APPENDIX K: Private Citizen Comments (M)
From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

"Malcolm Terence" <terence@starband.net>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
"'Creek Hanauer'" <tcreek@sisqtel.net>
12/2/2009 8:29 PM
suction dredge input

I am an owner of a mining claim on the main stem of the Salmon River
just upriver from Butler Creek. It is listed as CAMC#283436. Despite
this ownership, I hope the state continues its ban of dredge mining. I
mined in the Salmon River in the mid-1970s with a suction dredge and,
despite my best efforts, it was inevitable that gasoline and oil got
dumped in the river during refueling and lubrication. On top of that,
the pit that I'd dredge out every season would be filled with sand and
gravels by the following spring. I didn't realize at the time how
damaging that was to the salmon redds I saw around me in the fall.
I mined a lot but it was essentially recreational and the lion's share
of the dredges near here are also recreational, that is they cost the
operators more to run than they yield in nuggets. It is not enough of a
benefit to justify the damage dredging by me and others was doing to the
dwindling runs of anadramous fish.
The worst pollution came when an unexpected overnight rainstorm would
flip my dredge at its moorings. I never lost it entirely but every year
I see dredges that have gone adrift. In those cases I would lose large
amounts of gas and oil. And, sadly, not too much gold.
Again, I urge the Department of Fish and Game to prioritize fish
survival over the more transitory needs of us recreational miners. We
recreationalists will survive just fine.
Malcolm Terence
6304 Butler Mt. Rd.
Somes Bar, CA 95568
707-736-6173

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Manuel Figueiredo <kenainson@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
12/3/2009 11:38 PM
Suction Dredging Information

To: California Department of Fish and Game.
Since we the Dredgers cannot make Personal comments regarding Suction Dredging, I offer to you some of your own DFG
Documents and E.P.A. studies as well as Biologists studies from California to Alaska on Suction Dredging and Mercury studies.
Below are links in regards and reports to suction mining. I had no choice in sending you links due to the fact I couldn't send a PDF
file of 896MB threw my PC.
1] www.akminning.com/mine/excerpts.htm Pages 1-11
2] www.plp2org/forum/showthread.php?t=149 Pages1-4
3] www.plp2.org/forum/showthread.php?t=516 Pages 1-7
4] waterboards.ca.gov This site is Calif, State Water Resources Control Board, Subject: Suction Dredge Mining Dated, June 6 2007.
with Studies ranging from California to Alaska with all of the data and Biologists E.P.A as well of other officials in their Field of
expertise in regards to Suction Mining.

I would like to thank you for letting me contribute information on this matter
Manuel Figueiredo, Reno Nevada.

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Marianna Mejia <lamarianna@aol.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
12/2/2009 10:34 AM
Suction dredging? Maybe not....

Mark Stopher
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001

Dear Mr. Stopher
This comment is in regard to the Suction Dredge Permitting Program.
It is my position - and that of most likely the majority of
Californians - that our salmon fishery and its associated ecosystem is
one of the most valuable natural resources of our state. It is, in
fact, a State Treasure and should be regarded as such, and honored,
and protected.
This resource merits the best and strongest protections that we can
possibly provide, both now and ongoing, in order to maintain the
fishery and ecosystem in optimum health in its own right, and so that
it will be available for future generations of Californians.
No doubt your entire department is familiar with the writing of Peter
B. Moyle, PhD, Associate Director of the Center for Integrated
Watershed Science and Management at UC Davis since 2002. In a
statement as an expert witness for the Karuk tribe he says that
"All anadromous fish in the Klamath River basin should be considered
to be in decline and ultimately threatened with extirpation as wild
populations... dredging is harming declining species... suction
dredging represents a chronic unnatural disturbance of natural
habitats."
Other studies that reaffirm this statement number in the hundreds,
with sufficient research and evidence-based reasoning upon which to
base your determination.
What about the miners? Considering that suction dredging buries
spawning areas for salmon, it takes considerable and unconscionable
hubris to place a human desire for sport, fun and profit above the
needs of our land and its fish and animal species. The miners'
position is immoral.
Kindly take these statements into consideration and be led to a Right
decision- one that does not permit suction dredging on any river in
the subject watershed in any area that will have a negative impact on
the salmon fishery and its associated ecosystem.
Thank you for considering my opinion.
Marianna Mejia
1009 Hidden Valley Road

Soquel, CA 95073

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sandy Bar Ranch <sandybar58@gmail.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
12/1/2009 11:14 AM
Suction Dredge Mining
SuctionMining Comments.doc

Dear Mr Stopher:
We submit these comments as owners of a recreational business on the
Klamath River situated in the town on Orleans on the Mid-Klamath Section of
the Klamath River: Sandy Bar Ranch, a lodging facility for vacationers,
fisherman and outdoor recreationists.
As a lodge owners suction dredge mining has a severe impact on our
business. There is a mining claim located on the opposite bank of the river
from us, on a Forest Service River Access point. Our cabin guests use the
banks of the Klamath River on both our side and the opposite side for
swimming, fishing, rafting and general relaxation. When a suction dredge is
in operation none of these activities are possible, and this dredge operated
by a single person impacts many others. Elsewhere on the Klamath and nearby
Salmon river I have seen suction dredges creating sediment and impairing
water quality for fisheries and creating a general nuisance in the form of
noise and pollution from spilled fuel containers and trash left behind.
The Klamath River is already suffering from a variety of impacts on water
quality including reduced flows, toxic algae from upper basin dams,
sedimentation from roads and upslope management, all of which have severe
consequences for fisheries, recreation, and river communities. Suction
dredge mining is just one more impact, which happens to benefit a few at the
expense of many. We can and should prohibit it on all California streams.
We can be reached at any of the numbers below for questions or
clarifications.
Sincerely,

Mark DuPont & Blythe Reis
Owners, Sandy Bar Ranch

Sandy Bar Ranch
PO Box 347, 797 Ishi Pishi Rd.
Orleans, CA, 95556
Tel: (530) 627-3379
Riverside Cabins: www.sandybar.com

SANDY BAR RANCH
PO Box 347
Orleans, CA, 95556
Phone (530) 627-3379
mail@ sandybar.com

December 1, 2009
Mark Stopher
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001
Subject: Instream Suction Dredge Mining

Dear Mr Stopher:
We submit these comments as owners of a recreational business on the Klamath River
situated in the town on Orleans on the Mid-Klamath Section of the Klamath River: Sandy
Bar Ranch, a lodging facility for vacationers, fisherman and outdoor recreationists.
As a lodge owners suction dredge mining has a severe impact on our business. There is a
mining claim located on the opposite bank of the river from us, on a Forest Service River
Access point. Our cabin guests use the banks of the Klamath River on both our side and
the opposite side for swimming, fishing, rafting and general relaxation. When a suction
dredge is in operation none of these activities are possible, and this dredge operated by a
single person impacts many others. Elsewhere on the Klamath and nearby Salmon river I
have seen suction dredges creating sediment and impairing water quality for fisheries and
creating a general nuisance in the form of noise and pollution from spilled fuel containers
and trash left behind.
The Klamath River is already suffering from a variety of impacts on water quality
including reduced flows, toxic algae from upper basin dams, sedimentation from roads
and upslope management, all of which have severe consequences for fisheries, recreation,
and river communities. Suction dredge mining is just one more impact, which happens to
benefit a few at the expense of many. We can and should prohibit it on all California
streams.
We can be reached at any of the numbers above for questions or clarifications.
Sincerely,
Mark DuPont & Blythe Reis
Owners, Sandy Bar Ranch

From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Marcia Armstrong <armstrng@sisqtel.net>
"Mark Stopher" <MStopher@dfg.ca.gov>
<rcostales@co.siskiyou.ca.us>, <tmbst@sisqtel.net>, <mkobseff@co.siskiyo...
11/3/2009 5:58 PM
Re: Suction dredge Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
Coordination with State and Federal Agencies 2008 RES.pdf

