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Mark Stopher

California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Sir,

Please consider my following comments regarding the SEIR and proposed regulations for su
dredging in California.

e SEIR baseline is wrong. | strongly disagree with the department using an arbitrary and
misleading baseline in an attempt to make the impact of suction dredging appear great
they are.

e Mercury is not a byproduct of dredging; in fact dredging removes at least 98% of merct
found in riverbeds. Dredgers should be rewarded, not condemned for their recovery of
mercury. A recycling program should be established.

¢ In my opinion and experience with suction dredging there has been no evidence that di

harms or endangers any fish. The regulations already in place protect the fish. Dredgi

helps spawning habitats by creating cold water refuges so fish have a habitat to live in
the warm summer months.

The identification requirement proposed is not needed, the current system works.

The DFG should not limit the number of suction dredging permits.

Onsite approvals should immediately be signed off when approved.

The DFG should not change the current nozzle size restrictions. There has been no e\

presented to substantiate a need for change. The 1994 regulations should stand.

DFG should not further the limit places where dredging is allowed.

Reduction of our existing dredging seasons is unreasonable.

The proposed 3-foot rule is unreasonable

Suction dredge regulations should not impose the requirement of Section 1600 Agreerr

Imposition of the 3/32-inch intake requirement on pumps is unreasonable

Allowance of permit locations must be more broads. Flexibility should be allowed wher

searching for gold.

The proposed dredge marking system is NOT workable

e Fuel should be allowed within 100 feet of the waterway if kept within a water-tight cont:
or a boat.

e Limiting the operational hours of dredging is not within your authority.

The 1994 rule and regulations upon suction dredging in California have protected fish and th:
habitats adequately. There is no evidence that any changes are needed. Itis in my opinion
these changes being proposed are just to appease certain special interest groups and are n
benefit of the citizens of California and of the world. Many of the proposed regulations are n
specific enough and will open the door to years of litigation. Changing existing regulations tt
currently work and protect the environment is a habit we should not get into. The economic i
from the closure of dredging in California has hurt many towns and small communities, wher
dredging is allowed again this help these communities economically and socially. Some of tl
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proposed regulations will hinder this process. Overall most of the regulations proposed are
unnecessary and unsupported by evidence.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Joe Marriner

117 Adele Ave
Rohnert Park, CA 94928
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SUCTION DREDGE PERMITTING PROGRAM

Drzft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR)
Comment Form

Name: ’T\\-\I&':;\f-) V\ OV EZ.
Mailing Addi;csst 6 '.::.’al E_- . D PL\Q S’F

Telephone Na. (optional):
Email (optional): A\ rzoq @ H&‘ln =

Comments. Tssues: —("D ,J\(r"“\. J A ﬂ-ﬂ(// Wf

Please use additional sheets if necessary.

~ SUBMIT WRITTEN COM_MENTS (PosTMARKED BY 05/10/11) To:

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

Email:  dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca. gow

Fax: (530) 225-2391

Questions? Please call us at (530) 225-2275 ® More mformatmn www.dfg.ca.gov/suctiondredge
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Mark,

Thank you for all your efforts, this is not an easy process for any concerned party. Your
professionalism is admired... we may not agree on some issues and we probably agree on n
but | respect your dedication and your respect for others. Thank you.

You know, when | hear a woman, or any one complain about the trash from suction dre:
trash from rafters or hunters, | wonder why these people do not either avoid confrontation an
clean up after them (a community and societal solution) or the most likely thing to do would
provide actual evidence to authorities and seek prosecution. Debbie and | have personally pe
many burro loads of garbage left from backpackers and even an abandoned dredge site. We
responsibility for our actions, and sometimes one has to for others, but we don't look a blind
actions or lack of action by others... we are pro-active and care for the environment that we ¢
others. We even have letters of commendation from Forest Service officials thanking us for o
in packing out other's trash.

| do have a positive suggestion. The DFG should review all past special suction dredge
and any onsite inspections of dredge sites and incorporate those findings into the FEIR. The!
be a vast amount of scientific and professional data created by these onsite inspections. Tak
Trinity River into consideration, the information that | have supplied was not utilized prior to tf
DSEIR (DFG fisheries biologist Bernard Aguilar recommendation that my proposed dredge o
was not deleterious to fish). It was only until | brought it to the attention of DFG that possible
could be realized. Certainly, other situations exist where your own DFG fisheries biologists m
determinations one way or the other about whether the proposed operation would or would n
deleterious to fish. | believe this approach will provide more in depth information to formulate
reasoned decisions.

Please give the dredging community a fair response.
Thank you

Sincerely,

Ken McMaster

Thank you Mark, for your patience and professionalism.
All the best,
Debbie
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Mark,

Please accept these comments as part of the official records. This references an article in th
Prospecting and Mining Journal of April 2011. In that article, "5th Circuit Ruling may benefit N
the 5th Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the Clean Water Act "does not empower the agen
regulate point sources themselves" and "the triggering statutory term here is not the word 'di¢
alone, but 'discharge of a pollutant’, a phrase made narrower by its specific definition requirin
‘addition’ of a pollutant to the water."

This case is National Pork Producers Council v. US EPA (No. 08-61093; 2011). In this case |
addressed the EPA's authority to require permits for 'point source' pollutants when there is n
of a pollutant to the water. This is the same justification the EPA uses to justify permits for st
dredge mining. Basically, the court decided that moving an object that is already within the w.
point A to point B is not a pollutant, that the act is merely a discharge, but not a discharge of
pollutant. It makes very good common sense.... if there are pollutants in a water and a suctio
moves it or 'discharges' it through their sluice box, the suction dredge operator is not creating
pollutant or adding any pollutant to a water.

Please review this article and objectively add this information to your analysis. Suction dredg
not add mercury or other pollutants to the water, suction dredging removes lead, mercury, bt
fishing hooks, etc. from the streams.

I'm going to bed... I'm tired of thinking of these things.

Ken McMaster
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May 10, 2011

Mark Stopher

CA Department of Fish & Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

Re: Comments on Draft Suction Dredge Mining EIR

Dear Mr. Stopher,

We writing to express concern about the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Review (EIR) of

suction dredge mining that is currently being circulated for comment by your Department (DFG).

In The Modoc Nations constitution, it states it is our policy to do everthing within our power to protect

our ancestral waters for the present and future use of the Modoc people.

We believe that the current EIR proposes draft regulations for mining that are seriously flawed.

The document proposes as its "preferred alternative" draft regulations for suction dredge gold mining
that will cause significant and unavoidable impacts on water quality, historical and archaeological
resources, noise, wildlife, turbidity and mercury discharge. The new rules open new river and stream

segments to dredging where it has already been outlawed by tribal, federal, state or local law, and
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allows “mega-dredges” to be used.

The program costs much more money to administer than it brings in to the state. The proposed regulations
lack clarity and cohesion, and for many rivers and streams in California are vague, confusing, inconsistent,
and contradictory. Finally, the document relies on a definition of "deleterious to fish" that is not consistent

with California law or legislative intent in directing funds for development of the EIR.

This EIR needs to be redrafted with an eye toward p rotecting all of California's fish and wildlife
and other natural resources.

It is not acceptable for the DFG to spend $1.5 million on this document andthen fail to issue protective
regulations that are appropriate and consistent with California's state laws.

At a minimum the Department should adopt the most environmentally protective alternatives — either

the “no project” or “water quality” alternatives outlined in the document.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the suction dredge EIR.

Sincerely,

Greywolf, Jeff Kelley

Chief of The Modoc Nation

1473 Glazemeadow St.
Monmouth, OR. 97361
503-838-0280
www.modoc-nation.blogspot.com
The Modoc Nation, Facebook
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From: Harley L. Mullen

To: dfgsuctiondredge @dfg.ca.gov;
Subject: Fw: Input to Draft SEIR

Date: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 2:10:39 PM
Attachments: The truth.doc

----- Original Message -----
From: Harley L. Mullen

To: dfgsuctiondredge @dfg.ca.gov

Cc: Jim Foleymojavejoe@verizon.net
Sent: Saturday, March 26, 2011 9:42 PM
Subject: Input to Draft SEIR

Attached is a Word copy of an essay of which | am the original author. Please accept this as a
miner's input to the SEIR process. Thank you.

Harley L. Mullen
574 Four Mile Brook Rd.
Northfield, MA, 01360

New 49er member.

This essay is being re-submitted with my full mailing address.



A balanced perspective on small scale dredging.

There is an old adage that saifsyou shout something loud enough, long enough,
and often enough...... it becomes believable enough, by eneople p..to pass as fact.”

Thus is the hope of environmentalists who claim #imaall scale dredging is harmful to
fish. Environmentalists and other special-integgetups have recently been engaged in
an all-out assault against small scale dredgdegjiag that this mining activity is
harming fish. Well, actually, what they are sayisighat this activity “may” harm fish,
and on that basis alone, they are seeking to siwa the small scale dredging industry.

Their allegations are rife with supposition suckraay”, “could”, “might”, “can”, etc.
Now, there’s a good reason for this.

Generally, when someone is alleged to be causingogmeental harm, there are two
things. First of all, there is scientific evidertbat environmental harm is being caused in
the first place....a corpse if you will....a dead herd ofddof dead birds laying on the
ground, defective eggs, mutant lizards, or in thseg dead or injured fish. Secondly,
there is sound scientific proof that a particuletinaty or situation is causing this harm.
Ironically, in the issue of small scale dredging, neitlighese two factors is present.
Neither environmentalists nor biologists who havanitored small scale dredging for
decades have provided any scientific proof whatsothat a small scale dredger has ever
harmed a single fish! Let me repeat that.

Not... one... single... fish!

You can bet your boots that if any such evidendeedist, it would have been bannered
and exaggerated all over the news media. Environmentalistislwe having a heyday
with it. Instead, they are left completely empsnded. Yet, they continue to press their
assault against small scale dredgers, seeking &pb$iblution while circumventing
scientific discovery and the public review process in an effort thanpletely devoid

of a single fragment of proof. The fact is, that small scadghkrs actually help the fish
in a number of very important ways. This will be discusset.lat

Let us understand something here. Environmentasismwonderful thing. It has driven the
cleanup of many of our rivers and harbors. Itdxgmsed many pollution sites, and placed the
responsibility for cleanup of these sites squairelhe laps of those responsible. And it has
fostered protection for endangered species. Umfately, as with all good things, there are
those who would abuse it. In addition to its g@atomplishments, environmentalism has
become a powerful and convenient tool for many “BN (not in my back yard) activists.
Environmentalists have often been successful irattimg roadway and rural development
projects, and in keeping Walmart out of town. ©ftene of the first considerations of
opponents to development is “let's get the enviremaists in here and see if we can stop
this.” Many of the involvements by environmentalisvere not born of concern for the



environment, but by political agenda. Opponen@rofinwanted presence can challenge this
presence with a powerful tool while cloaking thelvsg in righteous deed. The Endangered
Species Act (ESA) which they frequently rely up@s kirtually become the preeminent law
of our nation, it is so powerful. Environmentalta as presently written, often permit a small,
radical-thinking, agenda-driven, and often misinfed minority to impose their philosophies
upon the general masses with little accountabiliynd, we as human beings often find such
power too seductive to sensibly meter. | am agiednd an environmentally-conscious
person. | admire environmentalists for the goaat they do, but | cannot admire their
sometimes misdirection, and their prostitutionmfiemnmental laws as a political tool.

First of all, it is highly obvious that environmalists and their legal advocates generally
know very little about dredging for gold or they wld not make some of the outlandish
claims that they do. They are largely unfamilighvihe scope and mechanics of a small scale
dredge operation and apparently are hoping thatdhes in which they plead their cause are
equally unaware as well.

It is important to first understand how a dredgekso

DREDGE MECHANICS

A dredge is a small mechanical platform that is med on floats. It consists of a small
engine, a water pump, an inclined sluice ramp, and soggtimair compressor to enable the
dredger to breathe underwater. A suction hostsisteed to the front of the dredge. Water is
propelled through this hose by an injection of witan the water pump. This pumped water
is injected up the dredge hose at a very shallgleaand thereby causes greater volumes of
water to be propelled up the dredge hose by whakig/n as the “venturi principle”. None of
the dredged water or material passes through amp n mechanical device. The dredged
material enters the front of the dredge, whengréads out, slows down, and flows down over
a series of small barriers known as “riffles”, dheln out the back of the dredge. This section
of the dredge is known as the “sluice”. It is nmaportant to understand that gold is just
about the heaviest thing found in a stream. Gafdah‘relative weight” of 19. (Water has a
“relative weight” of 1.) Therefore, gold is 19 tsmas heavy as water of equal volume.

Dredged water and streambed materials easily tdmweh this sluice mechanism and out the
back of the dredge. Because gold is so heawyl] dinop out of the material flow and become
lodged in these “riffles”. This is how miners aaet the gold and not everything else. Other
things that are relatively heavy, though not asea gold, will also become lodged in the
sluice. This includes “black sand” which contagusntities of iron, fishing lures, tools, metal
trash, lead sinkers, nails, bottle caps, beeraas, and just about any other form of human
junk that is unearthed by the dredge. Also, amothey heavy element, poisonous mercury
from ancient mining methods and other industriadtigoutors is often captured in a dredge
and can now be safely disposed of. As you canaseéeedge is somewhat of a “vacuum
cleaner” and in addition to capturing gold can he{mificantly to remove many pollutants
from a streambed. This “concentrated” materiakigally removed from the dredge sluice at
the end of the day and then taken back to a canpsibther location where it is “panned
down” with a gold pan. The gold is captured ane ttash and pollutants are properly
disposed of.



SIZE AND SCALE:

Compared to the natural lay of a stream, dredgitigity is quite insignificant. Even in the
most heavily dredged regions the area affectedrégigihg is almost always less than even
one percent of the area of a waterway. This has bstablished by surveys. A dredger who
moves a single cubic yard of material has donerg kard day’s work. The streambed
materials are often impacted and require difficitjging with tools to penetrate. Also,
anything too large to go through the dredge hoss tmeidug up and manually moved aside
and a dredger must stop a great many times petodzlgar a dredge hose that has become
plugged. In addition, a dredger must get fueht dredging location along with food and
supplies. A dredger must also perform maintenanchkis/her dredge and get into a wetsuit
and secure all tools that they will need. Alse, Water in the stream will often be colder in
the early part of the day so a dredger often wilistart before mid-day. A dredger must also
stop occasionally to rest and consume food or dmtkrefuel their engine. A typical dredger
will usually be accomplishing “productive work” leten two and four hours a day in the
stream. And, due to the exhaustive nature of ¢hieitst, along with things such as weather
considerations, a dredger will seldom work evesy da

The typical dredging operation involves workingadehdown through the streambed material
until they reach solid bedrock where gold, beirghiaviest thing in the stream, has settled.
Gold, as well as all other streambed material isadalownstream by raging winter floods.
This gold will readily become lodged in cracks amevices in the bedrock. It is primarily
these imperfections in the bedrock that the dredgleoking for. The dredger suctions the
easily-moved materials with the dredge hose. Angtthat is too large for the dredge hose
must be manually moved to one side. Once the bledsaeached and cleaned, if reasonable
gold has been found, the dredger will usually egpteir hole off in another direction,
dropping material back into the area they origjnallg out. If the yield has not been
worthwhile they will usually open another test hetene distance away. There are particular
areas of a stream or river where gold is mostfit@be found but it is still mostly a matter of
chance.

Having provided a basic understanding of a smallesdredging operation, we can now
examine some of the claims made by opponents df soade dredging. These claims have
been numerous and are mostly without scientifiediation. Once the allegations are proven
false, they simply move on to a different allegatio



DREDGES FRIGHTEN FISH, AND CAUSE THEM STRESS.

Actually, the opposite is true. In a dredge halefeet wide by six feet deep it is not
uncommon to see over a dozen juvenile fish in tle m close proximity to the operator.
They are usually looking for edible tidbits thae amearthed by the dredger or they have
ducked into the hole to rest from the currentsave observed this countless times. There are
hundreds of hours of media videotapes showing this.

The motor on a dredge is almost not audible underwaMany times, the only way that a
dredger knows that his/her engine has run out ®figghy the fact that their air supply quits
and the dredge hose stops suctioning. This regairead scramble to the surface. The most
prominent sound when operating a dredge is a “Wingssound made by aggregates going
up the dredge hose. This is much like the noroshling sound that you will hear underwater
in any stream. Fish routinely swim all around addie and it's operator looking for food.
They are not a bit frightened of it. Fish are naliynspooked only by fast-moving, ominous
objects such as a kayak, canoe, or other waterssaiinmers or waders, or an obvious
predator.

DREDGES RAISE THE TEMPERATURE OF THE WATER, WHICHIKS FISH.

This claim is completely false. First of all, tely thing that is warm or hot on a dredge is the
engine. Absolutely no water comes in contact With air-cooled motor or its hot exhaust.

Dredges are not like outboard motors where thedrat oily) exhaust is vented underwater
and the engine is cooled by water. If a dredgeahg®ffect on the temperature of water at all
it probably cools it slightly due to the aeratiodavaporation of the water as it flows over the
riffles of the sluice.

Scientists have measured water temperatures ofrausmstreams and rivers above and below
a dredge and were unable to measure any differ@hatsoever with the instruments that
were available to them.

DREDGING CREATES TURBIDITY IN THE STREAM

Of course it does. Any activity in a stream credtebidity whether it be a fisherman wading
in a stream, animals walking in the stream, a griuphildren frolicking in their favorite
swimming hole, or a tree or rock falling into titeeam. The important concerns are how
severe the turbidity is, how widespread it is, hod prolonged it is.

First of all, dredging is only permitted within teetted area of a stream. Dredging into a
“loamy” area along stream banks and excessive icigudf the water is forbidden by

dredging regulations. The streambed materialsateasuctioned by a dredge are materials
that are constantly washed by stream currentsrefdre, these materials are mostly free from



the finer particulate material that can “cloud-upe water and remain suspended for a
prolonged period of time. Most of the materialt tb@mes out of the back of a dredge sinks
immediately, within two or three feet. Some of theer particles can travel further
downstream in a narrow plume that is occasionadiple from above the water. Depending
upon the speed of the flowing water, this visiblene largely dissipates within 25 to 50 feet
downstream of the dredge and it is relatively faré to extend beyond 100 feet.

To get some idea of the level of turbidity thatusually created by a dredge we must
understand some facts about dredging. A dredgerota@perate in water where there is an
appreciable level of turbidity at all. When visilgiis impaired, dredgers cannot see what they
are doing. They cannot see the gold that is é@ppcrevices, and rocks that are overly large
will get suctioned by the dredge nozzle and plugdredge hose. These plug-ups are very
difficult to remove. In addition, dredgers canisee the looming danger of boulders that
could tumble in on them and injure or kill them.

