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Comments

Response
TASC R1: The number of projects is limited by the number of completed
project applications submitted that meet the proposed Basin Plan
Amendment exemption criteria and, where required, the Water Board
acts to grant an exemption. It is inaccurate to define the projects as
experiments, as future projects considered by the Water Board may
include both experiments and projects that have occurred in the past in
the Lahontan Region or elsewhere in the state. The project durations
are not to be unlimited but will vary in length of time depending on a
variety of project characteristics (e.g., mode of action of the aquatic
pesticide being used, physical and chemical properties of the waterbody
being treated). Since project monitoring is required, results will be
submitted to the Water Board. This comment, originally aired during a
meeting between TASC and Water Board staff on April 11, was
presented to the Water Board at the April and May 2011 Board
meetings. At these meetings the Board acknowledged the concern and
directed staff to proceed as proposed without limiting projects numbers.
TASC R2: The intent of a pesticide is to kill organisms, so there will be
impacts. These impacts are expected to be short-term. Long-term
impacts may occur as well, as acknowledged in the Substitute
Environmental Documentation. Each project must undergo its own
environmental analysis. If the analysis shows that significant impacts
can not be avoided or mitigated to less than significant, then the project
must be judged to be in the benefit of the public to receive an exemption
to the prohibition. Projects implemented for public health and safety, and
projects implemented for the protection of beneficial uses, are examples
of projects that may be for the public benefit.
TASC R3: Refer to TASC R2.
TASC R4: The example given in the comment is a hypothetical situation
describing a three year project that in total is a five to ten year project.
Though the comment is conjecture, it does make a valid point about the
duration of time between pesticide application and commencement of
monitoring. The proposed language has been amended to reflect that
monitoring will occur no less than annually after use of pesticides.

Comments

Response
TASC R5: Refer to TASC-R1.
TASC-R6: The size and scope of a project, the purpose or intent of the
project, as well as the potential for the project to impact the environment
define the environmental documentation requirements. After learning the
extent of environmental documentation required for a project, the
proponent may choose to reduce the scope of a project. This reduction
may reduce the environmental document requirements, but will also
reduce the environmental impacts and may reduce the ability of the
proponent to meet project goals.
TASC R7: There is no specified limit on project number in the Lahontan
Region. It is speculative that hundreds of projects would be proposed in
such a time frame. Each project proponent must meet the exemption
criteria and where required, the Water Board must consider granting the
exemption. If projects are exempted from the proposed waste discharge
prohibition for pesticides, monitoring (and in some cases mitigation) will
be conducted. Such monitoring will inform future Board decisions and
staff analysis of later exemption requests.
TASC R8: These issues are not the purview of the amendment, but will
be addressed through the permitting, compliance, and enforcement
programs of the Regional Board. Refer criterion no. 7 in Chapter 4 of the
Basin Plan under the section titled “Exemption Criteria for Controlling
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) and Other Harmful Species,” for
requirement to identify a budget.
TASC R9: Request to limit the number of projects is a reasonable
request. This request was presented to the Board at the April and May
2011 meetings. At each meeting the Board expressed opinion that the
control measures in the proposed language, and the discretion given the
Board, satisfied the Board sufficiently and staff should proceed without
limiting the number of projects.