Mark,
Please arrange with our Natural Resource
specialist Ric Costales to formaly meet on a
government to government basis for coordination
purposes. (See attached Resolution)
Water Code §§ 8125-8129 places planning for
non-navigable streams within the authority of
county supervisors. State planning activities
must be coordinated with local County processes.
Public Resources Code § 5099.3 mandates
coordination by the state with Siskiyou County since it is a county “having
interest in the planning, development, and
maintenance of outdoor recreation resources and
facilities.The California Legislature has mandated in Government Code Section
65300 that each county shall prepare a
comprehensive plan, and stated legislative intent
in Section 65300.9 that the county planning shall
be coordinated with federal and state program
activities, and has mandated in Section 65103
that county local plans and programs must be
coordinated with plans and programs of other agencies.
In addition, our Comprehensive Land and Resource
Management Plan passed in 1999 cites, among many
authorities, that:
http://library.ceres.ca.gov/docs/data/1600/1646/HYPEROCR/hyperocr.html
"The California Administrative Procedures Act
mandates any state agency that proposes to impose
a new rule, order or regulation, or proposes to
change any existing order or regulation, upon
Siskiyou County or its citizens, to first
consider all reasonable alternatives and create a formal '...statement that no
alternative considered by the agency would be
more effective in carrying out the purpose for
which the regulation is proposed or would be as
effective or less burdensome to affected private
persons than the proposed regulation.' This Act
clearly shows the California Legislature's intent
that its agencies carefully consider the customs,
culture and economics of California citizens
during the process of consideration and adoption
of new or changed rules, orders and/or regulations in Siskiyou County.
Marcia Armstrong, District 5 Supervisor

At 03:05 PM 11/3/2009, you wrote:
>Michael and Marcia
>
>We sent these documents listed above to the
>County Clerk office in Siskiyou County. However,
>they are also accessible at
><http://www.dfg.ca.gov/suctiondredge/docs/SuctionDredge-IS-NOP-20091025.pdf>http://www.dfg.ca.go
v/suctiondredge/docs/SuctionDredge-IS-NOP-20091025.pdf
>for your review.
>
>Mark Stopher
>Environmental Program Manager
>California Department of Fish and Game
>601 Locust Street
>Redding, CA 96001
>
>voice 530.225.2275
>fax 530.225.2391
>cell 530.945.1344
>
>
>

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SISKIYOU ASSERTING LEGAL
STANDING AND FORMALLY REQUESTING
COORDINATION WITH ALL FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES
MAINTAINING JURISDICTION OVER LANDS AND/OR
RESOURCES LOCATED IN SISKIYOU COUNTY

WHEREAS, Siskiyou County is a public unit of local government and a five member
elected Board of Supervisors serves as its chief governing authority; and,
WHEREAS, the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors is charged with supervising
and protecting the tax base of the County and establishing comprehensive land use plans
(including, but not limited to, the General Plan) outlining present and future authorized uses
for all lands and resources situated within the County; and,
WHEREAS, Siskiyou County is engaged in the land use planning process for future
land uses to serve the welfare of all the citizens of Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, approximately sixty-eight percent (68%) of lands in Siskiyou County are
publicly owned, managed, and/or regulated by various federal and state agencies; and,
WHEREAS, the citizens of Siskiyou County historically earn their livelihood from
activities reliant upon natural resources and land which produces natural resources is
critical to the economy of Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, the economic base and stability of Siskiyou County is largely dependent
upon commercial and business activities operated on federally and state owned, managed,
and/or regulated lands that include, but are not limited to, recreation, tourism, timber
harvesting, mining, livestock grazing, and other commercial pursuits; and,
WHEREAS, Siskiyou County desires to assure that federal and state agencies shall
inform the Board of Supervisors of all ending or proposed actions affecting local
communities and citizens within Siskiyou County and coordinate with the Board of
Supervisors in the planning and implementation of those actions; and,
WHEREAS, coordination of planning and management actions is mandated by
federal laws governing land management, including the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, 43 USC § 1701, and 43 USC § 1712, regarding the coordinate status of
a county engaging in the land use planning process, and requires that the “Secretary of the
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Interior [Secretary] shall . . . coordinate the land use inventory, planning and management
activities . . . with the land use planning and management programs of other federal
departments and agencies and of the state and local governments within which the lands
are located”; and,
WHEREAS, the coordination requirements of Section 1712 provide for special
involvement by government officials who are engaged in the land use planning process;
and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 sets forth the nature of the coordination required with
planning efforts by government officials and subsection (f) of Section 1712 sets forth an
additional requirement that the Secretary “shall allow an opportunity for public involvement”
(including local government without limiting the coordination requirement of Section 1712
allowing land or resource management or regulatory agencies to simply lump local
government in with special interest groups of citizens or members of the public in general);
and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 also provides that the “Secretary shall . . . assist in
resolving, to the extent practical, inconsistencies between federal and non-federal
government plans” and gives preference to those counties which are engaging in the
planning process over the general public, special interest groups of citizens, and even
counties not engaging in a land use planning program; and,
WHEREAS, the requirement that the Secretary “coordinate” land use inventory,
planning, and management activities with local governments, requires the assisting in
resolving inconsistencies to mean that the resolution process takes place during the
planning cycle instead of at the end of the planning cycle when the draft federal plan or
proposed action is released for public review; and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 further requires that the “Secretary shall . . . provide for
meaningful public involvement of state and local government officials . . . in the
development of land use programs, land use regulations, and land use decisions for public
lands”; and, when read in light of the “coordinate” requirement of Section 1712, reasonably
contemplates “meaningful involvement” as referring to ongoing consultations and
involvement throughout the planning cycle, not merely at the end of the planning cycle; and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 further provides that the Secretary must assure that the
federal agency’s land use plan be “consistent with state and local plans” to the maximum
extent possible under federal law and the purposes of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and distinguishes local government officials from members of the general
public or special interest groups of citizens; and,
2

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency, charged with administration and
implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), has issued regulations
which require that federal agencies consider the economic impact of their actions and plans
on local government such as Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their actions
on the customs of the people as shown by their beliefs, social forms, and “material traits,”
it reasonably follows that NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their
actions on the rural, land and resource-oriented citizens of Siskiyou County who depend
on the “material traits” including recreation, tourism, timber harvesting, mining, livestock
grazing, and other commercial pursuits for their economic livelihoods; and,
WHEREAS, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their actions
on the customs, beliefs, and social forms, as well as the “material traits” of the people; and,
WHEREAS, it is reasonable to interpret NEPA as requiring federal agencies to
consider the impacts of their actions on those traditional and historical and economic
practices, including commercial and business activities, which are performed or operated
on federally and state managed lands (including, but not limited to, recreation, tourism,
timber harvesting, mining, livestock grazing, and other commercial pursuits); and,
WHEREAS, 42 USC § 4331 places upon federal agencies the “continuing
responsibility . . . to use all practical means, consistent with other considerations of national
policy to . . . preserve important historic, culture, and natural aspects of our national
heritage”; and,
WHEREAS, Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (at 227, 1975) defines “culture” as
“customary beliefs, social forms, and material traits of a group; the integrated pattern of
human behavior passed to succeeding generations”; and,
WHEREAS, In 16 USC § 1604, the National Forest Management Act, requires the
Forest Service to coordinate its planning processes with local government units such as
Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, federal agencies implementing the Endangered Species Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Outdoor Recreation Coordination Act (16 USC §
4601-1(c) and (d)) are required by Congress to consider local plans and to coordinate and
cooperate directly with plans of local government such as Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, the coordinating provisions referred to in the resolution require the
Secretary of the Interior to work directly with local government to resolve water resource
3