It is common for dredgers to set up within 50 0@ f€et downstream of each other with no
visibility problems, yet events such as dam releasehunderstorms will cause the level of
turbidity in the entire river to rise to the levbht dredgers have to abandon their activity for
several days. Even within the area of a normalg&elume the level of turbidity is only a
tiny fraction of what is created by naturally-oaoug and long-enduring events such as storms
and winter floods which fish routinely endure. Gimagle thunderstorm creates many times
the turbidity in a given river or stream than isated by all dredging activity for an entire
year.

DREDGING POLLUTES A RIVER.

Absolutely false. A dredge adds nothing whatsoéweihe waterway. The material that
comes out the back of a dredge is the very sameriaddhat was lying on the bottom of the
waterway. It has simply been moved a few feetwéier, as mentioned previously, a dredge
does remove many pollutants from a waterway. Winddeare on the subject of pollution, this
would be a good time to discuss one of the mdsallgiollutants in a waterway..... mercury.
Mercury is a very heavy, highly toxic metal thatisex in a liquid state and usually
concentrates in “blobs” in any depression. Merawitl readily adhere to gold and various
other metals and coat them. It will also causdlgradicles of these metals to bind together,
much like the fillings that dentists put in ourttee

One of the greatest concerns with toxic mercuitg igbility to enter the food chain, such as in
fish. It does not do this as a blob but rathene&soscopic particles. When mercury is sitting
in a waterway, disturbances and agitation suclurabling boulders smashing this blob, or
gravels scouring this blob, can cause a few miomms@atrticles to break away and become
mobilized in the waterway. This is known as “fiogy’. As long as this blob remains in the
waterway, it is prone to flouring from constantgiibance until it flours away completely and
becomes a toxic poison to many living organisms. The onlytevatpp this contamination is
to remove these blobs of mercury and other mercoayed metals from the waterway. This



is exactly what a small scale dredger does! c&nkscientific study showed that a small
scale dredge captured 98% of this toxic mercumy feovaterway.

These are just a few of the marathon claims thaira@mmentalists have alleged against

dredgers, but they are among the most importaaty, iét's look at the other side of the coin.

| previously mentioned that dredgers provide sé\maefits to fish. They do, and they are

very important to the survival of fish and will descussed in detail. Most of the discussion
will be as it pertains to salmon, as it is thiscsge that is at the heart of the present
controversy. When a dredger searches for gold stremm he/she basically creates three
alterations to the streambed. These alteratians. ar the dredge hole, a tailing pile, and a
cobble pile.

THE DREDGE HOLE

Environmentalists do not generally give a lot pfdervice to the dredge hole itself aside from
the fact that it can be considered an eyesore alienge for persons wading in a rocky
stream. Some even acknowledge that the dredge&olrave a benefit for fish. The annual
spawning migration is a very strenuous trip fon #&d there can be a significant mortality of
fish during this migration. The fish become weadiy their constant struggle against
strong water currents. Also important is the fiaat fish migrate during the time of year when
the water is near its warmest. Warmer water casiti@ss oxygen, heightens the chance of
disease, and saps the strength of fish. Fistoftdh pause in an area of river where a cooler
side-stream enters the river to regain their strengjhese areas are known as thermal refuges.
Dredging is often prohibited within a certain digta of these refuges. In between these
natural refuges, migrating fish will frequently #uoto vacant dredge holes where the water
is calm and the temperature is stratified with doeler water being near the bottom.
Frequently, a dozen or more adult fish can be gbdansing dredge holes. In many instances,
fish seem to prefer dredge holes over natural esfugossibly due to the depth and calm
water.

Prior to the migration season, these dredge hodesxdremely important to juvenile fish. As

the summer wears on and water levels drop, predaifothese small fish increases
immensely, due in large part to numerous bird ggedit is at this time that these smaller fish
seek shelter in deeper pools if they can find thé&rese dredge holes are an ideal refuge.

TAILING PILES

These are the piles of gravel-like aggregatesctirae out the back of a dredge. These tailing
piles are also one of the present focuses of miopmpnents who are desperately searching
for a valid indictment of small-scale dredging. s&keambed is an environment that is

constantly being changed by water flow. Each ytbarstreambed erodes a little bit more and



some of the streambed material is moved. Thiarsibed material can range from fine silt to
huge boulders and there can be other things thantfa the stream or river from its banks
such as trees and brush. Streambed compositim@s ¥eom place to place and from year to
year.

When salmon spawn in the late fall, they try teesel streambed area that is shallow,
relatively flat, free of fast currents, and comgtif loose gravel in which they can lay and

bury their eggs. Successful reproduction by fshighly dependent upon the available

guantity and quality of these spawning sites. Qisbelay their eggs, these sites are known as
(redds).

Since the composition of tailing piles is often imto the loose, gravely material that
spawning fish prefer, they occasionally seleciladgpile as their spawning site. The extent
to which fish select tailing piles is dependantrugite availability of natural beds. A recent
biological study in Northern California found tlmtt of a total of 372 “redds”, 12 of them, or
roughly 3 percent were on tailing piles. Elsewhédrbas been observed that when natural
beds are scarce, the selection of tailing pilesases. In rare instances where spawning fish
have entered streams in which the streambed hambemompacted or silted-over and there
are no natural beds available, tailing piles offetually the only suitable opportunity to
successfully spawn.

There are two primary concerns with regard to theigl rates of the eggs within these
redds. Scouring and siltation. Scouring occurewiine unstable material of a streambed is
moved downstream. This movement is usually gredtesg the winter floods. Siltation, or
the covering of redds by silt, is of far more cancthan scouring. Although the extent of
mortality by scouring is not of a known quantityomtality by siltation is often complete as the
eggs and pre-emergent fish become smothered bySsilhe biologists have even suggested
that a certain amount of scouring is actually dédédr to limit silting in some of these
spawning beds.

Due to the fact that newly created tailing pilesymat have had the opportunity to go through
a flood event and become flattened and stabilthede is a potential for more movement and
scouring in these piles than there would be intarabstreambed spawning site. This can
possibly result in greater mortality for eggs thate laid in fresh tailing piles. It has been
noted, however, that once these tailing piles tmeome flattened and stabilized by winter
floods, they can remain viable as a suitable spaywite for a period of several years. This is
extremely important in streams where there arediemo natural sites available. Even during
the first winter when scouring would likely be &t greatest, these tailing piles afford at least
some opportunity to successfully spawn in a strésihmight otherwise provide none. And
this opportunity can continue for several yeardsoAthese stabilized tailing piles likely are
less susceptible to silting and scouring than abstirrambed due to the fact that once they are
flattened and stabilized these tailing piles gdlyer@main slightly elevated above the
surrounding streambed. And, these tailing pilest siut as washed streambed material,
therefore they are free of silt in the first pla¢eis not known how many of the “natural beds”
that were counted in this study were actually fortading piles that have become flattened.



In view of the fact that fish tend to select talipiles very infrequently, and only as necessary,
and that stabilized tailing piles can provide pngled spawning opportunity where there
would otherwise be little or none, it would seentydagical that the known benefits of this
relationship far outweigh any possible harm. Wetnaiso keep in mind the fact that scouring
in a streambed is not “selective” only to freshirtgipiles. The entire streambed is vulnerable
to scouring during raging winter floods.

COBBLE PILES:

These are rocks that will not pass through thegérémwse and consequently are piled to one
side by the dredger. They usually range in s froughly 12 inches in diameter down to
about 3 inches, depending upon the size of thegdred.arger than this, the rocks are
generally too heavy to pile. These piles representrtain percentage of the aggregate
removed from a dredge hole.

About the most frequent claim by mining opponesitthat these piles may divert the flow of
water and may “possibly” cause erosion of riverksanAt this point in time it would seem
proper to mention that dredging into riverbanksjaroutting riverbanks, and doing anything
that would cause erosion of riverbanks is striciiypidden by dredging regulations. There are
heavy penalties for violating these regulations awdry dredger knows it. Dredging
regulations are provided annually when a dredgéssised his/her annual dredging permit.
And, dredging operations are frequently monitorgeiforcement personnel. Dredging is a
tightly regulated and monitored activity.

Secondly, dredging is usually not done adjacent tobares, but closer to the deepest part of
the stream or river as this is where the gold le#ted. In those places where the deepest
channel is along the side of a river or stream,biduek is usually not composed of soil but
rather by ledge or gravels. The soil was erodesya®ns ago by the natural river currents. It
should also be mentioned that these cobble pieeseay porous so the water flows through
them as well as around them. There is little charfichanging the course of a river or stream.
This is a small cobble pile, not a diversion dainshould be noted that virtually every year
during high winter floods, huge boulders and theasmnal tree trunk are washed
downstream and become lodged in an area where#usg immense changes in the flow of
a river or stream and erosion of the river banRsedgers, on the other hand, do not begin
their activity until the time of year when the walevel is lowest and the flow is the slowest,
and any hydraulic forces are minimal.

During the heavy winter flooding of 2005/2006, mudhhe vegetation, trees, and soils were
ripped away from the banks of the Klamath Rivermfrch of its length, leaving nothing but

exposed bedrock. Vast sections of this river wen@naginably altered, and almost

unrecognizable from the year before. Unlike thalsntemporary alterations that dredgers
create, this naturally occurring alteration willtrize reversed by winter floods. It was

massive, and it is permanent.



It is hard to imagine that a pile of rocks restomg the bottom of a stream or river could
provide very much benefit to anyone or anything,itodoes. And this one is quite important.
It is also a benefit that is carefully not mentidtxy environmentalists.

Salmon generally spawn in the late fall in favoeatplavel beds that they select as best they
can. After a period of incubation, the small f(fly) emerge from these gravels during the
spring months. Many biologists regard this penocdhediately following emergence, (known
as the “juvenile rearing” stage) as one of the nmopbrtant stages in the life of a fish. It is
important that as many of these (fry) as possiloiee to the next stage, (smolt stage), which
precedes their migration to the ocean. After g@seral emergence, at the beginning of
summer, the dredging season begins.

Immediately after emerging, these fish are verylisthay are relatively poor swimmers, and
it is during this time that they are in great dangfepredation. Fish lay eggs by the billions
but only a very small fraction of them ever survieeadulthood. The juvenile stage is a
period of very heavy losses. It is extremely inguatrthat these juveniles find food to grow as
much as possible and it is infinitely importanttttieey are able to find shelter from predation
during this stage of their growth. This is wheoblade piles come into the picture. Cobble
piles provide an excellent refuge for these snistil. f The passageways between rocks go
deep within the pile, there is sufficient watemflto provide adequate oxygen, and they are
virtually free from silt. Due to the varying sizethe rocks and the resultant caverns, fish of
various sizes can find a place within the pile thahost suitable for them. As the fish grow,
they can select a different area of the pile. $peally dredged a barren, featureless section of
the Klamath River that had been ravaged by thiblke2005/2006 winter flood. Several mink
and otter were present in the area and had virtdlthe area of all fish population except for
a very few juveniles that had found refuge in coblde pile. This pile was also rife with
crayfish which would have otherwise been easy fmethese predators.

Shelter from local predation is not the only beraffia cobble pile. Biologists note that these
juvenile fish attempt to remain within a very lazad area if they are able to do so, but during
periods of high flow such as dam releases, thutoters, etc that cause elevated flow, these
small fish are often swept away from their preféisafe location as they cannot always find
refuge from these currents. This increases tis&iiof predation elsewhere. Cobble piles and
dredge holes provide that needed shelter from thegewaters. These “artificial habitats”
are very valuable to small fish. Biologists widalgknowledge the importance of “streambed
diversity,” and “structural complexity” to the siwal and well-being of fish. Furthermore,
these artificial habitats are comprised of natoraterials, unlike in our oceans where these
habitats are created by the intentional sinkingisting, painted, and oily derelict ships.



OTHER BENEFITS PROVIDED BY DREDGERS.

There are a couple other benefits that dredgersdeahat | will mention. One of them
is rather insignificant and the other is quite impot. During the fall migration of
spawning adults, the water is warm and holds less digsokygen (DO). There is
pressure on the oxygen content by the struggling dwselhat live there. Dredges force
voluminous amounts of water down over the sluicgige, mixing this water with air
and this helps to aerate the water and increasexirgen content. This is, of course,
miniscule compared to the area of a river and is a mepeinithe bucket compared to
the aeration provided by natural rapids in the weagrand boulders that ripple the
water, but every little bit helps. In a smaller stream, this effect would begreate

One other benefit that is provided by dredgers is extsemgdortant. It is not

uncommon to find dozens of juvenile fish swimming around an operating dredge. They
swim into the dredge hole as well as swimming thiotige dredge plume. They are
there because as a dredger suctions streambed ma&/shk hnearths thousands of
invertebrates and suspends them in the water. Findingaeéefgod is one of the most
important aspects in the life of a juvenile fishhe better the fish are fed, the more likely
they are to survive, due to healthy growth and a diminishing predator pool. Thk@ is
a direct scientific correlation between the amafritme juvenile fish spend foraging

and their susceptibility to predation. The faster the fish can feed, and degthei better
off they are. When food is scarce, predation iases. This is another benefit that
opponents of the dredging industry are careful mobéntion. It does not take a genius
to question the fact that when fish are being fiedngin a hatchery, it is considered an
ultimate act of conservation, yet when native &sh feasting on their natural diet in the
plume of a dredge it is somehow biologically unimpott A dredger who spends a
couple months in a given section of a river has provided d fobd to the native fish
population. Incidentally, biologists have obsertieat these invertebrates rapidly re-
colonize, usually within three to four weeks.

Native, juvenile, and migrating fish must find stint food, shelter from predation, reprieve
from harsh temperatures, a place to rest from swifents during their exhausting migration,
and suitable spawning habitat. Small scale dredgiogides all of these. And, dredgers are
the only waterway users who provide any of theg@itant benefits that the fish so greatly
need. It is almost unimaginable to me that enuremtalists who are attacking dredgers
aren’t the real friends of fish at all. If the @ommentalists were truly concerned about fish
and really wanted to do something to help themteaus of sitting around and suing
everybody, they would get up off their fannies, jum the water, dig pools, pile cobble for
refuges, provide food, and spread out gravel fansing beds in our streams....just like the
dredgers do with their sweat, back, and laborthssessay is being written, our government
is spending millions of taxpayer dollars to, amatiger things, spread out countless tons of
gravel for spawning habitat in the Trinity River @alifornia. Incidentally, you wouldn’t
believe the staggering amount of turbidity thdiesg created by the behemoth earthmoving
machines that are being used for that project.



And some of the most avid accusers of dredgerkdian tribes who sometimes “front” for
environmental groups, and accuse dredgers of cabairm (without any proof) while their
tribal members dip-net and harvest spawning adirttan by the thousands as these fish are
returning to their spawning grounds!!! | can thioka way to help these fish.........right
now!!

Dredging is a very visible form of mining. Dredgelo not crawl into a hole in the side of a
mountain. They do not dig in a pit that is sureshby a privacy fence. Their activity is out
there for all to see. One can usually look dowto @nriver and see their dredges floating on
the water. There is often a visible plume traildgynstream from them. One can hear the
distant drone of a lawnmower-sized engine, antdafdtream is exceptionally clear one can
sometimes see the dredge hole and cobble pilathainderwater. Dredgers frequently park
vehicles beside a roadway, near to where they arlg@ng. To some, this intrusion into nature
is disturbing. However, at the same time, dred@mmerhaps the most reversible form of gold
mining that there is. Virtually all traces of dgaay activity are obliterated by the winter
floods that occur after each dredging season Téegd hole is completely filled in, the
cobble pile is leveled, and the tailing pile isttBaed and spread out, offering itself as a
potential spawning site for years to come.

Mining has been, and still is, important to thevgtoand wealth of our nation. But, even
though our government has enacted mining lawscowage the exploration and extraction
of minerals and valuable metals from our publidfarand confers possessory rights to enable
a miner to do so, it is an affront to some peoplevitness individuals removing valuable
metals from public lands which theoretically beldogll of us. Many allege that small-scale
dredging is merely a recreational activity. Thisiot true. Many small-scale dredgers derive
part or all of their annual income from this endgavMining laws do not differentiate by how
much an individual enjoys this activity. Minerg ail bound by the same rules. And, a great
many businesses in communities that are nearbyniogractivity depend very heavily upon
the millions of seasonal dollars that flow intoitl@®mmunities from miners.

When examining environmental issues and tryingeiid® the proper course of action, we

must carefully consider all of the important fastarot just the ones that suit our purpose. We
must balance and fairly evaluate all of the sdiergvidence, and not allow political agenda to

overrule scientific fact. We must seek out thehtrthe whole truth, wherever it leads us.

During my recent research, | read a USGS paperattiatowledged that dredgers remove

mercury from waterways in California. However, arerecent rewrite of that very same

paper now omits that fact.

It is reasonable to expect that as members of @entgic community, biologists would be
completely neutral in their approach and in thadlihgs, and that their observations would be
all-encompassing and that their opinions wouldrbe bf political influence. For the most
part, this is true. However, upon reading the kmmns of numerous studies it is readily
obvious that a few of these studies are slantethsigdne mining community to varying
degrees. Some of these studies merely cite selamimponents of studies done by others
and some of them herald the possibilities of hatmieaomitting or minimizing potential or



known benefits. At least one of them was obviogsiyducted in a very narrow manner that
guaranteed a certain outcome. This is not balaswedce. It is natural to mankind to suspect
to some degree that an intrusion into our “realmaymossibly be of an unwanted nature but
science demands complete objectivity and a compietiere.

Many of these biologists know fully well the extent which dredgers contribute to the
wellbeing of fish. They know fully well that dreelg provide very important benefits to fish
at just the right time of year when they are mesgtded by the fish, and then these alterations
are completely obliterated by raging winter floodehey know fully well that the turbidity
created by dredgers is a mere drop in a bucket @@upo the millions of tons of mud, rocks,
boulders, trees, stumps, brush, and other delatisatk washed down our waterways during
raging winter floods or a single thunderstorm feattmatter, which fish routinely endure
every year. They know that small scale dredgerSaacasional users” of our waterways, no
more so than fishermen, boaters, swimmers, ordhagsosal kayak and rafting outfitters who
organize daily trips down our waterways involvinghtdreds of participants who picnic, wade,
swim, and camp overnight on the shores of theserways. And, unlike the highly regulated
dredgers, these other waterway users are allowednple around in the waterway during a
time when there are still incubating egg nesthengravels!

