (See MER4D.)

This study corroberated the findings of numerous prior
cumulative impact studies. (See, &.g., MER24 (“The only ,
attempt to measure cumulative effects of dredging on fish and
" invertebrates (Harvey 1986) suggested that 2 moderate density

of dredges does not generate detectable cumnlative effects™);
MER30 (thirty-five years of personsl observations); MER32
(six 6™ dredges on 2 km stream and 40 dredges on 11 km
stretch “had no additive effects™); MER33 (no cumulative
effects from twenty-four 3” to 6” dredges along 15 km stretch);
MER34-35(Californis state EIS finds no significant effects);
'MER36 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study provides
“gfficial recognition of what suction dredgers have long
claimed: that below a certain size [4 inches], the effects of
suction dredging are 30 small and so short-tcrm as to 20t

‘warrant the regulations being imposed in many cases™, finds de
mininus impact on aquatic redources). |