issues and with regard to recreation uses of the federal lands, and,
WHEREAS, the regulations issued by the federal agencies in this resolution are
consistent with statutory requirements of coordination and direct cooperation and provide
implementation processes for such coordination and direction consideration and
communication; and,
WHEREAS, the California Constitution has recognized Siskiyou County’s authority
to exercise its local, police and sanitary powers, and the California Legislature has
recognized and mandated exercise of certain of those powers in specific statutes; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has mandated in Government Code Section
65300 that each county shall prepare a comprehensive plan, and stated legislative intent
in Section 65300.9 that the county planning shall be coordinated with federal and state
program activities, and has mandated in Section 65103 that county local plans and
programs must be coordinated with plans and programs of other agencies; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has stated its intent in Section 65070 that
preparation of state and regional transportation plans be performed in a cooperative
process involving local government; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has mandated in Section 65040 that the State
Office of Planning and Research shall “coordinate, in conjunction with . . . local agencies
with regard to matters relating to the environmental quality of the state”; and,
WHEREAS, in Water Code §§ 8125-8129, the California Legislature has placed
planning for non-navigable streams within the authority of county supervisors, and since
such planning activities must be coordinated with natural resource planning processes of
federal and state agencies; and,
WHEREAS, in Streets and Highways Code §§ 940-941.2, the California Legislature
has placed the general supervision, management, and control of county roads and
highways - including closing such roads (Section 901) and removing and preventing
encroachment of such roads and highways, and since planning and actions with regard to
such roads by any federal or state agency must be coordinated with the county; and,
WHEREAS, in Public Resources Code § 5099.3, the California Legislature has
mandated coordination by the state with Siskiyou County since it is a county “having
interest in the planning, development, and maintenance of outdoor recreation resources
and facilities,”
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Siskiyou County Board of
Supervisors does hereby assert legal standing and formally requests coordination status
with all federal and state agencies maintaining jurisdiction over lands and/or resources
located within Siskiyou County.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk of the Board shall cause a copy of this
Resolution to be transmitted annually to local, regional, state, and/or national offices of all
federal and state agencies maintaining jurisdiction of lands and/or resources located within
Siskiyou County and to all federal and state elected representatives serving Siskiyou
County.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is
authorized and hereby directed to publish a copy of this Resolution in the Siskiyou Daily
News, a newspaper of general circulation printed and published in Siskiyou County,
California.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of _______________, 2008, by the
following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

_____________________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:
COLLEEN SETZER, CLERK
Board of Supervisors
By___________________________
Deputy

G:\Share\RESOLUTN\Coordination with State and Federal Agencies 2008 RES.wpd
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Marcia Armstrong <armstrng@sisqtel.net>
"Mark Stopher" <MStopher@dfg.ca.gov>
<rcostales@co.siskiyou.ca.us>, <tmbst@sisqtel.net>, <mkobseff@co.siskiyo...
11/3/2009 5:58 PM
Re: Suction dredge Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
Coordination with State and Federal Agencies 2008 RES.pdf

Mark,
Please arrange with our Natural Resource
specialist Ric Costales to formaly meet on a
government to government basis for coordination
purposes. (See attached Resolution)
Water Code §§ 8125-8129 places planning for
non-navigable streams within the authority of
county supervisors. State planning activities
must be coordinated with local County processes.
Public Resources Code § 5099.3 mandates
coordination by the state with Siskiyou County since it is a county “having
interest in the planning, development, and
maintenance of outdoor recreation resources and
facilities.The California Legislature has mandated in Government Code Section
65300 that each county shall prepare a
comprehensive plan, and stated legislative intent
in Section 65300.9 that the county planning shall
be coordinated with federal and state program
activities, and has mandated in Section 65103
that county local plans and programs must be
coordinated with plans and programs of other agencies.
In addition, our Comprehensive Land and Resource
Management Plan passed in 1999 cites, among many
authorities, that:
http://library.ceres.ca.gov/docs/data/1600/1646/HYPEROCR/hyperocr.html
"The California Administrative Procedures Act
mandates any state agency that proposes to impose
a new rule, order or regulation, or proposes to
change any existing order or regulation, upon
Siskiyou County or its citizens, to first
consider all reasonable alternatives and create a formal '...statement that no
alternative considered by the agency would be
more effective in carrying out the purpose for
which the regulation is proposed or would be as
effective or less burdensome to affected private
persons than the proposed regulation.' This Act
clearly shows the California Legislature's intent
that its agencies carefully consider the customs,
culture and economics of California citizens
during the process of consideration and adoption
of new or changed rules, orders and/or regulations in Siskiyou County.
Marcia Armstrong, District 5 Supervisor

At 03:05 PM 11/3/2009, you wrote:
>Michael and Marcia
>
>We sent these documents listed above to the
>County Clerk office in Siskiyou County. However,
>they are also accessible at
><http://www.dfg.ca.gov/suctiondredge/docs/SuctionDredge-IS-NOP-20091025.pdf>http://www.dfg.ca.gov/suctiondredge/docs/Sucti
onDredge-IS-NOP-20091025.pdf
>for your review.
>
>Mark Stopher
>Environmental Program Manager

>California Department of Fish and Game
>601 Locust Street
>Redding, CA 96001
>
>voice 530.225.2275
>fax 530.225.2391
>cell 530.945.1344
>
>
>

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SISKIYOU ASSERTING LEGAL
STANDING AND FORMALLY REQUESTING
COORDINATION WITH ALL FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES
MAINTAINING JURISDICTION OVER LANDS AND/OR
RESOURCES LOCATED IN SISKIYOU COUNTY

WHEREAS, Siskiyou County is a public unit of local government and a five member
elected Board of Supervisors serves as its chief governing authority; and,
WHEREAS, the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors is charged with supervising
and protecting the tax base of the County and establishing comprehensive land use plans
(including, but not limited to, the General Plan) outlining present and future authorized uses
for all lands and resources situated within the County; and,
WHEREAS, Siskiyou County is engaged in the land use planning process for future
land uses to serve the welfare of all the citizens of Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, approximately sixty-eight percent (68%) of lands in Siskiyou County are
publicly owned, managed, and/or regulated by various federal and state agencies; and,
WHEREAS, the citizens of Siskiyou County historically earn their livelihood from
activities reliant upon natural resources and land which produces natural resources is
critical to the economy of Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, the economic base and stability of Siskiyou County is largely dependent
upon commercial and business activities operated on federally and state owned, managed,
and/or regulated lands that include, but are not limited to, recreation, tourism, timber
harvesting, mining, livestock grazing, and other commercial pursuits; and,
WHEREAS, Siskiyou County desires to assure that federal and state agencies shall
inform the Board of Supervisors of all ending or proposed actions affecting local
communities and citizens within Siskiyou County and coordinate with the Board of
Supervisors in the planning and implementation of those actions; and,
WHEREAS, coordination of planning and management actions is mandated by
federal laws governing land management, including the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, 43 USC § 1701, and 43 USC § 1712, regarding the coordinate status of
a county engaging in the land use planning process, and requires that the “Secretary of the
1

Interior [Secretary] shall . . . coordinate the land use inventory, planning and management
activities . . . with the land use planning and management programs of other federal
departments and agencies and of the state and local governments within which the lands
are located”; and,
WHEREAS, the coordination requirements of Section 1712 provide for special
involvement by government officials who are engaged in the land use planning process;
and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 sets forth the nature of the coordination required with
planning efforts by government officials and subsection (f) of Section 1712 sets forth an
additional requirement that the Secretary “shall allow an opportunity for public involvement”
(including local government without limiting the coordination requirement of Section 1712
allowing land or resource management or regulatory agencies to simply lump local
government in with special interest groups of citizens or members of the public in general);
and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 also provides that the “Secretary shall . . . assist in
resolving, to the extent practical, inconsistencies between federal and non-federal
government plans” and gives preference to those counties which are engaging in the
planning process over the general public, special interest groups of citizens, and even
counties not engaging in a land use planning program; and,
WHEREAS, the requirement that the Secretary “coordinate” land use inventory,
planning, and management activities with local governments, requires the assisting in
resolving inconsistencies to mean that the resolution process takes place during the
planning cycle instead of at the end of the planning cycle when the draft federal plan or
proposed action is released for public review; and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 further requires that the “Secretary shall . . . provide for
meaningful public involvement of state and local government officials . . . in the
development of land use programs, land use regulations, and land use decisions for public
lands”; and, when read in light of the “coordinate” requirement of Section 1712, reasonably
contemplates “meaningful involvement” as referring to ongoing consultations and
involvement throughout the planning cycle, not merely at the end of the planning cycle; and,
WHEREAS, Section 1712 further provides that the Secretary must assure that the
federal agency’s land use plan be “consistent with state and local plans” to the maximum
extent possible under federal law and the purposes of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and distinguishes local government officials from members of the general
public or special interest groups of citizens; and,
2