So let's be honest here, shall we? This debateaisaut the environment, it's about control
and politics. The environment is simply the vahicThere is an old saying that says, “When
you are a hammer, the whole world looks like a.’hatEnvironmentalists, even when ill
informed, will fight any and all battles in theiff@ts to establish themselves as the sole
stewards of our public lands which belong to alusf not just a self-appointed few. It is
infinitely important that these public lands be asitle and remain equally accessible for the
enjoyment and reasonable use by all of our citiz&kls must cherish and sensibly safeguard
these privileges, lest one day we no longer haam th

Many scientific papers and biological studies a#i a®personal experience were used in the
preparation of this essay. These studies and paper readily available on the internet.
Thank you for taking the time to read this.
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Summary

The Siskiyou Wild Rivers area (SWRA) in southwestern Oregon encompasses 6 major watersheds:
lllinois River, Chetco River, Winchuck River, Pistol River, Elk River, and lower Rogue River (Figure
1). About 75% percent of these watersheds are public lands managed by the Rogue River-Siskiyou
National Forest (RRSNF), Medford District Bureau of Manmthgement (BLM) and Coos Bay

District BLM. The lllinois River Basin was heavily minegbfdrand other minerals from the

1850s through the 1940s. Many lllinois Valleyrstrasad rivers were severely damaged from

hydraulic mining during this period. In 1989 the Siskiyou National Forest Plan stated that !Mineral
development on the Forest in 10 years will increase. The most active mining activity will probably
continue to be for gold, although interest in nickeltiést@md chromite areas may be increasing.
Physical and biological impacts will have been minimized; however, short-term effects on water
quality will continue to be a concern. New discoveries of minerals will bring additional demands for
access into the unroaded portions of the ForesDAWSrest Service 1989: IV-Bhese

predictions have proved essentially correct throughrzD68rabe expected to continue.

An additional and unforeseen impact is the increasadiopalemnotorized vehicle use of legacy

mining routes in serpentine areas where rare plants are vulnerable to destruction and Port Orford-
cedar is susceptible to a fatal root disease. Motorized use increases erosion and sedimentation of
streams, destroys significant areas of native vegetation including rare plants, introduces invasive
weed species, and spreads Port Orford-cedar root disesaisdle wilderness characteristics such

as pristine landscapes, natural vegetation, and selitndsaided areas is degraded by the

cumulative effect of legacy mining routes and increaiegtional motorized use. The Kalmiopsis
Wilderness is degraded by commercial mining facilities on private inholdings. Besides noisy
helicopter shuttles, these inholdings create the potential for motorized land travel by miners and
equipment through a large portion of the Kalmiopsis Wakkern

The most serious and ongoing impact is destabilizatiosamhlseds from suction dredge mining.
Spawning gravel stability is already a knowhttihfal-spawning coho and chinook salmon in

southwest Oregon streams because of loggingrcResehave found that chinook and coho

salmon have reduced egg-to-fry survival when they spawn in suction dredge mine tailings. Studies of
suction dredging found that streambanks are made vulnerable to erosion because the dredging
occurs at or too close to the streambank. Sediment eradetibatdredge mining sites is

deposited at downstream locations where it hatagagnimals. Visible turbidity plumes extend

150-500 ft downstream from dredges. Long term mining,qaorges odor and the presence of

dredges in streams displaces traditional recreatonestaces the quality of the outdoor

experience.

A 20009 legislated ban on suction dredging in@&liftnd record high gold prices through 2010
can be expected to increase suction dredge mining ancthplacgeimpacts in the Siskiyou Wild
Rivers area. In addition to suction dredging, placegropénations excavate pits on floodplains
and terraces that destroys areas of mature rifoaeisis and often releases sediment into streams.
Placer mining on terraces and floodplains, in-streaongiretiiging, and construction/use of
mining roads will retard recovery of SWRA streams to foiohagical productivity and diversity,
essentially disrupting desibgmlogical function. Cumulative impacts to formerlyng@istreams

and impacts to streams recovering from previouisghare increasing. Mineral withdrawal is the
only proven remedy to reduce mining impacts and allow streams to fully recover.



| Figue 1. Siskiyowild Rivers a@ southwesgom

Introd uction

Despiterequirementsf the Natonal Enviremmental Potly Act, no omprehensiedescriptia of
mining mpacts exist®or the Sisiyou Wild Rvers Area (RA) in sathwest Orgon (Siskiya
Project2009). The prpose of the report is tdill that vod and desdoe impacts asciated wit all
types oimining in the SWRA in suthwest @egon. The ést previouattempt tadescribe miimg



impacts was a draft programmatic impact statentarghed by the Forest Service for suction

dredging (USDA 2001a). | used unpublished and publisiretatndn. Bold type highlights the

most serious impacts and the best available sciencddorantimg the Endangered Species Act. |
primarily relied on my personal observations, goverpoigitations, and unpublished reports to
demonstrate that impacts described in publisbetdite are indeed occurring in the SWA (i.e.

mining impacts are not merely hypothetical ). This report will be updated periodically to include the
best available science and site specific exafripipads.

In 1872, the General Mining Act authorized theppatiig and mining for economic materials

such as gold on federal public lands. The Siskiyou National Forest Plan (USDA Forest Service 1989:
I\V-18) states that proposals for mineral exploration artbpgment are negotiated on a case-by-
case basis. Impacts are largely determined by thesspiettiBcactual plans of operations. Some
recent examples are the Nicore Mining Plan of Oper@ftiSDA Forest Service 1999) and Tracy
Placer Mining Projedd §DA Forest Service 200®lineral exploration and surface disturbance that
do not require a plan of operation have more generic inffzdcieetless site specific. For example,
suction dredge mining impacts are similar because pgmargyusually a 4 inch or smaller dredge
operated within salmonid spawning streams) are simiteosfiosuction dredging (USDA Forest
Service 2001). Bulk sampling generally involwesdldrench less than 0.1 acres. Impacts from
mining are lessened by restrictions to proteat guadkty, riparian vegetation, soils, and rare plants
(i.e. surface resources). For example, congressiaigifigitdd Wilderness in the SWRA has been
withdrawn from new prospecting, mineral entry, andahioeation since December 31, 1984.
Similarly, congressionally designated Wild and Sceeaceati®n Rivers have been withdrawn

from mineral entry or have access restrictiondllifloes, Rogue, Chetco, North Smith and Elk
Rivers are partially withdrawn within ¥ mile from each bank. Pre-existing mining claims in
withdrawn areas may be valid but mining plans of opemtibase withdrawn areas are subject to

a very high level of restrictions consistent with the oft€ongress for the designated area. The
Siskiyou National Forest Plan as amended by the NorthvesttFHan{SDI/USDA 1993

places minor restrictions on surface mining disturbaRgeanan Reserves, restricts motorized
access, and restricts locations of processing facilities. Despite adoption of mining standards and
guidelines in the Northwest Forest Plan, annual mining in Riparian Reserves has continued to be a
chronic cause of stream degradation and retards recdeemeto(pre-mining) aquatic

productivity and ecologic integrity (Nawa 2002).

Types of Mining in the Siskiyou Wild Rivers Area ashthe 1872 Miing Law

Gold and other valuable minerals occur in lode or plauesitde Mining claims on federal lands

are either lode claims or placer claims. Originally, all gold and other valuable minerals are located
within solid rock, often as veins in quartz. Lode minirgpisalled hard rock mining to

differentiate it fronsoft rock miningvhich is excavation of softer minerals such as salt, coal or oll
sands. Lode deposits of gold were primarily mined from the 1850s to 1940s by underground
methods. The process of lode mining generally involves the labor of many miners working together
to extract gold or other valuable minerals with tunnelsaonrgam or large open pits (Nevada).

Lode mining has not been recently attempted in the SW&Aséed high start-up costs requiring
considerable capital investment.

Placer deposits are formed when lode depositsiategtated by natural erosion, such as water
flowing over the rock. Placer deposits can be soldeted surface sediment or much older buried
sediments. Placer deposit of loose surface soil or graaeiscgold or other valuable mineral such
as nickel laterite or chrome. Dredging recovers golééaiments within the wetted stream
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channel. Historically, large instream dredges wetwutitieelse have been replaced by small
portable suction dredges (Agee 2007). Usually one miserall group of miners separate out the
gold with placer mining. Placer mining can also recover gold from floodplains and terraces with
large earth moving equipment and processing machiresmiiarg for nickel laterite and chrome
recovers ore from shallow deposits in upland serpentieenduere these minerals are

concentrated.

Gravel mining extracts commercially valuable rounded rock from riverine areas on private lands,
generally for road construction and concrete appiis. Quarries on hillsides extract rock suitable
for road construction. Some quarries in the area (e.ge Matbitain near Wilderville) once

provided granite or marble for specialized construction purposes. Gravel and other non-hardrock
mining activities are not subject to the 1872 mining law.

Suction Dredge Gold Mining in Streams and Rivers

The commonest mining activity in the SWRA with signifiopatt is suction dredging for gold in
streams. The Siskiyou National Forest (SNF) r&Fa@ridacer claims within streams (USDA Forest
Service 2001:37; Figs 1). The lllinois River ligesthe highest concentration of suction dredge
mining operations in Oregon (USDA Forest Service3ZQ@1g 7). Site specific physical impacts to
three heavily mined streams in the lllinois Basin were reported by Nawa (2002). California banned
suction dredging in 2009. Horizon (2009) has produced ebengive literature review of
impacts associated with suction dredging for the Gialiepartment of Fish and Gambke

most important biological impacts are reduced egg-téry survival for Chinook and coho
salmon when salmon spawn in suction dredge mine tailisgHarvey and Lisle 1999).

Damage to streambanks and riparian vegetatiompargaint because recovery is stéar(ey and
Lisle 1998 Introduction of Port Orford-cedar root disease vianining roads is an irreversible
impact to the ecological integrity of riparian forets, especially irserpentineareas of the
SWRA (Nawa 1997; Hansen et al. 2000).

Streambank Effects

Although state regulations in both Oregon and Califmatigbit dredging that results in
streambank erosion, streambank excavation ammhésdsie most frequent long term visible
impact observed with suction dredge mining (Hassle®86aHbrizon 2009:4.1{bxedging

that excavates streambanks may have long-lasting effecechuse streambanks are

commonly slow to rebuild naturally"(Harvey and Lisle 1998; Wolman and Gerson 197vi83r Si
to these published reports, Nawa (2002:18) found 30lsrdaexcavations associated with
suction dredging along 9.5 miles of stream ingkigd® National Forest. Streambank excavations
are particularly harmful because nearly all mateasated from streambanks is deposited dimextly
the stream channel which increases sediment load andhgreasgs turbidity (Nawa 2002:20).
Somaeaminers also remove protective boulders and cblablenice armored streambanks from erosion
(Nawa 2002: 22). An unknown amount of additiotiaheet beyond what was excavated from
streambanks will be added to the stream eack geauded streambanks continue to erode during
winter floods (Fig 2). Streambanks denuded of vegetation have increased erosaymuird0%
(Micheli et al. 2004; Horizon 2009: 4.3-20).




Figure. Nearly all protective armoring and riparian haegétxio removed from this streambarkeolgesuction
operators, making the streambank vulnerabédel terasaon from winter floods. Briggs Creek, Rogue River-
Siskiyou National Forest, 5 September 200Ri¢thiNEAz.

Streambed Effects

Undisturbed streambeds are armored with coarse rockjtheseelatively high (bankfull) flows

to activate bedload movement of underlying fine sediment (Jackson and BestDiv@dt982).

effects of dredging include the creation of unnaturglits averaging 1.2-1.5 m in depth and

tailings piles that destabilize the streambed through the removal of coarse textured

streambed armoring (Stern 1988; Hassler et al. ;986mmer and Hassler 1992; Harvey and

Lisle 1998; Harvey and Lisle 1999; Horizon 20094). Btreambed dredging remove the coarse
protective armoring and allow the underlying finer sediments to be mobilized by modest (less than
bankfull) flows (Nawa 2001:23). Streambed dredgingtheksambed more susceptible to
streambed erosion, turbidity, and increased fine sedapesition. Increased sediment, unstable
eroding streambanks, loss of coarse textured armoring, and creation of mid-channel bars combine to
destabilize streambeds.

During summer low flows, suction dredge operators sometimes move coarse streambed sediment to
channelize flow towards streambanks that causes ummdgesud erosion (Horizon 2009:4.1-6;

Harvey and Lisle 1998:11). Similar to published reports, Nawa (2002:18) documented flow
channelization by suction dredge miners in Brigg& Gn the Rogue River-Siskiyou National

Forest.



Turbidity/Total Suspended Solids (TSS)

Visible plumes of sediment (15-50 NTUs; 160-340 mg/L) can lseen between 50 and 160 m

(164 ft and 525 ft) below suction dredges but can extend 1@p320 m (1,050 ft). These

sediment plumes are 2-3 times dirtier than background lelgeabove the dredge (Harvey

1986; Somer and Hassler 1992; Thomas 1985; Griffith and Andrews 1981; Stern 1988; Prussian
et al. 1999; ODEQ 2010; Horizon 2001: 4.2-1, 2). Elevated susperddiinent in discharge

plumes suppresses algal production which reduces invertalte and fish production (Lloyd

et al. 1987).Based on data from Newcomb and Jensen (1996), Horizon (2009: 4.3-12) calculated
that juvenile salmonids may be slightly affectiggbiogl increases in turbidity resulting from a

single suction dredge. Multiple dredges, even if pluhmex diix, would have significant impacts
because all or a large portion of a stream could be affecbeshaficial uses by fish and humans
would be impaired.

Size (flow) of receiving water is important and ofterooked. Althouse Creek is a typical low
gradient coho salmon stream with elevated fine sediment due to logging, roads, anthimgtoric
Dredging with a 4 inch dredge created a turbicephiam extended beyond 300ft. (ODEQ
2010:10). Similarly, R. Nawa had to discontinue snorkhgaid juvenile coho salmon when
turbid water from a single suction dredge muddiedtanated 1,000 ft of a very small unnamed
tributary to Middle Fork Sixes River. The entire water molasimuddied and the juvenile coho
salmon had no place to escape the turbidity. Bradgery small coho streams may have
disproportionately higher impacts than those commonolyaéjn the literature (i.e. the smaller
the stream the greater the fish impact for a gixemf dredge). Conversely, large streams such as
the mainstem lllinois River and Applegate River have etigdgrsmall turbidity effects from a 4
inch dredge (ODEQ 2010:10).

Downstream Fine Sediment Deposition Effects to Fishes andwphibians

Coarse sediments are found immediately adjacdntdige as tailings. Fine sediment harmful to
aguatic organisms is carried by the current died seit, generally unseen below the dredge site.
Thomas (1985) measured a 10-20 fold increase in fine sediment deposited in the first 15 m below
the dredge site (Horizon 2009: 4.1-7). Similar sighificreases in fine sediment were measured

by Harvey et al. 1982, Somer and Hassler 1992, Stern 1988 eéPals&299, and summarized by
Horizon 2009:4.1-7, 8. Sediment impacts are deleve short-term because sediment flushing

flows during the winter obliterates dredge tailings and holes (Horizon 2009:4.1-9,10), however, the
sediment impact would affect the critical reproductiaprfall spawning salmon, lamprey, and
some amphibians (Harvey and Lisle 1999).

Fine sediments redistributed into streambeds downstreamng sites reduce the infiltration
capacity of the streambed gravels, which can resultionsilaurface and interstitial (subsurface)
flows. This hindering of interstitial flow exchange can increase temperatureiexuefaes

water (higher for longer periods in summer, lower in winter) and contribute to oxygen depletion in
interstitial habitat, and may eliminate critical theefogia (Bjerklie and LaPerrie 1985). For
example, fine sediment fills interstices used by tadedfrd yellow legged frogs lead to
population declines (Welsh and Olivier 1998; Horizord2Z®09). Sedimentation of habitat
downstream of dredging activity can negatively impauidtohabitats of bottooriented stream

fish such as dace, sculpin, and juvenile salmonids beeseifisiies rely on cover that can become
embedded with fine sediment during dredging operatiane{H 986, Baltz et al. 1982; Suttle et
al. 2004; and summarized in Horizon 2009: 4.3-8).



Mercury and Other Heavy Metals

The EPA (2010b:15) reports that ![m]ercury was used in histc placer mining operations to
amalgamate gold fines. Elemental mercury may be ment in stream beds and banks and if
remobilized can result in impacts to fish and other aatic life." Mercury bio-accumulates to

top predator fish in areas with historic placeinmiibtewart et al. 2008; May et al 2000; Kuwabara
et. al 2002). Mercury residues in fish tissuéshrebfys are harmful to fish reproductive success
(Beckvar et al. 2005). The flux of mercury from sedimémesbatttom of a reservoir in the Sierras
was apparently a !lesser pathway" and resultadenrhercury concentrations in fish tissue
compared to the pelagic (upper water column) fdmdTie higher rate of mercury enrichment in

the pelagic food web was related to mercury in the watandbat was continuously being
resupplied from mercury in the watershed depositeg thistoric gold mining. Mercury has
concentrated in historic dredge tailings along the Sacramento River (Prokopovich (1984). Similar
mining tailings are found along streams in the lllinois Valley (see USGS Quadrangle Maps;Nawa
2002).

The Forest Service conducted a controlled experimenbter elemental mercury with a small
suction dredge from a mercury 'hot spot" in the South Forki¢ganeRiver, California
(Humphreys 2005). Although the dredge recoveredfd®®&elemental mercury, the mercury
concentration of the sediment lost by the dredg¢ewdimes higher than the minimum
concentration necessary for classification as a Galfarardous wasktumphreys (2005)
concludes that !lost sediment [from suction dredging] with high mercury levels is, in effect,
mercury recycled to the environment. Floured mercury in fine sediment and mercury
attached to clay particles in suspended sediment may barried by the river to
environments where mercury methylation occurs and where fish have high mercury
concentrations."”

Placer mining and suction dredging increases arsenic, lead, zinc, and copper by mobilizing sediments
(LaPerriere et al. 1985;Prussian 1999).

Loss of Large Wood and Large Boulders

Harvey and Lisle (1998:12) report that ![d]redge op&tors may remove coarse woody debris
(CWD) and large boulders from stream channels or reduce the stability of these elements by
removing surrounding material." Similar to published studies, Nawa (2002:6-24 observed that
large instream wood was cut into smaller pieces and batidbesi or removedoss of

boulders and large wood reduces the potential for the st to form pools and thus reduces
habitat for aquatic organisms such as salmonids (H@on 2009:4.3-8, 9; Harvey and Lisle
1998:12).

