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From: “Vivian Helliwell" <shadoh@mcn.org>

To: "Rik Rasmussen™ <rrasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov>
Date: Wed, Apr 12, 2006 4:27 PM

Subject: Scott R TMDL comments--PCFFA

Rik

Here are PCFFA's comments on adopting Resolution R12 2205-0113, Scott River TMDL Action Plan.
Thank you for distributing them to the board. If you need me to send hard copies, please respond by
email; Thank you. .

Vivian Helliwell

850 Greenwood Heights Drive
Kneeland, CA 95549
(707)445-1976




From: Pacific coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA) and
Institute for Fisheries Resources (IFR)

P.O. Box 29370

San Francisco, CA 94129-0370

April 12, 2006

Chair Tam Doduc and Members of the State Water Board
c¢/o Selica Potter, Acting Clerk to the Board |

State Water Resources Control Board

Executive Office *. '

1001 I Street, 24™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Scott River sediment and temperature TMDL: Action Plan ', Resolution R1-2005-0113.

PCFFA’s public comments to thé NCRWQCB (Regional Board) on the Scott River
TMDL Action Plan are in the record, see also Attachment A. Voluntary actions are not adequate
to restore and preserve the beneficial uses for the Scott River, unless they meet or exceed
mandated guidelines which are not specified in the Action Plan. Voluntary actions during the
last 30 years have not addressed the most difficult causes of habitat degradation in the Scott,
especially removal of riparian vegetation in cold-water refugia, sediment delivery reduction from
road erosion on private and public Jands, and low flows in the summer, all of which are related to
temperature pollution. Unspecified actions that are left for future development at the time of the
Amendment adoption do not allow for public input as required by CEQA. Summer flows have
heen absent for months in some years. Please see Coast Action Group/Alan Levine’s comment
for suggestions on addressing flows and the legal obligations/authorities of the Board. Existing
public programs have lead to degraded water quality, and cannot be relied on to fulfill the |
requirements of the TMDL to restore and protect the beneficial uses. Slslﬂyou County does not

have a grading ordinance, and Forest Service lands are notoriously under-funded (10%) to




maintain their existing roads. The California Board of Forestry’s Threatened and Impaired rules
for industrial forest lands are scheduled to sunset, and should be included in the Action Plan in

case they are not renewed.

 The fishing industry is once again facing the most severe closures in history to
| accommodate Klamath chinook that are not even listed as endangered. Many fishermen are
talking of leaving the state to try to make a living this summer. Continued loss of markets and
infrastructure are making economic waves in coastal communities, where many businesses relied
on the wealth of fishing income to support gear stores, grocery stores, marine engineering and

repair shops, hual-out facilities, unloading facilities, fish processors, ice and fuel depots, etc.

- The Regional Board staff has performed a lot of excellent work in developing the Scott
River Action Plan, but it is much weaker than previous TMDL Implementation Plans such as the
Garcia River. The Garcia River Implementation Plan was measurably effective in improving
habitat conditions for cold-water fishes, and the cooperation and continuing economic status of
landowners was notable. Please consider the comments of Coast Action Group, Alan Levine,
and consider improving the legality and especially the effectiveness of the Action Plan {Vithout ‘
sénding it back to the Regional'Board-to be redone when they are pressed for time to complete

other Action Plans on the Klamath system.

Sihcerely,

Vivian Helliwell -

Watershed Conservation Director

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (PCFFA)
And Institute for Fisheries Resoui‘ces (IFR)

Attachment A: PCFFA comments to the NCRWQCB 11/2/05




Attn: Mr. Ben Zabinsky

N.C. Regional Water Quality Control Board

5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A ,

~ Santa Rosa, CA 95403, Email: bzabinsky@waterboards.ca.gov, FAX: (707) 523-0135
November 2, 2005 ' '

Re: Scott River TMDL. Action Plan amendments
Dear Mr. Zabinsky and members of the North Coast Water Board,

The current draft Action Plan is seriously lacking in measurable, enforceable actions to
restore and protect cold-water fisheries. In the interest ofa more effective Scott River Action
Plan, we submit the following comments. Points are summarized, with further discussion in the

text.

e 1. Include downstream affected communities as stakeholders.

®

2. Specify an enforceable time schedule for evaluating the progress of

implementation, followed by a back-up plan of action.

¢ 3. Include a set of default prescriptions; regulation empowers local action and
is required by statute.

e 4. The Garcia River TMDL Implementation Plan has the above three elements,

and is progressing well, despite initial fears of landowners. See the attached

PCFFA/IFR report, “Salmon Returning to the Garcia River.”

5. Low flows must be addressed in order to restore fisheries.

¢ 6. Groundwater study:

A. Use authority you have to address low flows. Numerous studies relate water
quantity to water quality, making them your responsibility to address. If low
flows are not addressed, beneficial uses will not be restored.

B. The State Department of Water Resources named in your first draft is the
proper entity to study ground-surface water interface. Siskiyou County does not
have the expertise or the authority to do so. They may also have a conflict of

interest.