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency, charged with administration and
implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), has issued regulations
which require that federal agencies consider the economic impact of their actions and plans
on local government such as Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their actions
on the customs of the people as shown by their beliefs, social forms, and “material traits,”
it reasonably follows that NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their
actions on the rural, land and resource-oriented citizens of Siskiyou County who depend
on the “material traits” including recreation, tourism, timber harvesting, mining, livestock
grazing, and other commercial pursuits for their economic livelihoods; and,
WHEREAS, NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impact of their actions
on the customs, beliefs, and social forms, as well as the “material traits” of the people; and,
WHEREAS, it is reasonable to interpret NEPA as requiring federal agencies to
consider the impacts of their actions on those traditional and historical and economic
practices, including commercial and business activities, which are performed or operated
on federally and state managed lands (including, but not limited to, recreation, tourism,
timber harvesting, mining, livestock grazing, and other commercial pursuits); and,
WHEREAS, 42 USC § 4331 places upon federal agencies the “continuing
responsibility . . . to use all practical means, consistent with other considerations of national
policy to . . . preserve important historic, culture, and natural aspects of our national
heritage”; and,
WHEREAS, Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (at 227, 1975) defines “culture” as
“customary beliefs, social forms, and material traits of a group; the integrated pattern of
human behavior passed to succeeding generations”; and,
WHEREAS, In 16 USC § 1604, the National Forest Management Act, requires the
Forest Service to coordinate its planning processes with local government units such as
Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, federal agencies implementing the Endangered Species Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Outdoor Recreation Coordination Act (16 USC §
4601-1(c) and (d)) are required by Congress to consider local plans and to coordinate and
cooperate directly with plans of local government such as Siskiyou County; and,
WHEREAS, the coordinating provisions referred to in the resolution require the
Secretary of the Interior to work directly with local government to resolve water resource
3

issues and with regard to recreation uses of the federal lands, and,
WHEREAS, the regulations issued by the federal agencies in this resolution are
consistent with statutory requirements of coordination and direct cooperation and provide
implementation processes for such coordination and direction consideration and
communication; and,
WHEREAS, the California Constitution has recognized Siskiyou County’s authority
to exercise its local, police and sanitary powers, and the California Legislature has
recognized and mandated exercise of certain of those powers in specific statutes; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has mandated in Government Code Section
65300 that each county shall prepare a comprehensive plan, and stated legislative intent
in Section 65300.9 that the county planning shall be coordinated with federal and state
program activities, and has mandated in Section 65103 that county local plans and
programs must be coordinated with plans and programs of other agencies; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has stated its intent in Section 65070 that
preparation of state and regional transportation plans be performed in a cooperative
process involving local government; and,
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has mandated in Section 65040 that the State
Office of Planning and Research shall “coordinate, in conjunction with . . . local agencies
with regard to matters relating to the environmental quality of the state”; and,
WHEREAS, in Water Code §§ 8125-8129, the California Legislature has placed
planning for non-navigable streams within the authority of county supervisors, and since
such planning activities must be coordinated with natural resource planning processes of
federal and state agencies; and,
WHEREAS, in Streets and Highways Code §§ 940-941.2, the California Legislature
has placed the general supervision, management, and control of county roads and
highways - including closing such roads (Section 901) and removing and preventing
encroachment of such roads and highways, and since planning and actions with regard to
such roads by any federal or state agency must be coordinated with the county; and,
WHEREAS, in Public Resources Code § 5099.3, the California Legislature has
mandated coordination by the state with Siskiyou County since it is a county “having
interest in the planning, development, and maintenance of outdoor recreation resources
and facilities,”
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Siskiyou County Board of
Supervisors does hereby assert legal standing and formally requests coordination status
with all federal and state agencies maintaining jurisdiction over lands and/or resources
located within Siskiyou County.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk of the Board shall cause a copy of this
Resolution to be transmitted annually to local, regional, state, and/or national offices of all
federal and state agencies maintaining jurisdiction of lands and/or resources located within
Siskiyou County and to all federal and state elected representatives serving Siskiyou
County.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is
authorized and hereby directed to publish a copy of this Resolution in the Siskiyou Daily
News, a newspaper of general circulation printed and published in Siskiyou County,
California.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of _______________, 2008, by the
following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

_____________________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:
COLLEEN SETZER, CLERK
Board of Supervisors
By___________________________
Deputy

G:\Share\RESOLUTN\Coordination with State and Federal Agencies 2008 RES.wpd
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Marshall Apple <mcapple@sbcglobal.net>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
11/30/2009 8:44 AM
Public Scoping Meetings

Hello, I am sending this email to relay my thoughts on the continuation of dredging in 2010. I was unable
to attend your meetings and appreciate this opportunity to voice my opposition to the dredging ban in 2009.
I have a mining claim on Canyon Creek in Sierra County. My family has been dredging on this claim since
1959. We appreciate the beauty of the land and have been careful not to harm it. I feel dredging helps the
fish population by loosening the gravel and allows the fish to spaun. It also sturs up insects for them to
feed on. When I find mercury on the bottom of a hole, I do suck it up and recover it and remove it from the
water. If I can not use the dredge, I use a turkey baster and am able to remove the mercury. I also want to
point out, we still had to pay taxes (over $400) on the claim where we could not mine. We still needed to
pay for our permit to dredge (no refund was offered) and file assessment work at the county
and BLM and pay the filing fees. Mining claims have been around longer than California has been a state.
Gold mining is responsible for the establishment of many California cities and still provides an income for
miners and a hobby for recreational dredgers. If the decline of the salmon population is the culperate for the
loss of dredging, I suggest you look at the gill nets the indians string from bank to bank on the Klamath.
Look at the overfishing both legal and illegal in the oceans and look at the warming of the oceans for the
decline of the salmon population. I also feel there is a major problem with the stripers (a non-native fish to
California waters) that eat the millions of salmon fingerlings released into the rivers. The limit on stripers
should be removed to control this problem. There are also large populations of sea lions feeding on the
salmon when they enter the bays to feed and spaun. Their populations seem to be growing
as their preditor (great white shark) is declining in population. Please keep me informed of any
development on the future of dredging in California.
Sincerely,
Marshall C. Apple
Horsetird Mine

From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

"MARTIN H. MILas" <mhmilas@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>, <mstopher@dfg.ca.gov>
Steve Karno RR <skarno@socal.rr.com>, Art Morgan <amcollects@verizon.net...
12/3/2009 4:09 PM
Public Scoping Written Comments