Destruction of Riparian Vegetation/Increased Stream Teperatures

Nawa (2002:26) observed that most tree felling and cutting of fallen trees adjacent suction dredge
mining operations was done in conjunction with stream x@akagons. Dredgers apparently

remove streamside trees and cut roots while éxgatatam banks (Fig 1). Removal of streamside

trees and shrubs with subsequent streambank iexcanaltes streambanks vulnerable to accelerated
erosion and channel widening. Channel widenirshiétiht thalweg destabilizes the streambed.
Cumulative effects of tree removal would eventedilge shade, cause stream temperature increases,
and retard progress towards cooler, pre-miningioosdiNawa 2002:26; Spence et al. 1996).




Pool Formation/Loss

Fish may benefit from using abandoned dredge holes (Harvey 1986; Stern 1988; Horizon 2009:4.3-
7) but sediment from dredging can fill in pools downstream from dredges resulting in decreased fish
use (Harvey 1986; Thomas 1985).

Decreased Fish and Amphibian Reproductive Success

Winter scour of suction dredge deposits is prob#idylargest impact on fishes, especially for
fall-spawning salmonids that spawn in the dredgethtgs!

Harvey and Lisle(1999: 616-617) state the following:

I[M]any more preemergent Chinook salmon were lost fnm redds on dredge tailings
compared with redds on natural substrates."

I[W]here natural spawning substrate is in short suply, large proportions of redds
may be located on dredge tailings."

I0ur results show that fisheries managers should considene potential negative
effects of dredge tailings on the spawning success oflfapawning fish, such as
Chinook salmon and coho salmon."

Increased fines sediment in spawning areas due to swtgnglwould also be expected to have
adverse effects on developing fish embryos and alevins (Merz et al. 2006; Spence et al. 2006;
Shumway et al. 1964; Silver et al. 1963; Horizon 2009:4.3-4). Similarly, siltation reduces reproductive
success of amphibians (USFWS 2002; Welsh and Ollivier 1998; Horizon 2009: 4.3-18).

Steelhead eggs and developing alevins are harmed or killedem they are prematurely
aborted from the streambed by suction dredging as early am& 15 in the Siskiyou Wild
Rivers Area (USDA Forest Service 2001; Nawa 20@R:Griffith and Andrews 1981; Horizon
2009: 4.3-5)Eleven steelhead redds were found at five sites on Brigig;h@he Rogue River-
Siskiyou National Forest that were either reaetlged or adjacent to mining camps (Nawa
2002:20).

Harvey and Lisl1998:9) make the following statements about entnanent:

Griffith and Andrews (1981) found that !sac fry dfatchery rainbow trout suffered >80%
mortality following entrainment, compared to 9% mdality of a control group.”
IEntrainment in a dredge also would likely kill lavae of other fishes. Sculpins
(Cottidag, suckers (Catostomidaé and minnows (Cyprinidag all produce small larvae
(commonly 5mm-7mm at hatching) easily damaged by nohanical disturbance.”

IFish eggs, larvae, and fry removed from the streared by entrainment that survived
passage through a dredge would probably suffer highortality form subsequent
predation and unfavorable physicochemical conditia"

Eggs of non-salmonid fishes [e.g., lamprey species] that adhere to rocks in the substrate are unlikely
to survive entrainment. Lampreys have only a 3%-26%Isateivehen passed through a dredge
(Beamish and Youson 1987; Kostow 2002:4&)U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (2008a:3;

2008b:7; 2009:10;) report that many age classes of Pacific Lamprey ammocoetes can be

impacted by mining or dredging activities. As an examp|esuction-dredge mining is

thought to be one of the reasons for the loss ofnfgorey in the upper John Day River basin in

Oregon.

10



Entrainment of amphibian eggs, tadpoles, and recently metamorphosed amphibians would likely
result in harm or mortality (Horizon 2009:43.3-18)batityy eggs of amphibians such as the tailed
frog (Ascaphus tjueould suffer direct mortalities because they breed thaisgmmer when

dredging occurs (Corkran and Thoms 1996:81). Dredging displaces and increases mortality of
foothill yellow-legged frog tadpoles (Kupferberg 20@¥. in Horizon 2009:4.3-19). TH&DA

Forest Service (2001:107) states that ![w]hen substrate is sucked tigtoa dredge, many

aguatic organisms (such as eggs and larva of Pacific giant salamander and tailed frog) can

be entrained, resulting in mortality or injury of somendividuals."

Loss and Restoration of Benthic Insects and Invertebrates

Although dredging may destroy all benthic animals withiroflthe dredge, the areas are re-

colonized about 4-6 weeks after dredging ceases @eain2ll03; Thomas 1985; Mackay 1992,

Horizon 2009: 4.3-14). While locally severe, the polesgial invertebrate food sources for

salmonids is temporary. Ironically, some of the invéetelerecavated by dredging are made more
available as fish are commonly observed feeding below active dredges (Stern 1988; Thomas 1985;
Hassler et al. 1986; Harvey 1986; and summarized in HO€120A.3-5)

Loss of Bivalves (Mussels)

About 50% of mussels buried by 10 cm-17.5 cm of sanditirdse. Mussels are unable to
escape from burial by typical dredge tailings (Krueger eil. 2007; Horizon 2009:4.3-15)

Air quality

Exhaust from suction dredge may cause short term aiopatud confined canyon with little air
movement, but when considered at the state (Californidjripaets were less than significant
(CDFG 1994; CDFG 1997; summarized in Horizon 2009: 4 8u8%idéhs from suction dredge
engines in Clearwater National Forest would have negligible impacts due to remote location in
unpopulated areas and 150 ft spacing between di¢85&s Forest Service 2009b).

Noise

Noise levels with the operation of an 18 horsepower Bry§sration gasoline powered engine
(Table 1) were reported by the Clearwater National fd®&E3A Forest Service 2006) and
reproduced in Horizon 2009: 4.10-1)

Based on the assumption that ambient noise leaajaet wetland is 25 decibels, the Clearwater
National Forest concluded that suction dredging noise rigsult in only slightly-elevated noise
levels above ambient (USDA Forest Service 2006 in HOG& i AM-1).

Distance (Meters) Decibel level
4 85
50 63
100 57
150 53
300 47
Table 1. General noise levels of X8hp engine

Noise from helicopters accessing remote suction dredigg lmdations within Kalmiopsis
WildernessXaily Courie2009) would degrade wilderness experience of hikers, equestrians, and
others who seek solitude in the Wilderness.
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Economics

The number of permits for suction dredging incsesitle the price of gold (Horizon 2009: 4.5-3).

May 2010 gold prices were at record highs ($1,240 péramahed! likely result in increased

numbers of suction dredgers and increased impacts t stoegng 2010 and into the foreseeable

future. Suction dredgers in California#s Klamath River Area spend $45-$59 per day (Horizon 2009;
4.6-2). The New 49ers, a mining club in Happy Camp, California, report average yield of 3.5 grams
to 1.0 ounce of gold per miner week for groupsngug to 22 individuals, some of whom were
inexperienced (Horizon 2009: 4.6-4). Yields for more experienced miners could be higher. Costs to
clean up suction dredge camps and rehabilitate damaged fish habitat are not available but restoration
of fish habitat is expensive because of equipnmstst €tean up and removal of waste in remote

areas can be very expensive when helicoptersd@ed (&g 5).

Placer Mining on Floodplains, Terraces and Uplands

Placer mining for gold commonly occurs on terraces and high floodplains along streams and rivers
(Fig 3). Significant impacts are deforestation of thibs#®f stream shade, and loss of wildlife

habitat. Ponds used for gold processing sometimes @isgdingent into adjacent streams or

breach during high water events resulting in severe sedimentation of downstream habitats and loss
of incubating salmon eggs. Access roads and associatadstusedimentation of adjacent

streams. Some existing examples within the Siskiy®iwdiiklarea are the Defiance Mine on
Josephine Creek (ceased operation ca 2006), [&cacyaBjacent Sucker Creek (ceased operation
September 2009) and the Carlin gold mine opeavatprivate land at the confluence of Caves

Creek and Sucker Creek. The BLM is likely to approve plans of operation for two more placer
mining location on Sucker Creek (USDI 2010).
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Figue 3. The Tracy Placer mine destroyed a nmafireFDmsgland caused turbid water toredteel§ucke
Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest, SeftethielMa2d@rd BLM has announced that Mr. Tracy
plans to deforest a similar placer minitgg $fisdovithis one on BLM lands (USDI 2010). Photo by
Shane Jimerfied, Siskiyou Project.

The proposed Nicore Nickel Mine would strip mined 3.1 darpands in the Rough and Ready

Creek watershed each year for a period of teniyaatsoutes totaling about 14 miles would have

16 crossings over perennial streams. Roads, mining excavations, and wet stream crossings would
increase stream sedimentation harmful to fish and increase pollution of the stream with petroleum
products and nickel. About 14 rare plants would be dg\edfeeted. Visually the area would be
degraded as viewed from Highway 199 due to roads, truck hauling, and stock piles of mine ore. The
wilderness character of South Kalmiopsis Roadless Atddeidegraded due to widened roads

and heavy use by haul trucks. A recent plan of operatem#Rr2010) has been submitted to

BLM to mine undisclosed minerals within the French Flat Area of Environmental Concern south of
Cave Junction, Oregon. This mining operation is likelydmsaly impact rare and endangered

plants on BLM lands.

Roads, Off Highway Vehicle Use, Encampments and Ocpancy

Miners use motorized vehicles to access camps and stgaadsyiunmaintained routes, and

cross country travel. Impacts associated with mining roads and unmaintained routes are increasing.
New roads are being constructed or reconstructed by miners with no notification or oversight by
federal land managers or private land owners. In Septé0thex thiner reconstructed an

abandoned mining road along and across Sucker Creek to excavate a placeganineZ009).

At another location on Sucker Creek at least 2 miles of swadsund in a Riparian Reserves that
appear to have been illegally constructed or reconstluctegthe 1990s (Nawa 2002:25). During
summer 2009, a suction dredger created road ruts and das@Egeglby repeatedly driving an all

13



terrain vehicle from Eight Dollar Mountain Road to the lllinois River in the Eight Dollar Mt.
Botanical Area (Nawa 2002:25 ).

Miners construct dwellings and facilities on SWRA public lands (Nawa 2002:14, 27) and also on
remote private inholding34dily Courier2009). Long term camping, trailers, cabins, out houses,

road construction, and off highway vehicle use causargmalction, soil contamination, chemical

and bacterial pollution, litter, vegetation damaged sfpreart Orford-cedar root disease, loss of

rare plants, increased fire ignitions, decreased wildlife, increased stream bank erosion, and increased
sedimentation (Moyle et al.1996; Harvey and LisleUSB8YS 2002a; Mahrdt et al. 2002; Brodie

2001; Knight and Skagen 1986; Horizon 2009:4Nax&&;2002:27).

Fish and Wildlife

Gold miners and suction dredgers generally campradjzeams in Riparian Reserves where

wildlife use is the highest. Occupancy of these sig¥sedd affects fish and wildlife use in the area

due to noise, soil disturbance and destruction of vegetation. Mining cabins in remote areas are often
used to support fishing and hunting which reduces locétmmiof fish and wildlif®é&ily

Courier2009; Nawa 2002:27). All fishing is generally illéged@remote areas. Declining western

pond turtles are vulnerable to off highway vehicle usméns. Soil compaction degrades turtle

nesting habitat and eggs incubating in shallow nests may be crushed (Brodie 2001; Horizon 2009
4.3-21). Encampments and off-road vehicles may adversely affect raptors and declining neo-tropical
migrants by altering behavior, altering movementsigattestribution, reducing nesting success,

and causing unnecessary expenditure of critigal eeserves (Knight 1986; Horizon 2009:4.3-21).

Sediment, Sanitation, Water Quality

High road density within the Briggs Creek Riparian Reserve (7% mifrsignificant source of
sediment because roads leading to mining camps in Riparian Reserves usually lack water bars and
culverts (Nawa 2002:23). These poorly designeddiead hill slope runoff onto the road surface

which creates gullies. Five stream crossingBaiggg Creek delivered roadbed sediment directly

into the stream and increased the risk of petroleum ccatiamif pristine steelhead spawning

streams (Nawa 2002:24). In September 2009, a miner re-constructed an abandoned mining road
along and through Sucker Creek that caused settiraptdr the stream. Mining roads reduce

shade to streams and increase stream tempergtdirestly destroying riparian vegetation or

retards temperature recovery by preventing trees fromgyoue to motorized vehicle use and
compaction.

Remote cabins used by miners usually lack septic systkmg tarch campsites lack facilities for
adequate treatment of human feces (Nawa002;Pilot 2009 Dean Swickert (BLM, California)

has observed that the mining encampments often posestiazhedsurrounding area due to
unsanitary conditions (Horizon 4.7-7). Water qualityecafifelcted because of inadequate

treatment of human feces, discharge of contaminants into streams, and contamination of ground
water Trailers and motorhomes used by miners are ofte@d@dong streams and the potential

exists for waste water to be discharged ontodhedjor into streams. Horizon (2009: 4.2.1)
speculates that mercury and nitric acid could be spilkegrebessing gold on site and cause
contamination of streams.

Vegetation and Rare Plants

Soil compaction, soil contamination and loss of shade could eliminate or reduce populations of rare
plants, especially along streams (Shevock 1996;Ho@23121). Riparian vegetation including
old growth conifers were cut to reconstruct a mining aoeelsalong Sucker Cre€kdgonlive
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2009). Motorized vehicle use of mining route8wtmical Areas and serpentine areas destroys rare
plants and contributes to the need to federga|hjdig species (Nawa 2009:23).

Port Orford-cedar Root Disease and Invasive Weeds

Motorized use of mining access roads and cross country routes increases the risk of spreading Port-
Orford root disease and unwanted invasive weatl©riRwd-cedar is an important component of
riparian areas in the Siskiyou Wild Rivers area becangédspghade, streambank stability, and

stable instream wood needed for complex habitats useddnyjdsmband other aquatic creatures

(Nawa 1997). The cedar's roots are susceptible to the fatal Port Orford-cedar root disease
(Phytophthora latgf&lensen et al. 2000). Roads and ATV trails used or creaiadrigyare likely

pathways for infestation by the root disease. Infectiongs $ppm dead and dying trees are found

in muddy areas along infested streams and roads. Mud infested with spores attachesas, vehicle t
frames and mining equipment. Vehicles transport #seidfmud to uninfested areas. Port Orford-
cedars along Briggs Creek and Left Fork Sucker Creek are currently uninfected by the fatal disease.
Briggs Creek is at high risk for infestation because obattansities and numerous stream

crossings created by miners for access (Nawa 2002). Wet season road closures of mining roads in
upper Briggs Creek to reduce risk of disease spreaffertviedecause of a vandalized gate at

Forest Road 2512-017. Even when gates are locked, rednetiorized users have accessed the
unnumbered mining routes along Briggs Creek by drivingadstegp embankment from Road

2512-017 and into a mining camp (Nawa 2002). All teihale \zecess to mining claims along

Left Fork Sucker Creek could easily infect thetady@ (Nawa 2002). Mining related activities are

likely to have contributed to Port Orford-cedagatie infestation of the Little Chetco River in the
Kalmiopsis Wilderness.

Vandalism Associated with Mining Access Roads, Minio Sites, and Mining Camps

Mining access roads and camps attract vandalsraadioaists who cause additional resource

damage (i.e. cumulative effects). Vandals create rdotmuies around locked gates and around
boulder blocks which destroys vegetation through coompatindals destroy gates or remove

boulders to gain access to mining roads thableadlbgically sensitive Riparian Reserves and
roadless areas (Nawa 2002; Nawa 2009). A field visit tg WelRaining site south of Cave

Junction with BLM personnel on February 21, 2006 revealed severe degradation of meadow soils,
plants, and hydrology (Nawa 2007). At least an acre of former meadow and riparian vegetation had
been churned into mudded ruts by motorized vefketed). Alliparian vegetation had been

destroyed along a perennial stream for 150 ft. by motafields. The mine site was used for

illegal dumping of solid waste such as televisedmgerators, and household garbage.
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Figue 4. Off road vehicles used mining roads éa Wedd®hrien, Oregon to destroy ripanan vegetati
along a stream. Medford District Bureau chgamehMarRebruary 2006. Photo by Rich Nawa..

Recreation Conflicts

As previously discussed, off-road-vehicle users often use mining routes to vandalize public lands by
destroying vegetation, creating road ruts, and damegangbgds. A few miners reside in remote

cabins on public lands in the SWRA where corfiétiseen miners and off road vehicle users may
occur. For example, a miner residing on a miningradathwest of Cave Junction shot and

seriously injured a man operating a off road mekiacle on a mining claim site (Daily Courier

2009b). Dean Swickert (BLM California) observed thasranegterritorial and intimidate others

including other miners (Horizon 2009: 4.7-7). Forga&am 1994 a miner residing in a cabin

along Josephine Creek near Kirby, Oregon shot and killed another miner residing in a nearby cabin
on federal lands. Mr. Swickert#s observations wer@@eodlby R. Nawa (Siskiyou Project), who

was confronted by miners with firearms while leadindia lpikb on BLM lands adjacent Althouse

Creek near Cave Junction, Oregon. Although illegad| fed@ng claims are sometimes posted

with INo Trespassing" signs or !Keep Out" signs warning others to stay away from the federal

claim areas. Overt violence with firearms, intimidation with firearms, and exclusionary signs
discourages legitimate recreational use on pmiolicdccupied or claimed by miners. Miners

displace hikers, campers, bird watchers, photographers, botanists, and swimmers.

Bernell et al. (2003) analyzed recreational conflitesl tel suction dredging activities conducted in
Oregon. Conflict attributed to the presence and actions of miners was fairly common where mining
and quiet recreation occurred together. Complaints abbahgiredgers from other recreation
users cite issues related to access barriers, intimidasenaesthetics, level of development,
degraded ecological conditions and safety hazards.ifloemfiect recreationist have with suction
dredging is that they find suction dredgers to be annoying and a nuisance (Bernell et al. 2003).
Studies in California also found that suction dredgetiseandssociated campsites may conflict
with other recreation user#s expectations and enjoymgiet settings and natural areas as a result
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of aesthetics, sanitation, noise, garbage and air palutozrns (CDFG 1994; CDFG 1997,
summarized in Horizon 2009: 4.7-7). Nawa (2(8itjg¢hat his recreational hiking experience
with several friends along the Briggs Creek Trail wassuliee gasoline stench and noise of a
suction dredge operating in Briggs Creek.