Dear Mr. Stopher:
This e-mail is in response to your written invitation to me [as a 2009 suction dredge permit holder] to submit scoping comments
regarding the DFG Suction Dredge Permit Program. Specifically, comments were requested as to the range of actions, alternatives,
significant environmental effects and mitigation measures to be discussed in the draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
[SEIR]. I believe the following questions and issues should be addressed in the SEIR:
1. How will objective comparisons of environmental impacts be made between rivers and waterways that [a] involve no active
suction dredging and [b] rivers and waterways that do not involve active dredging? For example, there are several rivers and
waterways in California that have no history of ever having been significantly dredged due to the well known absence of gold bearing
gravels. COMMENT: It is scientifically more reliable and credible when assessing environmental impacts to utilize comparisons
BOTH of ecosystems that do not experience the activity to be studied [in this case, suction dredging] with ecosystems that do
experience the activity to be studied in order to form a valid opinion.
2. As of August 6th 2009 no suction dredging is lawful in the state of California. What will be the DFG methodology in preparing a
SEIR during times that no active suction dredging is lawful in the entire state of California? COMMENT: The DFG SEIR should
place greater reliance on data and opinions that in the past were developed prior to the time that suction dredging was made illegal on
August 6, 2009. Such data and opinions were gathered in prior EIRs performed by DFG regarding suction dredging when EIR studies
had the benefit of actual and measurable observation of the thing being studied [suction dredging].
3. I have personally removed substantial amounts of elemental mercury [Hg] that is amalgamated with some of the gold I have
recovered while using a suction dredge in California. This Hg no longer is in the waterways of California and thus not capable of
adding to the methyl-mercury levels of those waters. To what extent will the SEIR address the positive environmental impact that Hg
removal by suction dredging has on the environment? COMMENT: The prevention of methyl-mercury development by the removal
of elemental mercury through the use of suction dredges is environmentally significant and should be addressed in the current SEIR.
4. I personally have removed many pounds of lead, copper, zinc and other heavy metals from California waterways while employing
my suction dredge. COMMENT: The SEIR should address the amount of environmental impact that results from the removal of
heavy metals by suction dredges from California waterways.
5. I have personally observed spawning salmon fight each other over the privilege of nest building in recently dredged gravel tailings
and I have observed them shun silty, mud packed river bottoms. Fish egg parasites and harmful molds thrive in silty, mud choked
river beds, but they do not thrive in freshly dredged gravels tailings. COMMENT: The SEIR should address the environmental
impact that results from the creation of suction dredge tailing piles and why spawning salmon are intuitively attracted to them.
6. I personally dredge down to bedrock while suction dredging for gold nuggets and flakes because this is where the gold pay streaks
typically are most prevalent. In the course of removing the strong layers of cemented gravels that were formed from the hydraulic
mining clays of the 19th century, I noticed that fish and other forms of aquatic life, especially during the hot summer months,
congregated at the bottoms of these holes even AFTER I removed my suction dredge. It occurs to me that the water temperature at the
bottom of these holes is lower than that of the ambient river water. This, in turn, likely is due to the removal of those tough, cemented
gravels which no longer can choke off the seepage of cold artesian water from the bedrocks cracks and crevices thus exposed.
COMMENT: The SEIR should address the environmental impact that dredge holes provide by providing thermal refugia for aquatic
life during the hot summer months.
7. It is well established that a healthy river bottom is well oxygenated. Suction dredges dissolve much oxygenation into the waters
where they are deployed by bringing oxygen depleted water in direct contact with the atmosphere. COMMENT: The SEIR should
address the positive impact that suction dredges create by dissolving badly needed oxygen into the rivers of California, especially
during the hot summer months when river water is less able to hold dissolved oxygen due to increased heat.
8. I have personally observed migrating salmon utilize deep dredge holes as rest areas. COMMENT: The SEIR should address the
environmental impact to migrating salmon that suction dredges provide by the creation of deep dredge holes all along the length of of
salmon habitat rivers.
9. It is common knowledge that both the periodic release of water from dams during the summer and the release of water by summer
monsoon rain storms create vast amounts of turbidity up and down the entire length of a river for days at a time. This is so because in
each of those cases water volume is increased throughout the river. Increased water volume, in turn, increases water pressure which,
in turn, increases water velocity which, in turn, is the cause of massive turbidity in California river systems. Dredging, on the other
hand, does not add any water to the river, cannot increase water pressure throughout the river and cannot increase water velocity
throughout the river and is entirely localized for short periods of time. COMMENT: The SEIR should address the localized
significance of river turbidity generated by suction dredging in comparison to the total and enduring turbidity caused by the large scale
release of dam water and natural
rainfall.
10. I am a law abiding small scale prospector who is deeply committed to a healthy California water environment. To what extent
does DFG publicize that it has tribal partners, but not suction dredge partners, in helping to improve the California natural river
environments? Why is this so? Is there a place in this quest for small scale suction dredgers such as myself and my wife [ages 67 and
61 respectively]? COMMENT: The SEIR should address a range of actions that INCLUDE rather than EXCLUDE small scale
suction dredge operators, particularly in light of a suction dredge operator's potential to contribute positively to the water quality of
California.
Thank you for considering these comments
Martin H. Milas

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Matthew Plourd <mattominer@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
11/21/2009 11:00 PM
suction dredge impact commentary from miner

Dear sirs or madams,
My name is Matt Plourd and I live in the foothills of the Sierras, known as Paradise California.... I speak as
a experienced miner, Up until about 3 months ago I owned the "Red Hill Hydraulic Mine" A historic piece
of Magalia Calif, This is a patented 80 acre claim with part of this property overlaying the West Branch Of
The Feather River. This Property has had a history of mining since 1848. I owned and mined this property
for 3 Years.
Part of the past history of the property has been Suction Dredging on a recreational basis.While I have
lived here in this area for the past 9 years I have witnessed very little activity in Suction Dredging , there
has been an estimated 13 dredge operations actively mining in this area and most lasted no longer than a
week, most were small dredges 3'' size and smaller, one 8'' operation that lasted an estimated 10 days and
was operated by a few older miners and as such more talk on the banks of the river took place than actual
mining.
The same activity has been observed on butte creek, although more mining has taken place by suction
dredging operations on butte creek, the number of Dredgers on Butte over the last few years has been
minimal at best.
BLM would have statistics on how many people have Dredged on Butte Creek as the BLM pay sites are
really the only sites accessible to Dredging on Butte Creek.
Both the West Feather River and Butte Creek have not only had low numbers of dredgers. Both rivers have
a point at which the so called "Tribitity" factors would not apply as there are "Settling" areas of calm
waters where sediments can have a chance to settle.
On Butte Creek there is the PG&E Power House, were the sediment settles behind the dam and never
reaches the "Salmon Habitat" as Dredging below the dam is illegal and for the most part inaccessible.
On the West Feather River, the water enters Lake Oroville on the North side and exits the dam some 10
miles away.
As such, NO sediment from the West Feather Dredging Operations EVER reach the "Salmon Habitat" that
is located below the dam.
There are ways to catch sediments and slurries from dredge operations if necessary to insure against
possible mercury contamination or other harmful products becoming water bourne using various methods.
Question is, is this really necessary considering the impact of winter storms on a annual basis?
It does not take a million dollar + Environmental Impact Study to figure out that the winter storms on any
given El Nino year, tears up the Stream Bed and re-distributes Gravels and Boulders beyond what any
impact from small scale mining could cause in a life time of Suction Dredging.
Thank you,
Matt Plourd of Paradise, California
E-mail mattominer@yahoo.com

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Michael Adams <audredger2002@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
12/3/2009 2:15 PM
Responce to Draft EIR
responce.doc

Gentlemen,
My response to your “Initial Study Suction Dredge Permitting Program Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report”
Aesthetics Pages 30.31 &32
a.) (Effects on Scenic Vistas) Almost every point of visual impacts can apply to
fishermen, drift boats, rafters and rotary fish traps. Is it the intent of Fish & Game to limit
there access to the river so my scenic vistas are not impaired?
b.) (Effects on Scenic Resources) & c.) (Degradation of Visual Character) Illegal
activities are illegal. You cannot condemn a group of people just because there may be
some outlaws. The California Fish & Game and the National Marine Fisheries are more
than guilty of destruction of riparian habitats where ever the launch and monitor one of
there rotary fish traps.
Air Quality Section Pages 34 thru 36
ATV’s, dirt bikes, go carts, dune buggies, dragsters, lawnmowers, leaf blowers,
chainsaws, ECT. all would have the same impacts. It is the legislators job to deal with
these not DFGs’. The last two dredge engines that I purchased were CARB complaint!!!
Biological Resources
Page 41 “Heavy metal contamination” “suction dredging activities can result in the
discharge of mercury (Hg) or other toxic contaminants.”
Page 54 “Mercury contamination” “suction dredging activities can result in the discharge of
mercury (Hg) or other toxic contaminants,”

Suction dredging is not a source of mercury nor any other heavy metal contaminates.
Suction dredges only discharge what is already in the streambed sediments. Suction
dredges capture and remove many heavy metal contaminates including but limited to
mercury, lead and, tungsten.
“Mercury biomethylation is the transformation of divalent inorganic mercury (Hg(II)) to
CH3Hg+, and is primarily carried out by sulfate-reducing bacteria that live in anoxic (low
dissolved oxygen) environments, such as estuarine and lake-bottom sediments.” USGS
Website http://toxics.usgs.gov/definitions/methylmercury.html
Suction dredges remove mercury from the anoxic environments where bimethylation may
occur and trap and remove at least 98% of the free mercury encountered. Ref. Staff
Report Mercury Losses and Recovery, California Water Boards 2005.

Page 55 “Behavioral Effects” Human visitation along stream banks resulted in 80 to 100 percent
decrease in frog use with a five fold and 12 fold increase in direct disturbance
(Rodríguez Prieto and Fernández Juricic 2005).

Page 55 “Recreation Use” Activities associated with suction dredging, such as camping, may
have effects on special status wildlife. In general, recreational activities can change the habitat of
an animal, which can affect the behavior, survival, reproduction, and distribution of individuals
(Cole and Landres 1995).
Fishing, Rafting and hunting have the same effects; is it the intent of Fish & Game to outlaw or
limit these activities?
“Dumping of trash and toxic materials (soap, motor oil, mercury), associated with dredging
operations, can degrade water quality, and may also have adverse effects on eggs and developing
larvae (USFS 2001, USFWS 2002).”
The dumping of trash and toxic material is illegal, and should not be considered as a consequence
of suction dredging but as a law enforcement problem.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
a, b. Dredgers use of gasoline and oil is no worse than the average homeowner and
should not constitute a significant impact. Dredgers use of nitric acid is overstated! In
2002 I was gifted 4 liters of nitric acid. Since May 2002 thru Dec 2009 I and my partner
have used approximately ¼ liter and gifted to other miners another ¼ liter. ¼ liter over a
seven year period is less than significant! The lead and mercury collected by our dredges
is carried home and reused or sold to recyclers.
We, dredgers, do not represent a danger to the public health nor the environment any
more than the average household.
h.) Not a significant risk!
Hydrology and Water Quality
a) See above plus the discharge of hazardous substances is against State & Federal Law.
If you think this is significant, enforce the law! Debris and trash left at campsites is
also against the law. Hunters, fishermen and picnickers are as if not more guilty than
dredgers.
National Marine Fisheries regulations require that dredges be equipped with drip pans.
These pans should contain any spills of gas or oil that may occur. The discharge of unburnt gas oil mix from outboard motors, which is directly discharged under the water,
should be of greater concern than what dredgers might spill.
Turbidity form dredges is such short lived that it should not be considered significant.

Mercury Discharges) Suction dredging is neither a source of mercury nor any other
heavy metal contaminates. Suction dredges only discharge what is already in the
streambed sediments. Suction dredges capture and remove many heavy metal
contaminates including but limited to mercury, lead and, tungsten.
“Mercury biomethylation is the transformation of divalent inorganic mercury (Hg(II)) to
CH3Hg+, and is primarily carried out by sulfate-reducing bacteria that live in anoxic (low
dissolved oxygen) environments, such as estuarine and lake-bottom sediments.” USGS
Website http://toxics.usgs.gov/definitions/methylmercury.html
Suction dredges remove mercury from the anoxic environments where bimethylation may
occur and trap and remove at least 98% of the free mercury encountered. Ref. Staff
Report Mercury Losses and Recovery, California Water Boards 2005.

Literature:
Re. Staff Report Mercury Losses and Recovery, California Water Boards 2005.
This study is flawed. Use of a dredge that did not contain miner’s moss, shag carpet or
multiple layers of screen, impaired its ability to trap mercury. Had the afore mentioned
traps been used the capture rate would have been higher. There sampling methods leaves
much to be desired. There conclusions that floured mercury may be more dangerous
ignores the fact that the mercury was in all probability floured when it was lost from
sluice boxes in the 1800’s. Mercury will recoaless given the opportunity.

Michael Adams
1200 Cherry Maple Rd
Horse Creek, CA 96050
530 496-3346

December 2, 2009

Mark Stopher
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001
RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Stopher,
I am writing to express my concerns over the current moratorium on suction dredging and the
pending environmental impact report. Setting all partisan-related issues aside, I will briefly
focus on the effects of suction dredging on the immediate ecosystem, as I perceive it.
First, please allow me to clarify that, while I am a small-scale prospector and resident of
California, I also hold a Master’s of Science in Biology from Cal Poly State University - San
Luis Obispo. My areas of expertise are in environmental microbiology and molecular biology.
But I do have a basic understanding of environmental biology as related to ecosystems.
Modern suction dredging is generally performed using a gas-powered engine to drive a water
pump mounted on a floating (in-stream) platform. Water is pumped under high-pressure to a
nozzle, where a venturi-action creates the suction to vacuum sediments into a hose, and then
delivers the sediments to a sluice box mounted on the afore-mentioned floating platform. As the
sediments wash over the riffles of the sluice box, heavy minerals and metals are recovered and
retained. The waste materials are released from the end of the sluice box, where rocks and heavy
sediments not trapped by the riffles are deposit immediately-downstream of the dredge and
lighter materials may drift a short distance before settling and depositing. Only fine, silt-like
materials travel a notable distance from the dredge. In scope, this process is not unlike the
natural redistribution of aquatic sediments caused by strong runoffs and flooding cycles, but on a
significantly smaller, site-specific scale. Taking the design, function and operation of the
modern-suction dredge into account, the following points of concern, as related to the impact on
the aquatic ecosystem, come to mind.
-

The operation of the suction dredge, being a mechanized device, could pose an
immediate-threat to aquatic organisms if caught in the suction of the nozzle and passed
through the sluice assembly. However, as this would require large organisms, such as
fish, to come within inches of the nozzle during operation, the risk is of such occurrence
is unlikely.

-

The risk of aquatic life being pulled into the intake nozzle of the pump is very low, as the
intake is screened and restricted by a foot valve, thus limiting the size of material
inadvertently-pulled into the pump.

-

The suctioning of gravels and sediments removes materials from the area of work, often
to the point of exposing bedrock. The post-process material is then deposited within
close proximity of the area worked, as limited by the size and power of the pump/engine,
the length of hose between nozzle and dredge, and the effects of drift caused by the
natural flow of water within the aquatic ecosystem (i.e. river or stream). Because
mercury from both naturally-occurring deposits and residual-waste from early-mining
operations can be liberated from the processed sediments, the formation of methyl
mercury has been of concern. However, the abiotic-formation of methyl mercury may
involve the presence of other methylated metals to serve as potential methyl donors. And
the rate of methylation depends strongly on environmental factors such as pH,
temperature, and the presence of complexing agents, especially chloride (1). While it is
still unclear, the probability that the passing of mercury-containing sediment over the
riffles of a sluice box will result in the formation of any detectable-amount of methyl
mercury is highly-questionable.

-

A majority of methyl mercury is reported to be formed biologically, through the
metabolic activities of sulfate-reducing bacteria under anaerobic/anoxic conditions, such
as those found in subsurface-sediments. And the equilibrium between inorganic and
organic forms of mercury my change rapidly, depending on the conditions of the
environment at any given time (2, 3). Thus, the disturbance of aquatic sediments by any
means, to include redistribution of sediments associated with natural runoff cycles, may
release trapped methyl mercury trapped within anaerobic sediments into the aquatic
environment. Considering that suction dredging loosens packed sediments and may
concomitantly-expose sulfate-reducing organisms to dissolved oxygen, the activity of
dredging may pose some benefit in the context of reducing the biological formation of
methyl mercury through the aeration of sediments. In addition, the action of the sluice
box has been shown to recover mercury from the environment in earlier studies using
primitive equipment. The design improvements of modern dredges may subsequently
improve the efficiency of mercury recovery and could prove to be another benefit of
suction dredging.