Mining Trespass on Private Lands

Mr. Dean Swicket (California BLM) !notes that miningdsssand health and safety violations are

the primary issues of concern when BLM staff are sumtoosiettion dredge sites.” (Horizon

2009: 4.7-7) Mr. Swickert further stated that !helis@sved territorial disputes between miners

and landowners citing that miners trespass on private lands.” During June 2009, suction dredge
miners trespassed across private land with tractor trailers loaded with mining equigfnent and 5
wheel trailers to establish a large mining camp on BLM lands along Deer Creek near Selma, Oregon
(Nawa 2009b).

Roadless Areas/Wilderness Areas

Inventoried Roadless Areas and unroaded areas adjakaihtbpsis Wilderness have hundreds

of miles of unmaintained mining routes. For example, the Canyon Creek watershed within the South
Kalmiopsis Roadless Area has an estimated 97 miles ofainethimining routes (USDA Forest

Service 1992:3-10). Use and reconstruction of thiese degrade wilderness qualities. Motorized

use of these unroaded areas creates chronic dw@disnent into pristine steelhead spawning

streams. During summer 1993, a miner bulldozed a rougghthrBort Orford-cedar wetland

along Silver Creek in the North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area (Nawa 2002:25). Similarly, during
summer 2000 a miner constructed or reconstructed roads accessing a claim on Fall Creek, also in the
North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area (Nawa 2002:25). Suction dredge miners use helicopters to access
claims along Silver Creek in the North KalmiopsigIBss Area and to access a mining camp on

private land along the Little Chetco River within the KpadisidVilderness Ardagily Courier

2009; Nawa 2002). In 1997, R. Nawa discovered that miners accessing claims in the North
Kalmiopsis Roadless Area had discarded several 55 gai®thdt were leaking gasoline (Fig 5).

In 1997 and more recently in 2009, miners owningaéepnholding along the Little Chetco River

have pursued motorized access through the Kalsipderness on 11 miles of long abandoned

mining routes. Motorized use on these hiking trails significantly damage wilderness character

of the Kalmiopsis Wilderness and degrade the currequiigl wilderness experience (USDA

Forest Service 1997).
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Figue 5. Suction dredge miners using helicopteatseabdedkingdbarrels of gasoline on et&itege abo
Creek in the North Kalmiopsis Roadless ArE20° AlRjustio by Rich Nawa.

Lode Mining

Tunneling into mountains can produce toxic mintesvisat seriously degrades water quality, kill

fish, and prevent restoration of native vegetation.igkigds Wild Rivers area has numerous

perhaps hundreds of abandoned mine shafts. Abandonetiaftmare safety hazards to people
entering mine shafts or falling into mine shafts that were excavated vertically. Only the Aimeda
Mine is known to discharges toxic and highly acidic acid mine drainage into the RdgusaRiver.

Lee (BLM project leader) says the polluted watdragiged from the Almeda Mine is being

remediated with a federal project costing $250,000 (Daily Courier 2009c). The Benton Mine located
on a private inholding at the confluence of Whisky Creek and Drain Creek north of Galice, Oregon
is the largest underground gold mine in Oregon. Drain, @redgutary to Whisky Creek, has been
heavily impacted with settling ponds and loss of riparian vegetation. No new lode mines have been
excavated on public lands in the SWRA since at least thentPd@se have been known to be in
operation since the 1970s. Due to the remoteness of the W& rAines could be worked by

miners without the knowledge of government regulatoresx&mple, R. Nawa found a mine shatft

near Snailback Creek along the lllinois River that appears to have been worked as recently as the
1980s and hikers discovered a miner illegally working a lode claim on Fall Creek.

Stream Diversions and Hydraulic Mining

Historically, streams in the lllinois Valley were hydraulically mined by capturing water in mid-slope
ditches and running the water through high pressuresiaretede hillsides into sluice boxes to
recover gold. Large scale hydraulic mining caused sdweenttion of streams and destruction
of riparian forests (Agee 2007). Hydraulic mining was banned because the increased turbidity in
streams from mining would violate state water qualitastarmohd increased sediment would
reduce reproductive success of salmonids. In additiens esally lack water rights to implement
stream diversions needed for hydraulic mining. Mining ditches excavated over 100 years ago remain
as visible features on hill slopes in the lllinois Valley and continue to alter local hydrology by
capturing surface flows and releasing concentrated flows on hill slopes. Severe gully erosion and
chronic turbidity regularly impacts coho salmon spainrfsogtch Gulch, a tributary to the upper
East Fork lllinois River (Nawa 2009d ). Other small streams in the lllinois Valley are similarly
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affected. Hydraulic mine tailings of cobbles and boulders persist along Althouse Creek, Sucker
Creek, Briggs Creek, Josephine Creek, East Fork lllinois River, main stem lllinois River, and others.
Mature forests have established on most of these once barren tailings but some tailings continue to
lack forest cover.

Unregulated small scale hydraulic mining continues in the lllinois Valley in remote areas. Nawa
(2002) found one small stream diversion where less thath&t@& from Sucker Creek was
diverted into a 1 inch plastic pipe for 500 ft to service |8B#indehmeter settling pond about 40 ft
above the stream. Sediment laden water from the settlihgppaars to have overflowed into
Sucker Creek. Diverting clean water from a strehnetarning turbid water is harmful to aquatic
animals. Nawa (2002) reports that Siskiyou National Fereise stream surveyors have found
stream diversions that operated during winter months @m Gaek and Canyon Creek in the
lllinois Valley. During the late 1980s, water was ditterdeigh a series of ditches and into a pipe

to hydraulically mine terraces adjacent to Camgehk €ast of Carpenter Gulch in the Josephine
Creek watershed. All vegetation covering about 20 asrdsstroyed. Sediment laden water from
hydraulic mining flowed directly into Canyon Creek for several winters because there were no
holding ponds (USDA 1992:3-10). Similarly, during 1987 a 900 ft long ditch diverted most of the
flow from Bolan Creek to service hydraulic mining dityiles adjacent to Bolan Creek (Nawa
2002). In April 2000, harmful hydraulic mining of bplesl and terraces was discovered by the
Forest Service in Josephine Creek. Due to the remoteness of streams in the SWRA and lack of
effective monitoring, harmful hydraulic mining activities can go undetected for years.

Exploration, Prospecting and Bulk Sampling

Prospecting generally involves excavating shallovitipit&ind tools or deeper trenches with
backhoes. While individual sites generally have negligible impacts because the alsasdiatlrbed
and usually less than 0.1 acre, cumulative impacts are significant because thsitesvanel of

total area impacted continues to increase. The destafictadive plant cover is especially severe in
serpentine areas that have been heavily prospectepst tivéh nearly no reclamation (Fig 6). A
compounding factor is that once serpentine soils ambelistoey are very slow to recover former
plant species and vegetative cover. The visual impaEttistsrbance and trenches degrades the
wilderness character of unroaded areas, especiallythh€aBuoiopsis Roadless Area which is
dominated by serpentine soils.
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Figue 6. Exploratory mining trench excavated ingsefpgptimgh no reclamation and little
vegetative recovery. The abandoned tresiailandrmeargre located in Rogue River-
Siskiyou National Forest southeast of Gatgj@eaiim©®2008. Photo by Rich Nawa.

Gravel Mining

Gravel mining within or adjacent streams may result ireCkapsion, incision, coarsening of
streambed material, and loss of spawning gravels for salmonids (Kondolf 1997). Gravel mining
occurs in the lllinoisValley and lower reaches of the Chetco River and Rogue River where
streambeds are under the jurisdiction of OregoarDegnt of State Lands and Army Corps of
Engineers. Extensive bar scalping in the lower Chetco River has caused the river to widen and
become very shallow. Reduced stream depth impedes upstream migration of fall Chinook salmon.
Riparian vegetation is unable to establish on floodmasse of annual bar scalping. Gravel pits
have been excavated on private agricultural lands al&agthrork lllinois River and main stem
lllinois River near Kerby. During winter floods the pitthe East Fork lllinois River have trapped
adult and juvenile salmonids during downstream migraiapture and removal these stranded

fish resulted in severe turbidity to East Fork lllinois River and the water intake for Cave Junction.
During most years some or all of the stranded midlsndie, since none are moved back to the

river.

Quarries

Quarries are located in upland sites where mined rockfieruseal roads. Quarries have adverse
visual impacts and reduce wildlife habitat duertogment loss of forest cover. A quarry on
Oregon Mountain in the Oregon Mountain Botaniced As suspected of spreading Port Orford-
cedar root disease and has become a staging aresoat wéhicle use in the botanical area.
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Cumulative Impacts

The Forest Service ( 2009a:3) reports that most llladtag $treams were being placer mined in

the 1850s and the mining continued periodically for muoh latér 1800s and early 1900s. Tailing

piles from early hydraulic mining are periodically reworked which prevents full recovery. Fish

habitat restoration is retarded because miners removhatdtati structures placed in the stream

by fisheries biologists. Recovery of streams and associated riparian areas is also prevented because ¢
clear-cutting to allow excavations associated withmplag®y (Fig 3). At least two areas along

Sucker Creek and one on Josephine Creek have been deforested since 1980 to provide for placer
mining operations. New plans of operation thaireetprest clearing are being submitted every

year (USDI 2010).

Most salmonid spawning streams in the lllinois River basin have high concentrations of mining
claims (Fig 7). Each year significant portions of them@stnee suction dredged (Nawa 2002) and

the potential exists for severe cumulative imgiaet the near continuous series of mining claims

along Briggs Creek, Althouse Creek, Sucker Creek, Rough and Ready Creek, and Josephine Creek
(Fig 7). Destabilization of streambeds from suctidge&maining is being added to instability

caused increased sediment from logging. Cumulatishedierpacts are adversely affecting fall
spawning salmon (Frissell 1992).
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Fic 7. Mining claim densiigelation to salmon, steeitieBacific Lamprey spaweairing and migrd

ition

habitat in the lllinois River Basin, Oregon.
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Conclusion

Scientific findings compiled in this report demonstratentiming is harmful, especially in Riparian
Reserves. Destabilization of streambeds is inimical to suction dredge mining. Oregon Department
of Environmental Quality and Department of State Landseetgnts for suction dredging

completely fail to address the harm to salmon sgabed stability demonstrated by Harvey and

Lisle (1999). Seasonal dredging restrictions, turbidity plume limits, and prohibitions on bank
excavation fail to address the root cause of destabilization of spawning beds, a primary reason for
the California ban. Allowing dredging in streams impacted by logging increaseggethitgd

survival. Repeated planer mining pits on terraces and floodplains prevents riparain forest recovery.
Collective mining impacts over space and time retardsryegiostreams to their pre-mining

conditions. Effective monitoring and effective enfonaseafanining prohibitions in Riparian

Reserves is not likely to occur with current staffing ¢tévekgponsible state and federal agencies.
Federal Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectise8 and 9 cannot be met due to mining- related
impacts in Riparian Reserves (USDI/USDA 1994).

My observations and findings reported by numerous other scientists lead me to conclude that the
only long-term solution for protection and recovery of Riparian Reserves is mineral withdrawal.
Mineral withdrawal of the Smith River National Recreatganon the Six Rivers National Forest

and mineral withdrawal of the Steamboat Creek watershedimpgqua National Forest provides
certainty that mining related impacts in Riparian Reserves will decrease over time and allow for
effective restoration efforts. Much of the upper Chetew ®Ratershed and lower lllinois River in

the RRSNF was withdrawn from mineral entry with designation of the Kalmiopsis Wilderness.
Mineral withdrawal is long overdue for remaining SiskiydiRivers# streams threatened by

mining.
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Abstract
Despite adoption of mining standards and guidelines in dréhivest Forest Plan, annual
mining in Riparian Reserves has continued to be a chronse cdistream degradation. The
Siskiyou National Forest has over 1,000 active claims,Haunetis no systematic monitoring of
annual physical impacts caused by mining in riparian reserf?ortions of three streams on the
Siskiyou National Forest were surveyed by walking the cblanrareas where mining activities
have been reported in stream surveys. Besides the commpolyaed excavations within the
active channel, harmful streambank excavations were foutside the active channel. During
summer 2000 and 2001 approximately 125 cubic yards wergardarom streambanks at 10
mining sites scattered along 2 miles of Briggs Creek, a rrépotary to the lllinois River.
Approximately 340 feet of streambank had protective véigetand armoring removed. | also
guantified active channel excavations and documentediatiptiee removal, cutting and
removal of instream wood, non system roads adjacent to anskatreams, trail construction,
accumulations of solid waste, improper storage of petmol@oducts, denuded campsites, and
open pit toilets. Annual monitoring of impacts at specifinarsites would provide objective
measures of compliance, increase accountability by mhg@iminers, and create a base line for
assessing cumulative effects to specific streams. Mingtfadlrawal appears to be the best
option for long-term protection of streams consistent WghAquatic Conservation Strategy.
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INTRODUCTION
Despite adoption of mining Standards and Guidelinethe Northwest Forest Plan (ROD C-34),
annual mining in riparian reserves continues toabeannual cause of stream degradation. The
Siskiyou National Forest (SNF) reports 577 pladaints within streams (USDA 2001:37), but the
SNF has not systematically measured annual physigacts caused by mining in riparian reserves
(for example, volume and area of surface disturbancstream reaches used by spawning coho
salmon). Biological impacts of mining related atredisturbances are difficult to measure and often
require intensive field research (Harvey and L&899). In contrast, local physical impacts to
stream habitat from mining are relatively easy teasure and can be tabulated for cumulative
impact assessment. The purpose of this study waemntify the kinds of mining related physical
impacts, quantify those impacts, and assessghédisance of impacts to aquatic organisms.

STUDY AREA/STUDY SITES

The study area was the lllinois River Basin in 8agist Oregon (Map 1). This basin has the highest
concentration of suction dredge mining operationshe SNF and in Oregon (USDA 2001:37).
Study sites were five stream reaches on four sgearthe Siskiyou National Forestlands (Map 1,
Sites A, B, C, D, and E). Streams and stream reagleee selected based on my knowledge of
mining activities and reports of suction dredgiagrfd in stream surveys. Each stream surveyed has
high densities of mining claims. For example, Bsigéreek has 89 claims and Sucker Creek has 87
claims.

METHODS

| surveyed streams by wading the channel and wagdioir mining activity. Mining excavations
were classified as streambed, streambank or teeezavations (Figure 1). Lengths, widths, and
depths of excavations were measured with a tapstonated in feet. Minimum depth of shallow
excavations was recorded as 1 ft. Year of excavatas usually recorded as 2000 or 2001. Size and
volume of older (pre-1950) mine tailings were aiscorded. Road and trail lengths were paced or
measured from maps. Diameters of severed treeseadj@ mining activities were measured. Areas
of denuded vegetation at mining camps were estindtezzle diameters of suction dredges and
diameters of plastic pipe used to divert streanv ficere measured. Locations of out houses, stream
diversions, structures, accumulations of solid @jagetroleum containers, suction dredges, water
diversions, steelhead redds and aquatic animaks veated on 1:24,000 scale maps and described
as discrete observations. Observations were supptechwith photographs.



Map 1. Study streams and locations of selectedhgnimnpacts described in text.



Figure 1. Generalized cross-section of a small i@istream during summer low flows. The lower
extent of the streambank is identified by a chamgelope from near vertical to horizontal.
Streambanks are steeply sloping or near verticak $treambed is gently sloping to nearly
horizontal. At least one streambank usually extémdsthe wetted perimeter (the lowermost portion
of streambank A-B).



RESULTS

| recorded about 190 observations at the study diteng May-November 2001 (Appendix A) and
compiled mining related observations in Tablesd 2n

Table 1. Mining excavations found in riparian reserof four streams in the Siskiyou National
Forest, Oregon. N=number of occurrences. Yeaegadvationin( ).

Sucker Creek (1.6 mi) N Bank fft yasyds
Terrace (2000-01) B 10
Streambank (2000-01) 7 113 30
Streambed (2000-01) U 156 206

Left Fork Sucker Cr.(1.6 mi)

Streambank (2001) 1 15 2
Streambed (2001) il 3 1

Briggs Cr. (5.1 mi)

Terrace (1998-00) B 50
Streambank (2000-01) 19 355 1p1
Streambed (2000-01) 6 225 866

Soldier Cr. (1.2 mi)
Terrace (1998-00) B 1p
Streambank (2000) 3 55 29

All Streams (9.5 mi)

Terrace (2000-01) D 7R
Streambank (2000-01) 30 538 182
Streambed (2000-01) 14 384  10[73

Totals 53 538 63§ 1078




Figure 2. Number (top) and volume (bottom) of extimns from suction dredging along Sucker
Creek and Briggs Creek during 2000-2001.
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Table 2. Mining impacts and related activities foun riparian reserves along four streams in the
Siskiyou National Forest, Oregon.

Creek Sucker L.F. Briggs | Soldier Total
Sucker
Miles Surveyed 1.6 1.6 5.1 12 9.5
Roads (mi) 0.6 0.4 5.2 op 6/0
Stream Crossings 0 0 5 1 6
Road Density (mi/n) 2.8 0.0 75 1.3 4.8
ATV Trail (mi) 0.0 1.6 0.6 0.0 2.2
Existing Trail (mi) 0.3 1.6 0.5 0.01 26
New Trail Const. Ft 0.4 220 400 0 620
Reconstruct Trail ft 0.4 16p D 0 162
Hydrology Altered 2 1 2 d 5
Stream Diversion 2 0 D D 2
Trees Felled g 0 16 D 24
Fallen Trees Bucked 5 0 3 0 8
Mining Camps 3 1 5 3 12
Outhouses 0 0 D L 7
Solid Waste 5 Y, 1 3 1y
Petroleum Containers 1 3 2 0 6
Volume oil/gasoline (gallons) op 3|5 0.5 Q.0 4.2




Excavations

Streambank excavations were the most common kinghgsical impact found, but streambed
excavations had higher total volumes (Table 1, fég@2-5). Most streambank excavations followed
the streambank contour but in at least four looatibenches up to 12 ft long were excavated
perpendicular to the streambank. Streambank exoavahgth ranged from 3-88 ft and averaged 18
ft. Estimated volumes of streambank excavationgedrrom 0.3-27 ydsand averaged 6.1 ytis

Area of streambed excavations ranged from 3-277 {eg=77yd$). Estimated volumes of
sediment moved in the streambed ranged from 2-83(§alg=27yds). Depth of excavation had to
be estimated at most locations making it the biggmsrce of error. Volume estimates are probably
within 50% of actual.