-

If the formation and/or liberation of methyl mercury or other toxic compounds is a real
product of suction dredging, then it should be identifiable through the definitive-impact
on sentinel organisms, such as sensitive aquatic life and top predators within that
ecosystem. Specifically, the decline in fish populations associated with dredging-related
toxins would be evident through malformed embryos, the subsequent reduction in hatch,
the premature die-off of fry, and a noticeable reduction in adult fish count. And any such
decline in sentinel organisms would be most evident around and/or within areas
experiencing high-frequencies of dredging activity.

-

As noted in the recent DFG literature review on suction dredging, the use of suction
dredges in California had occurred from the 1960s through the 1980s, and was later
regulated by DFG through the issuance of permits to minimize the potential-impact of
dredging on spawning fish populations. If suction dredging has a significant
environmental impact of any kind, it would be evident through study of the records of
fish populations – specifically those associated with areas most subjected to suction
dredging. The study of such records would also potentially-elucidate variances in

populations between the unregulated and permit-regulated periods within the state of
California.
-

Lastly, the study of the environmental impact of suction dredging on various aquatic
ecosystems and potentially-sensitive species within these ecosystems cannot be
effectively-studied “in-vitro”, using test equipment under simulated conditions, while
being operated by inexperienced personnel. This study is best conducted through the
monitoring of test areas open to permitted-operators, under real conditions – “in-vivo”.
This approach will produce the best data for analysis, and will better-afford the DFG to
reevaluate guidelines for permitting to maintain compliance with CEQA and other
environmental regulations. Thus, I propose the DFG petition to open a small number of
test-sites within the state for the study of dredging activities under controlled-conditions
using permitted dredge operators. To do anything less is equivalent to generating a
“hearsay” dataset.

I thank you for your time, consideration and efforts in resolving these issues. I know you have a
daunting challenge in front of you, with heated-interests lining both sides of the road ahead. I
bid you well in executing the review as fairly and impartially as humanly-possible.
Sincerely,
Michael Braid, M.S.
186 Wellfleet Circle
Folsom, CA 95630

References:
1. Celo V, Lean DR, Scott SL, Abiotic methylation of mercury in the aquatic environment.
Sci Total Environ. 2006 Sep 1;368(1):126-37. Epub 2005 Oct 14.
2. Warner KA, Roden EE, Bonzongo JC, Microbial mercury transformation in anoxic
freshwater sediments under iron-reducing and other electron-accepting conditions.
Environ Sci Technol. 2003 May 15;37(10):2159-65.
3. St Louis VL, Rudd JW, Kelly CA, Bodaly RA, Paterson MJ, Beaty KG, Hesslein RH, Heyes
A, Majewski AR The rise and fall of mercury methylation in an experimental reservoir.
Environ Sci Technol. 2004 Mar 1;38(5):1348-58.

From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

Michael Braid <michaelbraid@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
<mstopher@dfg.ca.gov>
12/3/2009 1:32 PM
Letter of concerns regarding suction dredging SEIR

December 3, 2009

Mark Stopher
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001
RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Stopher,
I am writing to express my concerns over the current moratorium on suction dredging and the pending environmental impact report.
Setting all partisan-related issues aside, I will briefly focus on the effects of suction dredging on the immediate ecosystem, as I
perceive it.
First, please allow me to clarify that, while I am a small-scale prospector and resident of California, I also hold a Master’s of Science
in Biology from Cal Poly State University - San Luis Obispo. My areas of expertise are in environmental microbiology and molecular
biology. But I do have a basic understanding of environmental biology as related to ecosystems.
Modern suction dredging is generally performed using a gas-powered engine to drive a water pump mounted on a floating (in-stream)
platform. Water is pumped under high-pressure to a nozzle, where a venturi-action creates the suction to vacuum sediments into a
hose, and then delivers the sediments to a sluice box mounted on the afore-mentioned floating platform. As the sediments wash over
the riffles of the sluice box, heavy minerals and metals are recovered and retained. The waste materials are released from the end of
the sluice box, where rocks and heavy sediments not trapped by the riffles are deposited immediately-downstream of the dredge and
lighter materials may drift a short distance before settling and depositing. Only fine, silt-like materials travel a notable distance from
the dredge. In scope, this process is not unlike the natural redistribution of aquatic sediments caused by strong runoffs and flooding
cycles, but on a significantly
smaller, site-specific scale. Taking the design, function and operation of the modern-suction dredge into account, the following points
of concern, as related to the impact on the aquatic ecosystem, come to mind.
The operation of the suction dredge, being a mechanized device, could pose an immediate-threat to aquatic organisms if caught
in the suction of the nozzle and passed through the sluice assembly. However, as this would require large organisms, such as fish, to
come within inches of the nozzle during operation, the risk is of such occurrence is unlikely.
The risk of aquatic life being pulled into the intake nozzle of the pump is very low, as the intake is screened and restricted by a
foot valve, thus limiting the size of material inadvertently-pulled into the pump.
The suctioning of gravels and sediments removes materials from the area of work, often to the point of exposing bedrock. The
post-process material is then deposited within close proximity of the area worked, as limited by the size and power of the
pump/engine, the length of hose between nozzle and dredge, and the effects of drift caused by the natural flow of water within the
aquatic ecosystem (i.e. river or stream). Because mercury from both naturally-occurring deposits and residual-waste from earlymining operations can be liberated from the processed sediments, the formation of methyl mercury has been of concern. However, the
abiotic-formation of methyl mercury may involve the presence of other methylated metals to serve as potential methyl donors. And the
rate of methylation depends strongly on environmental factors such as pH, temperature, and the presence of complexing agents,
especially chloride (1). While it is still unclear, the
probability that the passing of mercury-containing sediment over the riffles of a sluice box will result in the formation of any
detectable-amount of methyl mercury is highly-questionable.
A majority of methyl mercury is reported to be formed biologically, through the metabolic activities of sulfate-reducing bacteria
under anaerobic/anoxic conditions, such as those found in subsurface-sediments. And the equilibrium between inorganic and organic
forms of mercury may change rapidly, depending on the conditions of the environment at any given time (2, 3). Thus, the disturbance
of aquatic sediments by any means, to include redistribution of sediments associated with natural runoff cycles, may release methyl
mercury trapped within anaerobic sediments into the aquatic environment. Considering that suction dredging loosens packed
sediments and may concomitantly-expose sulfate-reducing organisms to dissolved oxygen, the activity of dredging may pose some
benefit in the context of reducing the biological formation of methyl mercury through the aeration of sediments. In addition, the
action of the sluice box has been shown to recover
mercury from the environment in earlier studies using primitive equipment. The design improvements of modern dredges may
subsequently improve the efficiency of mercury recovery and could prove to be another benefit of suction dredging.
If the formation and/or liberation of methyl mercury or other toxic compounds is a real product of suction dredging, then it
should be identifiable through the definitive-impact on sentinel organisms, such as sensitive aquatic life and top predators within that
ecosystem. Specifically, the decline in fish populations associated with dredging-related toxins would be evident through malformed
embryos, the subsequent reduction in hatch, the premature die-off of fry, and a noticeable reduction in adult fish count. And any such
decline in sentinel organisms would be most evident around and/or within areas experiencing high-frequencies of dredging activity.
As noted in the recent DFG literature review on suction dredging, the use of suction dredges in California had occurred from the
1960s through the 1980s, and was later regulated by DFG through the issuance of permits to minimize the potential-impact of