Due to low water conditions during winter 2000-2@@Eambed and streambank excavations from
summer 2000 were visible during May/June 2001. aberrexcavations persist for many years
because they are not affected by winter floodsstddc mining and logging has caused portions of
streams to scour to bedrock (e.g. Soldier Creegemu@ucker Creek) making it impossible to
conduct streambed excavations with suction dredggesambank excavations dominated in areas
where the streambed was scoured to bedrock.

Tailing piles from alluvial excavations prior to 3® were found along Briggs Creek and Sucker
Creek. Two of these moss-covered tailing piles idiately adjacent to Briggs Creek covered 0.5
and 0.2 acres. Five extensive tailing piles alongk&r Creek totaled an estimated 12,000 cubic
yards of boulders and cobble (Figure 6). Besideselolder (pre 1950) tailings, five smaller pilés o

boulders and cobble were found on upper SuckerkCilest appeared to be from streambed
excavations between 1990 and 1997. These newmgtailes totaled 134 cubic yards (Map 1

Location F, Figure 7).
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Figure 3. During summer 2001, an estimated 7 cylids of soil was excavated from 20 ft of
streambank (bottom photo) and 5 cubic yards pldaedtly into Briggs Creek (top photo).
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Figure 4. During June/July 2001 about two cubicgaf streambank was excavated into Left Fork
Sucker Creek (bottom photo) and about 15 ft obstigank destabilized (top photo).
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Figure 5. Approximately 370 square yards of stremumivas disturbed making it unsuitable or
unsafe for salmon spawning.

Figure 6. Streambed sediment excavated from righk §A) of Briggs Creek was deposited as a
mid-channel bar (B) which now directs flows towantprotected and undercut streambank (A).



13

Figure 7. Estimated 4,400 cubic yards of cobblddmuailings excavated about 40-60 years ago.
Sucker Creek at left remains scoured to bedrock.

Figure 8. An estimated 23 cubic yards of bouldeese removed from the streambed to the
floodplain of Sucker Creek sometime between 199F19
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Road Density
At least 30 percent of the road miles | found arian reserves were not on Galice or lllinois
Valley Ranger District administrative maps or USG5 quadrangle maps. Missing roads on recent
maps suggests that roads have been constructedamstructed since these maps were made and
field investigations are needed to avoid underediilg road densities within riparian reserves
(Figure 8). For analysis purposes, the ripariaerees was assumed to be a 700-ft wide band
containing the stream'’s active channel. Road denséitr each stream'’s riparian reserve ranged from
0.0 for Left Fork Sucker to 7.5 mi/frfor Briggs Creek (Avg=4.8mi/rf).

Motorized Trails

Approximately 1.6 miles of trail along Left Fork &er was widened or reconstructed to
accommodate ATV's (Figure 9). Similarly about O.emof the Briggs Creek Trail was used by
motorbikes to access mining operations.

Stream Diversions

Two stream diversions were found on Sucker Creektimated that the flow diverted through a 1
inch pvc pipe at less than 1 percent of the stieamih upper Sucker Creek. A second stream
diversion diverted a minor portion of the creelkiatwooden trough adjacent to the stream.

Trees Felled/Bucked

Most trees felled were alders less than 12 inclaseater, although one 14-inch diameter Douglas-
fir was felled into Briggs Creek and bucked dursagnmer 2001 (Figure 10). At the same location
on Briggs Creek a fallen 24-inch diameter maple ltasked and removed from the active channel
during 2000-2001 (Figure 11). A 36-inch diametefft2Righ snag on Briggs Creek had its roots
sawn through and its base excavated (Figure 12).t Mdke trees felled and bucked along Sucker
Creek occurred prior to 2000.

Mining Camps
Denuded and compacted soils at 12 mining campgdafingm .05 to .25 acres (Figure 13). The total

compacted area in mining camps was 1.4 acres. Sawbwouses were found at mining camps
(Figure 14). Sheds, tables and tents were oft@mdfat mining camps but were not enumerated.

Solid Waste

Examples of solid waste were collapsed structwaspatteries, tires, tarps, petroleum containers,
plastic buckets, empty food containers, plastie pgnd abandoned mining equipment (Figure 15).
Volumes of solid waste were not recorded.
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Figure 9. Sometime during 1975-1990 about 0.4swfanining road was bulldozed into very steep
slopes above Sucker Creek. Road is not on llliMaibey District administrative maps or USGS
maps.

Figure 10. During summer 2000, a hiking trail aldrgft Fork Sucker Creek was widened by
excavating soil from hillslope to accommodate aidtdin-vehicles (ATVs) used by miners.



16

Figure 11. During summer 2001, a live 14-inch din®ouglas-fir tree was felled into Briggs
Creek and bucked. Streambank below fallen treeswesvated.

Figure 12. During summer 2000 a fallen 24-inchratiter bigleaf maple in the active channel of
Briggs Creek was cut into 2-ft pieces. At the séoation a streambank was excavated.
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Figure 13. During summer 2001, the roots of a dlitmeter snag were severed and soil dug out
from its base.

Figure 14. Year-long mining camp on mining claiong Soldier Creek.



18

Figure 15. Two adjacent out houses located witkirit®f Sucker Creek. One on left appears to
have been constructed summer 2000.

Figure 16. Discarded plastic barrels, motors, t{glastic pipe.
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Petroleum Containers
Petroleum containers ranged in size from 1 gt g@alin plastic jugs. All were at least half-filled
with oil or gasoline. Five of six containers wepedted 4-25 ft from the wetted stream (Figure 16).

Figure 17. Two gallons of gasoline left 4 ft froraft Fork Sucker Creek, July 2001.

DISCUSSION

This study provides quantitative data demonstratiag miners construct roads and trails, destroy
riparian vegetation, severe instream wood, andvatesstreambeds and streambanks in their quest
for gold within riparian reserves. Mining impactaist be evaluated within the context that they
occur (e.g., stream size, stream habitat condibmasspecies present). The magnitude and intensity
of observed mining impacts was significant becaifisee sensitivity of small 15-40 ft wide streams
to disturbances that affect egg incubation andyedelelopment of fishes and amphibians. In
addition, the streams surveyed are much below paltéor producing salmonids due to cumulative
effects from 100-150 years of mining and 50 yeéfsgging.

Mining impacts were similar within and among theams studied. Similarity of impacts may allow
for cautious extrapolation to other streams in$iskiyou National Forest where riparian reserve
mining occurs. Exceptions are large-scale placeing in Josephine Creek and the use of
helicopters to supply mine sites in roadless aaadswvilderness (Silver Creek and Chetco River).

Excavations
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Streambank excavations were the most frequent ingpgerved (Table 1). Streambank
excavations are particularly harmful because nedirtyaterial excavated from streambanks is
directly deposited into the stream channel anceames sediment load. Miners also removed
protective boulders and cobble that once armoredrsbanks (Figure 17). An unknown amount of
additional sediment beyond what was excavated $toeambanks will be added to the stream each
year as denuded streambanks continue to erodeydunier floods (Figure 18). Tailings are often
left as mid-channel bars (Figure 5) that furtheeatiflow towards erodible streambanks (Harvey
and Lisle 1998:11). Trenches dug perpendiculdnd¢streambank will persist for many years and
may have beneficial impacts because they funcsadaves or backwater habitat during high
flows (my speculation about benefits to fish doetsmean that trenches are fish friendly because
overall impacts from streambank excavations arexdwemingly adverse).

Undisturbed streambeds are armored with coarsethatkequires relatively high (bankfull) flows

to activate bedload movement of underlying finareedt (Jackson and Bestcha 1982). Streambed
excavations removes the coarse protective armaridgllows the underlying finer sediments to be
mobilized by modest (less than bankfull) flows (Fig19). In other words mining makes the
streambed more susceptible to streambed erosrbigity, and increased surficial deposition of
fines. Increased sediment, unstable eroding sbra@aks, loss of coarse textured armoring, and mid-
channel bars all combine to destabilize streambeds.

Spawning salmon and steelhead are attracted toyfréisturbed or freshly deposited gravels at
mined sites. Eleven steelhead redds were fourndeasites on Briggs Creek that were either
recently dredged or adjacent to mining camps (Mapchtions B,C). Steelhead eggs and
developing alevins are killed when they are premeitiaborted from the redd by suction dredging
as early as June 15 (Harvey and Lisle 1998). @hkiand coho salmon eggs buried in or near mine
tailings during October-January are scoured outkaled when winter floods reshape the stream
back to pre-mining contours (Harvey and Lisle 1988)reased channel erosion caused by mining
disturbance may also reduce egg-to-fry survivéalfvinter spawning salmon through burial and
increased sedimentation.

The surface area of mining impacts to salmon, lste€l and resident trout is not proportional to the
total stream area present because spawning gsas@hcentrated in the areas being mined. Much
of the streambed of upper Sucker Creek and lowldie8&reek is bedrock. The few depositional
areas on upper Sucker Creek suitable for spawnang intensively dredged during 2000 and 2001.
Similar concentrations of instream mining and steatl spawning occurs in Silver Creek where
67% of the steelhead redds during 1997 and 1998 feand in the mainstem above North Fork
Silver Creek (Map 1 Location G); the same area &hetive mining operations are concentrated.
Stream areas above the North Fork contain thedegsisits of spawning gravel and presumably the
best deposits of gold that make these areas ateastboth miners and spawning steelhead. (USDA
1997, USDA 1998)

Excavations in riparian reserves kill other orgarsivesides salmonids (Harvey and Lisle 1998).
Incubating eggs of amphibians such as the taitagl(kscaphus trug¢iwould suffer direct
mortalities because they breed during the summenwlredging occurs (Corkran and Thoms
1996:81). The Klamath smallscale suckeatastomus rumiculjissculpins, and mollusks may be
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similarly affected. Mining camps, streambank extians, terrace excavations, road
construction, road reconstruction, trail constarctiand trail reconstruction may affect survey and
manage species (USDA/USDI 2000). Pre-1950 tagiles adjacent to Briggs Creek and Sucker
Creek are suitable habitat for survey and managjéssand amphibians.

Post 1994 mining impacts must be considered cuivellax the context of historic mining. Historic
(pre 1950) mining on Briggs Creek and upper SuCkeek removed large amounts of boulders and
cobble from the streambed and left them as tailileg adjacent to the creek. Besides these older
(pre 1950) tailings, 5 smaller piles of boulderd aabble were found on upper Sucker Creek that
appeared to be from streambed excavations betv@$hahd 1997. These newer tailing piles
totaled 134 cubic yards (Map 1 Location F, Figyrelie discovery of five new tailing piles
adjacent to the stream indicates that significamtaval(not merely redistribution) of cobble and
boulders from Sucker Creek has continued to redmsades. Removal of boulders and cobble from
streambeds and creation of excavated pits is irpooecause it increases channel erosion (Kondolf
1994) and contributes to increased exposed bediexosed bedrock increases stream warming,
eliminates interstitial spaces needed for aquasiedts, and eliminates the potential for salmon
spawning. Exposed bedrock in heavily mined straamest likely to recover to a pre-mining
alluviated state because of chronic disturbandartbeeases local channel erosion. In other words,
suitable spawning gravel is likely decreasing imsanined areas because of chronic streambed
disturbance. Measuring streambed substrate aweran heavily mined reaches would determine
the significance of trends.
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Figure 18. During June/July 2001 several 2-3dthuiter boulders were winched from a streambank
to expose fine textured soll, Left Fork Sucker Gree

Figure 19. Nearly all protective armoring has beemoved from this streambank making it
vulnerable to increased erosion from winter flod&étiygs Creek, 5 Sept 2001.
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Figure 20. Streambed excavations removes coarserddxrocks and exposes underlying fine
sediment to bedload transport during winter floeft Fork Sucker Creek, 17 July 2001.

Figure 21. During heavy rainfall, soil from thidt-deep gully on a mining access road goes directly
into Briggs Creek. Gully is actively headcuttindhilion 20 percent grade.
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Figure 22. Mining access road across Briggs Craskdestroyed riparian vegetation. Exposed soll
erodes directly into the stream. Wet stream crossingsases risk of contaminating the stream with
Port Orford Cedar root disease.

Figure 23. The cumulative effect of allowing mintrgliscard unwanted items onto public lands for
decades. Josephine Creek, Siskiyou National Forest.
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Roads and ATV trails

All mining camps were accessed with roads or ARdr High road density within Briggs Creek
riparian reserve (7.5 mi/Riis a significant sediment source. Roads leadingihing camps often
lacked water bars and culverts. Poorly designedsrdaverted hillslope runoff down the road
surface creating gullies (Figure 20). Five streamssings along Briggs Creek delivered roadbed
sediment directly into the stream (Figure 21) anatléased the risk of petroleum contamination of
pristine streams.

Mining roads increases the risk of spreading Poit+@ root disease. Port-Orford cedar is an
important component of riparian reserves becaysevides shade, streambank stability, and stable
instream wood that creates complex habitats usedlbyonids and other aquatic creatures (Nawa
1997). The cedar's roots are susceptible to takRatt-Orford-Cedar root diseasthftophthora
lateralis) (Hansen et al. 2000). Roads and ATV trails atemtial pathways for infestation by the
root disease. Infectious spores from dead and dyg@eg are found in muddy areas along infected
streams. Mud infested with spores attaches to keties and frames. Vehicles transport the
infected mud to uninfected areas. Port-Orford cedkmng Briggs Creek and Left Fork Sucker
Creek are currently uninfected by the fatal diseBgggs Creek is at high risk for infection becaus
of high road densities and numerous stream crassifget season closure of mining roads in upper
Briggs Creek were ineffective during winter 20032®ecause of a vandalized gate at Forest Road
2512-017. Even when the gate is locked, recreditionr wheelers have accessed the unnumbered
mining roads along Briggs Creek by driving downesep embankment from Road 2512-017 and
into a mining camp. ATV use along Left Fork Suckeeek could easily infect that drainage.

Mining roads are increasing at an unknown rate. M&wls are being constructed or reconstructed
by miners with no notification of the Forest. eaample, at least 2 miles of roads were found in
riparian reserves that are not on Forest ServigsmaUSGS quads (Figure 8). Unmapped roads
suggest that these roads may have been constarateebnstructed within the past 1-20 years.
Without Forest Service notification, during sumrh@83, a miner bulldozed a road through a Port
Orford cedar wetland along Silver Creek (Map 1 ltioceH). Similarly, during summer 2000 a
miner constructed or reconstructed road accessifagm on Fall Creek (Map 1 Location I).
Without Forest Service notification, a miner acoesa placer claim during July-August 1999
created road ruts and damaged a spring by repgai@dhg an ATV from Eight Dollar Mountain
Road to the lllinois River in a botanical area (Mapocation J).

In this study | measured and reported road milésinwiiparian reserves but access to mining claims
also includes an extensive road network outsidgafian reserves that contributes sediment to
streams. The Canyon Creek Watershed Analysis Map (@ Location K) has 97 miles of road,
including surfaced, non-surfaced roads and mingks (USDA 1992:3-10). Road density is 2.9
mi/mi. Elimination of mining roads in the Canyon Areauttbdrop road density to below 1

mile/mi®. Mining roads and tracks parallel many of theas in the Canyon Creek watershed.

Mining access roads attract recreational usersoabee additional damage outside of the mining
season through off road use in meadows that destapg plants, including species that are state or
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federally listed. Road widths and surfaces wereeexly variable but all were passable during
the summer with a Toyota 4-wheel drive truck, idahg portions of the Briggs Creek Trail (1132).
The 3 month mining season (Junel5-September 15¢ iltlinois Basin does not affect recreational
use of mining roads. Recreational use of mininglsaa riparian reserves increases the risk of
spreading Port-Orford cedar root disease becaesecasirs during the wet season. Recreational
users go around locked gates or destroy them moagaess to mining roads within riparian reserves
(Map 1 Location N).

Stream Diversions/Hydraulic Mining

| found one small stream diversion where less 8arof the flow from Sucker Creek was diverted
into a 1 inch plastic pipe for 500 ft to servicenaall 8ft diameter settling pond about 40 ft abihee
stream (Mapl Location E). Sediment laden water fitmgrsettling pond appears to have overflowed
into Sucker Creek. Diverting clean water from aatn and returning the water contaminated with
sediment is harmful to aquatic animals.

Forest Service stream surveyors have found mughrlatream diversions that operated during
winter months on Bolan Creek and Canyon Creek.inQuhe late 1980s water was diverted
through a series of ditches and into a pipe toduldarally mine terraces adjacent to Canyon Creek
east of Carpenter Gulch (Map 1 Location K). All g&gion and soil covering about 20 acres was
destroyed. Sediment laden water from hydraulic mgfiowed directly into Canyon Creek for
several winters because there were no holding p/®BA 1992:3-10). Similarly, during 1987 a
900 ft long ditch diverted most of the flow fromIBo Creek to service hydraulic mining of
hillslopes adjacent to Bolan Creek (Map 1 LocatiprAs recent as April 2000, harmful hydraulic
mining of hillslopes and terraces was discoverethbyForest Service in Josephine Creek (Mapl
Location M). Holding ponds on Josephine Creek Hmen known to allegedly accidentally breach
and release up to 1,000 cubic yards of sedimentliet stream (USDA 1992:3-10). Due to the
remoteness of the Siskiyou National Forest strearddack of effective monitoring and reporting,
harmful mining activities in riparian reserves ggnundetected for years.

Trees Felled/Fallen Trees Bucked

Most tree felling and bucking of fallen trees dgr000- 2001 was done in conjunction with
streambank excavations (Figs 10,11). Miners appgm@move streamside trees and cut roots while
excavating streambanks. Removal of streamsidedreeshrubs, and subsequent streambank
excavation makes streambanks vulnerable to act&dezeosion and channel widening. Channel
widening and resulting shifting thalweg destabgidge streambed. Some maples and alders appear
to have been cut for fire wood. Cumulative effeftsee removal would eventually reduce shade
and cause stream temperature increases or retanegs towards cooler, pre-mining conditions.
Similar destruction of riparian vegetation has besgorted from Alaska (Prussian et al. 1999).
During summer 2001, the roots of a 4ft-diametegsmare severed and soil dug out from its base
(Figure 12). This snag is certain to fall premeligrthus reducing available habitat for cavity
nesting birds and bats. Anyone who ventures neasitiag is in danger of being crushed because
most of its support has been cut or undermined.

Mining Camps
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Mining camps were located immediately adjacentreams on high floodplains or terraces. Soil
compaction and vehicle use prevent recovery ofta¢iga. Wood structures, sinks, stoves, plastic
pipe and tarps at mining camps are often abandamétdecome solid waste. Multiple open pit
toilets (outhouses) on Sucker Creek could cause dentamination of the stream (Figure 14).
Human habitation at multiple camps along a stresduges suitability for wildlife. Remote areas
along streams that would otherwise be refugiai$brdnd wildlife are likely to be hunted and fished
due to the presence of miners. For example, | veddishing lures and tackle at remote mining
cabins along the upper reaches of the Little Chigteer where winter steelhead spawn in the
Kalmiopsis Wilderness.

Solid Waste Sites

Cans, plastic containers, tires, tarps, car batteand mining equipment are abandoned to become
unsightly solid waste. Wooden structures eventu@liapse and expose unsuspecting hikers to
harm from rusting nails. Some streamside areami@egunkyards because of concentrations of
rusting metal machinery and abandoned equipmengéxeimple, Josephine Creek and Canyon
Creek, Figure 22). Plastic sheeting and pvc pip#tén left in the stream to deteriorate.

Petroleum Containers

Gasoline or oil containers left unattended incredise risk of a spill or wild fire. Containers left
gravel bars could be swept into the stream durisignamer freshet (Figure 23). During summer
1998, miners abandoned several partially filled laa#ing 55 gallon barrels adjacent to Silver
Creek (Figure 24, Map 1 Location R).

Wild Fire Danger

Unattended or abandoned petroleum containers sesdae danger. The Forest Service allows
miners to operate suction dredges in small stresnt®perate ATV's on narrow hiking trails during
extreme fire danger when logging activities arehfimted. Around noon on 3 September 2001, two
miners were observed operating a suction dredBeggs Creek during extreme fire danger. The
dredge was at the edge of the stream immediatglgext to a Port-Oxford cedar sapling and
recently cut vine maples. The miners had operatedtarbike on 0.5 mile of a narrow hiking trail.
Gasoline fumes were noticeable on the hiking 2@l ft above the creek. An open campfire had
been recently used at the Elkhorn Mine campsite.
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Figure 23. Miners used helicopters to place Sgdlarrels of gasoline in the streambed of Silver
Creek. Siskiyou National Forest. August 1998.

Figure 24. Miners using helicopters abandoned tleegeng barrels of gasoline on a terrace above
Silver Creek. August 1998.
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Conclusion

Observations compiled in this study demonstratetti®aSiskiyou National Forest has many remote
stream reaches where mining is harming ripariagrves. Cumulative mining impacts over space
and time retards recovery of the study streamsgtapning conditions. Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives 3, 5, 8 and 9 cannot be metadaenual, mining- related impacts in riparian
reserves (ROD: B-11). Effective monitoring and etiles enforcement of mining prohibitions in
riparian reserves is not likely to occur with catrstaffing levels of responsible state and federal
agencies and the Forest Service policy to promotgg In the short-term, the findings of this
study can be used to develop more effective prarent mitigation of annual mining activities that
harm streams (for example, reduced streambank &tkaas, road reconstruction, and felling of
riparian trees).

My observations and findings reported by otherd lea to conclude that the only long-term
solution for protection and recovery of ripariasewes is mineral withdrawal. Mineral withdrawal
of the Smith River National Recreation Area onS$inreRivers National Forest and mineral
withdrawal of the Steamboat Creek watershed obJthpqua National Forest provides certainty
that mining related impacts in riparian reservdbdeicrease over time and allow for effective
restoration efforts. Much of the upper Chetco Rwatershed and lower lllinois River in the SNF
was withdrawn from mineral entry with designatidribe Kalmiopsis Wilderness (one miner on the
Chetco River continues to use helicopters for ajc&fineral withdrawal is long overdue for
remaining Siskiyou National Forest streams threstday mining.
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Table 1. Observations of fish, wildlife, habitat, and huraetivities associated with mining in
Riparian Reserves, Siskiyou National Forest, Oregon (ledd&14/03).

# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
1 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-A -- road Wishing Well Claim. Road bulldozed dotercreek. Stream
10Sw scoured to bedrock. POC on banks and floodplain.
2 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-B - trail Trail constructed down to creek onegtgerrace. About 40ft x
10NW 3ft prone to erosion. Steps dug into soil. POC gmes
3 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-B 1-14 terrace Edge of terrace dug out.
10NW excavation
4 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-B 1-15 solid waste 4%pf particle board, wood with nails sticking out
10NW
5 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-C 1-16 solid waste abandoned coleman propans tatdstic jugs, plywood table
10NW
6 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-C 1-17 streambank Edge of floodplain excavated (30x9x2ft)
10NW excavation
7 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-D - terrace Redneck mine. terrace dug out but now vegetated
10NW excavation
8 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-E 1-18 streambank McNuget |. West streambank excavated (20x10ft).
04SE 1-19 excavation
9 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-E 1-20 solid waste abandoned sluice box nearvexed bank
04SE
10 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-E 1-21 campsite 0.1 acre denuded, at least 4 Bitdong creek
04SE
11 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-E 1-22 fecal waste open pit toilet on terrace 50 ft aboneek
04SE 1-23
12 Soldier 16May01 37S09wW | 1-E - road 300 ft of dirt road on terrace
04SE
13 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-F - road Maize of at least 1 mile of dirt road$5&) on steep slopes an
04SE meadows in the vicinity of Soldier Cr. and Briggs C
14 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-F - solid waste aluminum box, carpeting
04SE
15 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-G -- trail 4wd crossing of Soldier Creek
04SE trail #1132
16 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-G - terrace 10x3x8ft pit about 15 ft below trail #1132
04SE excavated
17 Soldier 16May01 37S09W | 1-I -- streambank 5x4x3ft dug out about 100 ft below trail #1132
04SE excavated
18 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-J 2-1 steelhead redd 2001 steelhead redd irchatenel adjacent to mining
04SE camp"McNugget South”
Steve Neuman located 6-14-2000
19 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-J 2-3 steelhead 2001 steelhead redd in tailout of pool adjacemhituing
04SE redd(s) camp"McNugget South”
20 Briggs 24May01 37S09W 1-J 2-5 mining camp AHld8tacre denuded of vegetation adjacent to BriggelC
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
04SE
21 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-J 2-6 Road road excavated down to wetted perimétriggs Cr.
04SE Vegetation destroyed, bare soil subject to erosion.
22 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-K 2-7 Road About 0.5 miles of spur road 152 lodpe/n onto meadows
04SE adjacent to Briggs Creek to access mining clainisdéep ruts
in some areas (not shown in photo)
23 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-L 2-8 road Road 675 accesses mining claim (DTS #1 ORMC 154882)
04SW ) Brushy Bar and crosses Briggs Creek. Gully eroiom this
0.2 mi road surface goes directly into Briggs Creek. Seas:
"Limited Maintenance Not Suitable for Low Clearance
Vehicles"
24 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-L 2-10 Road Erosion from this 1 ft deep gully on Road 675 gdiesctly into
04SW ) Briggs Creek. Gully is actively headcutting uplail 20 percent
1.0 mi grade.
25 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-L 2-11 Road Road crosses Briggs Creek. Riparayetation destroyed.
04SW Exposed soil subject to erosion directly into BEdgreek.
26 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-M 2-14 Road Culverts under motorized trail 1132 have been adt¢o
04SW ) accommodate mining equipment which may increageofis
1.2 mi road failure.
27 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-Q 2-15 Road Road crosses Briggs Creek to acdessgnelaims
03NW
28 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-O0 - Road 300 ft of dirt road down to Mc Nuggetrilow floodplain of
04SE Briggs Creek.
29 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-O0 - mining camp 20x20 ft tarp shelter on floapland about 1/4 acre denuded
04SE for parking.
30 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-O0 - Woody debris About 1/4 cord of alder buckgdfor firewood
04SE
31 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-O0 - yellow legged
04SE frog
32 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-O0 - talus 1/2 acre of talus both sides of Briggeekr suitable for
04SE 1-P DelNorte Salamanders, survey & manage snails
33 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-P -- western toad hiding in talus
04SE
34 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-P -- steelhead trout five juvenile steelhead"{3ibtailout
04SE
35 Red Dog 24May01 37S09W | 1-Q - Port-Orford- uninfected POC on banks of Red Dog Cr.
03NW Cedar
36 Red Dog 24May01 37S09W | 1-R -- excavation Debris slide (est 4449dsto Red Dog Creek from old mine
03NW on east slope
37 Red Dog 24May01 37S09W | 1-R - Road Road related debris slide into Red Doggk (est 44 ydxs
03NW
38 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-Q - spawning grave| 2 small patches of spawgiayel below Red Dog Creek (est|
03NW 166yd$ and 111ydd
39 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-S 2-16 solid waste plastic barrels,motors, taips,

03NW
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
40 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-S 2-17 solid waste abandoned mining equipmerittoaxining pit
03NW
41 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-S 2-18 solid waste abandoned pipe leading togBrigreek
03NW
42 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-S 2-19 steelhead reddg steelhead redds locateuamine tailings
03NW
43 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-S 2-20 trees cut top of alder tree severed
03NW
44 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-V 2-21 steelhead redds 2 mid channel steelreddbrbelow mine tailings of cobble
03NW and boulders
45 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-V 2-23 talus 0.2 A talus suitable for DelNorte Salamanders and sumagAge
03NW steelhead redd | mollusks
46 Briggs 24May01 37S09W | 1-U 2-24 Road debris avalanche into Briggs Creeinfmotorized trail 1132
03NW
47 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-A 3-24 terrace About 0.5 yd3dug out from west streambank above high wa
18NE excavation mark
48 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-A 3-25 terrace About 40yds excavated from east bank at edge of terrace.
07SE excavation
49 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W| 2-B 4-3 petroleum Unoccupied mining camp with half filled milk jug$ ail left
07SE hazard 100 ft from Briggs Cr. Oil jugs appear to have bkgnsince
summer 2000.
50 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-C 4-7 Road Road 637 crosses Briggs Creek. Ggantalble for spawning
18NW salmon
51 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-B 4-4 mining camp Semi-permanent structures at unoccupiaihg camp.
07SE 4-5 Structures left in place since at least summer 2000
52 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W| 2-D 4-8 streambank Estimated 20 ydof streambank excavated during summer
18SwW excavation 2000. Mine tailings have created a 6 cubic yardchmehnel bar
which directs streamflow towards unvegetated balaeated
by miners.
53 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-D 4-14 streambank Estimated 27 ydof streambank excavated as a trench
18SW excavation perpendicular to stream. Probably done during sun2®@0.
54 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-D 4-13 trees cut Alder saplings cut from streanba
18SwW
55 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-D 4-15 steelhead redd Recent (spring 2001) stadlhedd located adjacent to mine
18SW tailings
56 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-D - Port-Orford- Uninfected POC up to 30 inched DBH on streambanks
18SwW Cedar
57 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-D 4-16 solid waste abandoned plastic entangléarge wood on floodplain
18SwW
58 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-E 4-17 streambank About 7 ft of streambank excavated
18SwW excavation
59 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-E 4-18 streambank Estimated 2.5 cubic yds excavated from streambank
18SW excavation
60 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W 2-F 4-19 streambank miastid 4 cubic yds excavated during summer 2000
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
18SW excavation
61 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-F 4-23 large wood fallen 24 inch diameter bigleaf mapleked up on floodplain
18Sw 5-1
62 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-G 4-25 streambank Estimated 3 cubic yds excavated prior to summef200
18SW excavation
63 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-H 5-2 streambank Estimated 4 ydsexcavated into streambank and active chanr]
18Sw excavation summer 2000
64 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-H 5-3 streambank Estimated 28 ft of streambank excavated back abftduring
18SW excavation summer 2000
65 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-H 5-4 streambank Estimated 9ft of streambank excavated back ab&ududring
18Sw excavation summer 2000
66 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-I 5-5 terrace Estimated 9 cubic yards excavated from tributagnetel/spring
18SW excavation
67 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-J - Road Unnumbered dirt road parallels Briggsf@ 0.3 miles below
18Sw Brushy Creek. road is used to access claims wratksbvere
excavated
68 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-K -- Road Estimated 0.6 miles of dirt road aceesn riparian reserve.
18Sw Elkhorn mine and continues uphill in sec. 24. GessSecret
Creek and Briggs Creek. Eroding road surface weutér both
Secret Creek and Briggs Creek. POC present.
69 Briggs 14Jun01 36S08W | 2-L 5-7 steelhead redd | 1" steelhead fry observed next to redd below séZre¢k.
18SW steelhead fry "golden dragon” mining claim 00-18124
70 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-M 5-8 Port-Orford- Standing and fallen Port-Orford-Cedar adjacenQtn'Timer"
24SE Cedar mining claim
71 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-M 5-9 steelhead redds Several steelhead reddw Imeining claims
24SE
72 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-N 5-10 streambank Estimated 9 ydsexcavated about 70ft upstream of Elkhorn
24SE excavation Creek.
73 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-N - Monadinium common snail found among tailings excavated froeshbank
24SE fidelis
74 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-P 5-11 active channel About 110 yd$of suitable spawning habitat excavated, alder
24SE 5-13 excavation tree felled, flow patterns altered by mid chanreel b
heavy equipment use suspected
75 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-P 5-12 streambank About 25 ft of streambank excavated
24SE excavation
76 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-P 5-14 trees cut alder cut from streambank
24SE
77 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-P 5-17 steelhead reddg five steelhead reddseadjax mid channel piles of mining
24SE tailings
78 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-R 5-18 streambed Excavation of about 2 cubic yards still visiblerfreummer
24SW excavation 2000 mining
79 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W 2-R 5-21 streambed dsingmer 2000 about 277 ydsf potentially suitable
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
24SW excavation spawning gravel was excavated imaechannel bar now
unsuitable for spawning.
80 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-R 5-20 streambank during summer 2000 about 5.7 Ydgas excavated from
24SW excavation streambank and tree roots severed
81 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-R 5-23 streambank during summer 2000 about 3.8 Jdgas excavated from
24SW excavation streambank
82 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-R 5-24 Streambed mid channel mine tailings from summer 2000 stiflibie
24SW excavation
83 Briggs 14Jun01 36S09W | 2-R 5-25 solid waste 6 inch flexible pipe
24SW
84 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-A 3-3 solid waste metal cart with cable winctinéh flexible hose.
Sucker 27NW
85 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-A 3-4 Trail ATV parked 1.2 miles up Left Fork Swer Creek, uninfected
Sucker 27TNW POC along trail.
86 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-A 3-5 trail About 70 ft of new trail constructiomas excavated into steep
Sucker 27NW slope during summer 2000
87 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-B 3-9 mining camp occupied camp established gh fibodplain adjacent to creeld
Sucker 27NW
88 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-B 3-12 petroleum 1 quart plastic jug of 30 wt oil lying on groundthin 25 ft of
Sucker 27NW hazard stream
89 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-D 3-10 spawning gravel suitable for coho salmon or steelhead tspatvning
Sucker 27NW gravel
90 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-B 3-11 Port Orford live 36 inch DBH POC with ax embedded
Sucker 27NW Cedar
91 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-C 3-21 Trail during summer 2000 cement was poured on trail fiis@nce
Sucker 28NE reconstr. of about 22 ft
92 Briggs 16May01 37S09E | 1-W - large wood Fallen alder bucked into 6 ftggie at mining camp on north
04SE bank of creek. 30" diameter tree has fallen in&ekrfrom south
bank.
. B _ . plastic tarps,metal tanks, cooler,table, 100x40éa dug out.
93 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-X sqllq waste Lotsa Color Il RMC 37400
04SE mining camp
94 Briggs 16May01 37S09W | 1-Y -- Road 0.3 mile dirt road accesses lotsa ccllmim. Gullies in 25%
04SE grade road.
95 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-D - Juvenile snorkeled nice pool and found 8 rainbow trout(affsp of
Sucker 27NW steelhead steelhead) 4-8 inches but no recently emerged fry.
96 Left Fork 12Jun01 40S06W | 3-E - Trail During summer 2000, hiking trail was widened and relddor
Sucker 27NW Reconstruc 1.0 mile to accommodate ATVs.
97 Briggs 14Jun01 36S06W | 2-S -- Streambank About 40 ft of streambank recently excavated. mggiadjacent
24SW excavation to 6 inch dredge are from this spring, probablyaeated during
past week (7-14 June 01)
98 Left Fork 17Julo1 40S06W | 3-E 6-1 Trail During summer 2000, hiking trail along Left ForkcRar Creek
Sucker 28NW reconstr. was widened by excavating soil from hillslope te@mmodate
ATV's (same as 0bs.96).
99 Left Fork 17Julol 40S06W 3-G 6-2 large wood 8ft of bole was cut from a fallen tree in a sidamhel of Left
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
Sucker 28NW tree cut Fork Sucker Creek
100 Left Fork 17Julo1 40S06W | 3-G 6-3 trail During summer 2000, about 100 ft of new trail wasstructed
Sucker 28NW construct. to accommodate ATV's
101 Left Fork 17JULO1 40S06W | 3-H 6-4 trail During summer 2000, hiking trail 40ffom Left Fork Sucker
Sucker 28NE Cr. was widened here to accommodate ATVS.
102 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-C 6-5 Trail During summer 2000, about 100 ft of trail was wieléto
Sucker 28NE Reconstruc accommodate ATVs. Two bags of cement were usedrien
about 22 ft of trail. (same as obs 91)
103 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-B 6-6 Streambed During June/July 2001 about 0.5 cubic yards exeavabm
Sucker 27TNW 6-7 Excavation stream channel, mostly fine sediment.
104 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F - Steelhead Observed four recently emerged 1 inch long steelifiga No
Sucker 27NW Fry fry were observed on 12Jun01.
105 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-8 Streambank During June/July 2001 about 2.0 cubic yards ofsiteank was
Sucker 27TNW 6-11 Excavation excavated into stream. About 15 ft of streambarsitabelized.
106 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-12 Streambank During June/July 2001 several 3 ft diameter bouldene
Sucker 27NW 6-13 Excavation winched from streambank to expose fine texturéld so
107 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-15 petroleum Two gallons of gasoline left 4 ft from water's edge
Sucker 27NW hazard
108 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-9 petroleum Two gallons of gasoline left 8 ft from water's edge
Sucker 27NW hazard
109 Left Fork 17JuUiol 40S06W | 3-B 6-22 petroleum Two 2-gallon containers of gasoline left 30 ft fretneam.
Sucker 27NW hazard
110 Left Fork 17JuUiol 40S06W | 3-F 6-16 Trail About 50 ft of new trail constructed on streambadjacent to
Sucker 27NW Construct Port Orford Cedar.
111 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-19 POC Uninfected Port Orford Cedar growing from streaniban
Sucker 27NW mining site.
112 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-20 Sediment About 60 percent of pool substisatovered with fine
Sucker 27TNW sediment.
113 Left Fork 17JUL01 40S06W | 3-F 6-18 hydrology Boulders placed across tail out of pool may impepstream
Sucker 27NW altered fish movement.
114 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-1 6-23 fallen trees Four fallen trees within the active channel cutoAbl3 ft cut
ANW cut from one fallen tree.
115 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-I 6-24 fallen tree One fallen tree spanning active channel cut.
4ANW cut
116 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-1 6-25 tree felled Alder tree cut from streambank
ANW
117 Sucker 19JULO1 40S06W | 3-I 6-26 tree cut two alder trees cut from streamiba
ANW
118 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-J 6-27 Streambed An estimated 23 cubic yds of boulders were remdk@u the
ANW Excavation streambed to floodplain. Removal occurred aboud $ears
ago.
119 Sucker 19JUli01 40S06W | 3-J -- Streambed An estimated 33 cubic yds of boulders removed fstreambed
ANW Excavation to floodplain. Removal occurred about 3-10 years ag




38

# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use

120 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-J -- Streambed An estimated 22 cubic yds of boulders removed fstreambed
ANW Excavation to floodplain. Removal occurred about 3-10 years ag

121 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-J 6-28 Streambed An estimated 23 cubic yds of boulders removed fstrmambed
ANW Excavation to floodplain. Removal occurred about 3-10 years ag

122 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-J -- Solid Waste 55 gallon barrel, 20 ft woodaader
ANW

123 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-J -- Streambed An estimated 33 cubic yds of boulders removed fstrmambed
ANW Excavation to floodplain. Removal occurred about 3-10 years ag

124 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-K 6-29 Solid Collapsed building with nails exposed.
ANW Waste 17 ft of stove pipe

125 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-K -- Streambed Estimated 3,333 yd®f cobble/boulder removed from
ANW Excavation streambed >50 years ago.