dredging on spawning fish populations. If suction dredging has a significant environmental impact of any kind, it would be evident
through study of the records of fish populations – specifically those associated with areas most subjected to suction dredging. The
study of such records would also potentially-elucidate variances in populations between the unregulated and permit-regulated periods
within the state of California.
Lastly, the study of the environmental impact of suction dredging on various aquatic ecosystems and potentially-sensitive
species within these ecosystems cannot be effectively-studied “in-vitro”, using test equipment under simulated conditions, while being
operated by inexperienced personnel. This study is best conducted through the monitoring of test areas open to permitted-operators,
under real conditions – “in-vivo”. This approach will produce the best data for analysis, and will better-afford the DFG to reevaluate
guidelines for permitting to maintain compliance with CEQA and other environmental regulations. Thus, I propose the DFG petition
to open a small number of test-sites within the state for the study of dredging activities under controlled-conditions using permitted
dredge operators. To do anything less is equivalent to generating a “hearsay” dataset.
I thank you for your time, consideration and efforts in resolving these issues. I know you have a daunting challenge in front of you,
with heated-interests lining both sides of the road ahead. I bid you well in executing the review as fairly and impartially as humanlypossible.
Sincerely,
Michael Braid, M.S.
186 Wellfleet Circle
Folsom, CA 95630
michaelbraid@yahoo.com
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Michael Braid <michaelbraid@yahoo.com>
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Comments and Concerns regarding SEIR
DFG_EIR_Letter.pdf

To whom it may concern,
Please find my letter attached.
Sincerely,
Michael Braid
186 Wellfleet Circle
Folsom, CA 95630
michaelbraid@yahoo.com

From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

"Michael J. Morrison, Chtd." <venturelawusa@gmail.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
"Michael J. Morrison, Chtd." <venturelawusa@gmail.com>
12/4/2009 2:13 AM
RE: Comments - Suction Dredging SEIR

December 4, 2009
Dear Mr. StopherWith the benefit of my long-time involvement in mining, the mining industry
and as a mining lawyer, I have reviewed the comments submitted and
respectfully submit that the most salient and compelling aspect of the
current fact-based and scientifically supportable data submitted to you
compels one inescapable and uncontrovertable conclusion: there is currently
insufficient scientifically cognizable data available to reach any
responsible conclusion regarding the subject SEIR.
Indeed, all of the currently available data cries out for more surveys,
testing and data gathering, and to ignore this manifest need for additional,
current and scientifically-based data, which is readily available through
well-established and reliable surveying and testing protocols and
processes, would, in my sincere opinion, be irresponsible and unfair to the
public and the process. I respectfully submit that the public and the people
of California deserve far better consideration on such an important
and far-reaching decision, with potentially vast and irreversible
ramifications.
In this regard, I also respectfully submit that, at this point, far
more empirical data is required in order to make a responsible governmental
and regulatory decision impacting such a critical, historically significant
and well-recognized segment of the mining industry and use of public lands
and waterways, and, therefore, I implore you to take steps to obtain such
data and base any decision not on outdated historical information presently
submitted to you, but rather, on currently available or easily obtainable
and far more significant demonstrable scientific data.
Furthermore, I respectfully submit that any decision should also be
based far less on self-serving, emotionally generated and motivated
speculation and, quite significantly, disengenuous misinformation heretofore
submitted to you, and far more on independent, current, fact-based
information and readily available scientific and empirical data.
Thank you in advance for your reasoned consideration of these comments.
Most sincerely and respectfullysubmitted,
Michael J. Morrison, Esq.
Member, State Bars of California and Nevada
1495 Ridgeview Drive, Suite 220
Reno, NV 89519

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Michelle <mmf418@yahoo.com>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
12/3/2009 3:12 PM
dredging comments
dredging comments.doc

I have attached a word document of my comments, please let me know if you have any trouble opening it.
Thank you,
Michelle Fuller

December 3, 2009

Michelle Fuller
3458 Elizabeth St.
Eureka, CA 95503

Mark Stopher
601 Locust St
Redding, CA 96001

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to urge law makers to make the ban on suction dredging permanent.
I am well aware of the disruptive and destructive behaviors that accompany suction dredging. It
would be irresponsible of state agencies to ignore the damage done to California’s rivers and
streams by this industry. Suction dredging degrades already impaired and impacted habitat in
many California rivers. The creation of dredge holes in sensitive stream bed habitat is
unacceptable for macroinvertabrate populations, fish populations, and human safety. Suction
dredges glean streambed cobbles, destroying macroinvertabrate habitat, create noise and
turbidity pollution which affects all downstream users, and create conditions where unstable
gravels, which may be used by spawning salmonids, can 'blow out' and destroy entire egg
populations.
The use of a suction dredge disrupts downstream users, creating highly turbid conditions that
affect water quality. This behavior releases toxic contamination - gasoline, oil, or diesel exhaust
and spills, and reintroduces remnant toxics like mercury in addition to fine sediment into the
water column. In some instances, dredge sites are nearby or upstream of a major community
water source. Many of California’s rivers and streams face unacceptable levels of turbidity and
contaminants; dredging makes these problems even worse.
Clearly, the banning of suction dredging on all California rivers is not only an issue of fish
populations, habitat, and water quality, but also a matter of environmental justice for downstream
communities reliant on these waters. Make the right decision using sound science and reason.
Ban suction dredging permanently in all California rivers and streams.

Sincerely,
Michelle Fuller

From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

"Elster" <melster@ulink.net>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
<melster@ulink.net>
11/6/2009 2:43 PM
My Response To Suction Dredging

To Whom It May Concern, My name is Mike Elster and my wife is Judy. Our
primary residence is in Roseville and we have a cabin in Trinity County,
just south of Douglas City on Deer Lick Springs Rd. I purchased the
cabin a little over 15 years ago and have completely renovated it in
preparation for retirement. We are both now retired and pretty much
live at the cabin from April through October. My property line (3290
Deer Lick Springs Rd.) on the west and south is bordered by BLM land and
the south and east property lines extend across Deer Lick Springs Rd and
halfway into Browns Creek. Even though I am an avid fisherman, I don't
fish in Browns Creek as I prefer the serenity and have observed some
Salmon and Steelhead over the past few years that are starting to
re-inhabit the creek. My wife and I really enjoy sitting on the back
deck in the early evening, listening to the creek and array of birds,
frogs and crickets. That changed this past summer. Someone setup a
dredge mining operation in Browns Creek about 100' off my back deck.
They apparently had a mining claim issued by the BLM in Redding. The
dredge turned the creek into a flowing mud pit and who knows what impact
it had on the fish and other wildlife dependent on the creek. In
addition, I could no longer sit on the back deck and enjoy the natural
setting that I invested in as my retirement home. I had to constantly
listen to the sound of the gas dredge from early in the morning to just
before dark. I called the Trinity County Planning Department to find
out if they issued the permit and they did some research and found out
that the Permit had a Federal ID # and was issued out of Redding. I
totally support the moratorium on Suction Dredging and would like to see
it permanently implemented within our legal system. I'm also wondering
why the BLM did not recognize the moratorium when they issued the permit
in the first place. In the meantime, I would like to know what I and/or
the DFG can do to have this particular mining claim revoked. Any advice
on this matter is greatly appreciated. Thank you very much.
Mike Elster
633 Dawnridge Rd.
Roseville, CA 95678

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

<jmmynrrs@att.net>
<dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov>
11/20/2009 10:27 AM
mining/porspecting

Its a dam shame we are loseing every thing we in america hold dear.just because some EPA thinks we'll
hurt a wittle fish,,,mabe some of you jerks that pass all these law need to go out and try it...and watch the
wittle fishees swim around...while your dredge..only one hurting the wittle fishees is the EPA..this earth
has been here a heck of a lot longer than a wacko EPA and it be hear when there gone..
and the gold we find would help our econimy...the land will heal. will people when there starving...stop the
banning and help the cause...I hear leave some of the nxt gineration ha ha ha what by the time the EPA get
though the nxt gineration want have any thing...
STOP STEALING OUR RIGHTS...