126 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-K - Streambed Estimated 1,481 ydf cobble/boulder removed from
ANW Excavation streambed >50 years ago.

127 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-K -- Streambed Estimated 888 ydf cobble/boulder removed from streambe
ANW Excavation >50 years ago.

128 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-L - Existing Trail A trail follows Sucker Creakpstream from Forest Road 098
ANW for about 0.3 miles.

129 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-L -- Solid 6 pieces of discarded sheet metal
ANW Waste estimated 200 square ft.

130 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-L 6-32 Dredge 3 inch suction dredge
ANW

131 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-L 6-33 Road Possible old mining road obliteratgdside channel of Sucker
ANW Creek

132 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 6-34 sFrea”_‘ Stream diverted into 4 inch pvc which feeds wootlengh
5NE diversion
32SE

133 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 6-35 hydrology Side channel dammed with 2 ft high 15 ft wide beomerflow
5NE altered flow diverted into 8 inch PVC pipe.
32SE

134 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 6-36 petroleum One quart of 30 wt motor oil left 20 ft from stream
5NE hazard
32SE

135 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 7-6 hydrology Streamflow directed through sluice box.
5NE altered
32SE

136 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 6-E Streambed Suction dredge adjacent to estimated 5¢ plexcavated
5NE 7-7 Excavation streambed.
32SE

137 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 7-2 Streambank An estimated 3 cubic yards of streambank was exedeom
5NE 7-4 Excavation 30 ft of streambank.
32SE

138 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 7-3 Trees Cut At least 5 alder trees removed from stbemks and at least 2
5NE 7-5 others damaged

32SE
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
139 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-M 7-8 Streambank An estimated 2 cubic yards of streambank was exedveom
5NE Excavation 25 ft of streambank.
32SE
140 Sucker 19JUL01 40S06W | 3-N 7-9 Suction Suction dredge in Sucker Creek
5NE Dredge
32SE
141 Sucker 19JUL01 40S09W | 3-L 7-10 Open Pit Two outhouses located within 80 ft of Sucker Creek
ANW 7-11 Toilets
142 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-3A Tree During summer 2001, a live 14 inch diameter Doudilawas
18SwW 8-7A Felled felled into Briggs Creek.
143 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-24A Streambank During summer 2001, about 4 cubic yards of soilenremoved
18sw Excavation from 15 ft of streambank adjacent to felled tree.
144 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-10A Tree Cut During summer 2001, the roots of a 4dtmditer, 20 ft high
18Sw 8-17A snag were severed and soil dug out from its base.
145 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-18A Streambank During summer 2001, an estimated 2 cubic yards were
18sw 8-15A Excavation excavated from 10 ft of streambank and from undags(see
obs. 60 and 143)
146 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-19A Streambank During summer 2001, an estimated 7 cubic yards ofrsmié
18sw 8-20A Excavation excavated from 20 ft of streambank and 5yuaced directly
into Briggs Creek.
147 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-12A Large Wood During summer 2001, a fallen maple tree was furthemith a
18sw Cut chain saw and removed from active channel. (see6dbs.
148 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-4A Streambank During summer 2001, an estimated 0.3*yafssoil was
18SW Excavation excavated from 3 ft of streambank.
149 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-E 8-5A Tree During summer 2001, a 6 inch diameter tree wasuprgoted
18sw Cut from the streambank and discarded in the streamnetha
150 Briggs 27AUGO01 36S08W | 2-J 8-1A Road Unnumbered dirt road spur to roadg@rallels Briggs Cr. for
18SW 0.3 miles below Brushy Creek. No on Amin map budris
USGS quad. Road is used to access claims where baetk
excavated and trees cut (same as obs. 67 but mpleseented
with photograph).
151 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-N 9-24A Mining Metal sign reads:
24SW Claim Federal Mining Claim
Elkhorn #1-#8
Robert & Lisa Barton
ORMC 108238-108245
152 Briggs 3SEPO1 36S09W | 2-T - Motorbike An unlicensed motorbike was observed parked omBtiugs
24SW Fire Hazard Creek Trail during extreme fire danger.
153 Briggs 3SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S -- Suction At 1206PDT two individuals were observed operatrgction
24SW Dredge dredge in Briggs Creek during extreme fire dan@ersoline
fumes were noticeable on the trail 200 ft abovectieek.
154 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-T 9-23A Trail During summer 2000 or spring 2001 about 200 ftaif tvas
24SW 2-S Construct. dug down to mineral soil.
155 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S 9-12A Streambank During summer 2001 an estimated 21%usre excavated from|
24SW 9-13A Excavation 88 ft of streambank. Boulders and cobbles whicrearenored
9-16A the bank were removed. See obs 97 and letters @i&tédne

and 7 Sept to J. Williams.
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
156 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S 9-14A Hydrology Streambed sediment excavated from right bank (A wa
24SW Altered deposited as a mid-channel bar (B) which now dsréotvs
towards unprotected and undercut streambank.
157 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S 9-7A Port Suction dredge lashed to uninfected Port-OrfordaCedpling.
24SW Orford
Cedar
158 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S 9-17A Streambed Approximately 370 ydsof streambed were disturbed making
24SW Excavation them unsuitable or unsafe for salmon spawning. gtimaited
60 yds were displaced into tailing piles.
159 Briggs 5SEPO1 36S09W | 2-S 9-3A Trees At least five 1-2 inch diameter vine maples werefoom
24SW Cut streambanks and piled within 30 ft of the dredge.
160 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-O - Road Unnumbered road in Sec 32 beyond locked gate @Gawiles
33NW 0.3mi down to Sucker Creek. 01mi in riparian reserve
161 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-4 Mining storage shed, picnic table, 0.1 acre denuded aftaggn. W.D.
33NW Camp Bowen #149657
Coldwater 1-4
162 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-6 Outhouse open pit toilet on terrace alBbtitfrom creek
33NW
163 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-7 Outhouse open pit toilet on terrace aBOQtft from creek
33NW
164 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-10 Road 0.1 mile exclusive spur road from camp down to kt@see obs
33NW 0.1mi 160,161). 6 ft high eroding cut slopes.
165 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-10 Terrace Estimated 1 cubic yard excavated from terrace.
33NW Excavation
166 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-11 Terrace 3x4x12ft pit (est. 5 yd} excavated from terrace about 50 ft
33NW Excavation from Sucker Creek.
167 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-13 Terrace 8X7x2ft pit (est. 4 yds) excavated from terrace ased as
33NW Excavation settling pond. Sediment laden water appears to fiawed
over artificial embankment and into stream below.
168 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-P 11-14 Stream About 500 ft of 1" PVC pipe used to divert Suckee€k into
33NW Diversion settling pond.
169 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-Q 11-15 Tailings Estimated 4,400 yds3 of cobldelter tailings 25 ft above
33NW creek. about 40-60 years old. channel is bedrock.
170 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-R 11-17 Mining Estimated 0.1 acre on high floodplain denuded getation.
33NW Camp picnic table, car battery, firewood cut from flodaip, sink,
tables, tarps, 5 gal. bucket,stove
171 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-R - Outhouse Open pit toilet on high floodplalout 200 ft from Sucker
33NW Creek.
172 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-R 11-18 Streambed Unstable tailings (30x10x2) would be attractivespawning
33NW Excavation salmon. There are very few suitable spawning looatfor 1/2
mile.
173 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-R -- Streambed 1 cubic yard excavated and about 8 ft of streambgstlrbed
33NW Excavation and rendered unstable
174 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W 3-S 11-20 Road Exclusiveng road about 0.4 mile not on Forest Service
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
33NW maps. road bulldozed into very steep slopes al®Qiftlabove
Sucker Creek. estimated 10-30 yrs old.
175 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-R - Tailings 100x70x8ft tailings pile adjaceatdamp (obs 170). Tailings
33NW suitable for survey and manage species (DelNotéersader
and rare snails)
176 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Mining About 0.05 acre denuded, 12x8 ft cabin
33NW Camp G&M Discovery Group. Daniel Monson Et al. ORMC 1481
177 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T -- Out Open pit toilet on terrace 250 ft from Sucker Creek
33NW House
178 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T 11-20 Road 350 ft of exclusive mining road asieg mining camp (obs
33NW 176). road not on FS maps
179 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T 11-21 Streambed partially eroded summer 2000 tailings pile
33NW 11-22 Excavation (20X20x2) has altered configuration of tailout ¢ieg 30x40ft
patch of unstable spawning gravel attractive tmeal
180 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T 11-24 Streambed Summer 2001 excavation of pit in streambed (8x§x8ftubic
33NW 11-23 Excavation yds. 15x10 pile of unstable sand and gravel degd4it tailout
of pool. north boundary of claim
181 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T 11-E Streambank 13x4x3 (6yd®) excavated from bank and placed in active
33NW Excavation channel as unstable gravel
182 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambank 10x3x1ft (1 yd) excavated from bank and placed in active
33NW Excavation channel
183 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambank 5x3x1ft (0.5 yd) excavated from bank and placed in active
33NW Excavation channel
184 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambed 30x3x8ft (26 yd) summer 2000. 26 yds of spawning gravel
33NW Excavation disturbed
185 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambank 30x3x5ft (17 yd) excavated from bank and placed in stream,
33NW Excavation creating attractive, but unstable spawning graeéiben
boulders
186 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambed 30x8x5ft (44 yd) of spawning gravel disturbed. summer 200(
33NW Excavation
187 Sucker 9NOVO01 40S06W | 3-T - Streambed 20x5x3ft (11 yd) of spawning gravel disturbed. summer 200(
33NW Excavation
188 Briggs 29NOV01 36S08W | 3-T - Mining 0.3 acres denuded and compacted soil
18SW Camp
189 Briggs 29NOV01 36S08W | 3-T - Road 60 ft steep pitched 4 wheel drive tsaitkm RD 2512 into
18SwW mining camp (obs 188).
190 Briggs 31MAY02 36S09W | 2-S 12-17,18| Streambed Est. 10 yds excavated before mining season
24SW Excavation
191 Briggs 31MAY02 36S09W | 2-S 12-18 Dredge Dredge with 5'nozzle
24SwW
192 Briggs 31MAY02 36S09W | 2-S 12- Dam 2.5'x50' dam constructed before mining seak®ii.9 best
24SwW 19,2022, photo
23
193 Briggs 31MAY02 36S09W 2-S 12-21 gasoline 5ayalind 1 gallon containers left about 13 ft abdweasn
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# Creek Date T.R. Map Roll Activity Description
Observed 1/4Sec Locat | Photo Animal use
24SW containers
194 Briggs 25SEP02 36S08W| 2-U 13-1A streambank Estimated 4 cubic yds excavated.
18Sw excavation verified by forest service personnel
195 Briggs 25SEP02 36S08W| 2-U 13-2A streambank Estimated 1 cubic yd excavated
18sw excavation verified by forest service personnel
196 Briggs 25SEP02 36S08W| 2-U 13-3A dam small berm of cobble about 8 inchigh h
18SwW
197 Brushy 25SEP02 36S08W| 2-U 13- streambank Estimated 4 cubic yds excavated
18sw 4A5A excavation verified by forest service personnel
198 Briggs 25SEP02 36S08W| 2-U 13-6A streambed Estimated 1-3 yds excavated.
18SW excavation
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From: Rich Nawa

To: dfgsuctiondredge @dfg.ca.gov;

Subject: California Suction Dredge Program Subs. Env. Imp. Reprt. (SEIR)
Date: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 10:59:19 AM

Attachments: Nawa_and_Frissell_1993pdf.pdf

attached publication used as reference in may 9 comment letter submitted
by R. Nawa, Siskiyou Project
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CaliforniaDepartmentof Fishand Game
ATTNMark Stopher
SuctionDredgeProgramDraft DSEIRomments
601 LocustSt.

ReddingCA96001

Mr. Stopher,

Pleaseacceptthe following commentsfor the SuctionDredgeProgramDraft DSIERAsa
memberof the CADFGPACCommittee,| wasableto seethat suctiondredge minersare being
regulatedby anagencythat hasno ideawhat SuctionDredgeminingis about. TheDraftregulations
reflectalackof knowledgeby the agencyabout how this businessoperates.

All'l canreadfrom this proposalisthe attempt to put minersout of businesswith arbitrary and
capriciougregulations.

TheDSEIRs totally lackingin the legalrelationshipof your proposedregulationsandthe
Property Rights!that individualshaveunderthe Mining Act of 1866,the Mining Actof 1870,andthe
Mining Actof 1872.Underthe proposedregulationsyou are proposingto eliminate my ability to mine
on my propertieson HorseCreek SiskiyouCountyby changinghe creekto a ClastA waters(no
dredginganytime).Thisis anarbitrary and capriciousattempt to materiallyinterfere with my Federally
protected mineralrights,and constitutesan unconstitutionaltaking of my private property without just
compensationl demandthat you reconsidetthis proposed mineral withdrawal! asit is beyondDFG"s
legalability to implement.

Thefollowingrestrictionsshouldbe eliminatedfrom the proposedregulations:

1602Permitsfor Winchingor Oversizedredge# Thereis no discussiorin the DSEIRsto how
minerswill be treated underthis processWhywasn"tthis discussedt any of the PAC
meetings find this will arbitrarily interfere andrestrictan individual"sability to mine. Winching
isanintegralpart of the processof SuctionDredging.The1994regulationson winchingare
reasonableandshouldbe left asis.

Downsizingo 4! Dredge# A4! dredge is not suitablefor commerciaimineralextraction.This
proposalistotally unreasonable¥he4! dredgesizelimitation is arbitrary and capricious The4!
limitation will makemost propertiescommerciallyunviable.Thesizelimitationsunderthe 1994
regulationshaveworkedand shouldbe left asis.

Changeso Seasorof Operations# The1994regulationshaveuslimited to a smallwindow of
activity to protect the environment.Anymore takingfrom the short seasorthat we haveis
unreasonablenor isit supportedby scientificstudies.

No PersonMay SuctionDredgewithin 3 Feetof the LateralEdgeof the CurrentWater Level#
Thiswill be nothingmorethan a DelFacto taking! of essentiallyeverysmallstream.This
proposedchangearbitrarily interferesandrestrictsthe miningof everysmallstream.The1994
regulationsshouldbe usedinstead of this proposedchange.



ReturningSiteto PreMining Grade# HowdoesDFGproposethat we do this? DFGs worried
that we movethe graveloncebut now youwant usto moveit again® henatural cycleof winter
floodingalreadyerasesall signsof SuctionDredgingrom yearto year,whichmakesthis
proposalanimpossibility.

3/32 Screeron Pumps# It is not practicalto run a screenof this sizewhen SuctionDredging.
DoesDFGrequirescreensf this sizeon Jetboatsusedby tribal and sportsfishermen?Thisis
just selectiveenforcementagainstminerswith no basesin scientificor environmentalneed.
SuctionDredgePermitNumbersMust Be Affixedin 3! HighLetters# Thisisanunreasonable
regulationthat invitesfurther regulationand enforcementabusesasedon subjective
judgmentsby DFGpersonnel Minersare alreadyrequiredto producepermitswhenaskedto
provetheir compliancewith previousregulations.

Timingof Activityto Half Hour After Sunriseio Sunset# TheDFGhasno authority to tell miners
or other userswhat time they canwork or fish or raft or hunt. Thisis an extremeexampleof
how arbitrary and capriciousheseproposedregulationsreallyare. If there arelocal ordinances
that apply,let the countyor city governmentsnforcethem.

Reasonabl€areShallBe Usedto AvoidDredgingSiltand Clay# Aswith all unworkedground
buriedunderthe river, there is no wayto ascertainaheadof time whetherit will contain either
silt or claymaterial. Eventhe DFGs unableto predictwhat typesof materialwill be
encounteredby minerswhen SuctionDredging.Thisregulationis capricioudn that there isno
fixed scaleor rangeagainstwhichto measurethe amountof silt or clayin anyareasothe
determinationis entirely subjectiveand opento interpretation.

Listof AllEquipmentto be Used UnderPermit# Proposedegulationswould require minersto
registerall nozzlesizesconstrictorrings,enginemanufacturerand modelnumbers,etc. for all
equipmentusedunderanypermit. Thiswill placeanincredble burdenon minersaswell ason
the DFGo keeptrackof all this equipment,somethingthat is not required of anyother industry
or of other usersof the NationalForestsuchashunters,fishermen,andrafters. A proposed
regulationof this type mustbe appliedto all usersor it cannot legallybe appliedto anyuser.

In closing,TheDFGhasnot producedanynew scienceor studiesto provethat SuctionDredgings
deleteriousto fish. Theproposedregulationsdo nothingto improvethe viability of the fish population.
Instead,they are designedo put SuctionDredgeminingout of businessandtake private property
without just compensationTheproposedregulationsare basedon subjectiveevaluationghat are
legallyindefensibleandthat will imposeunreasonabldéurdensnot only on minersbut on the DFG,
whichwill be chargedwith enforcingtheseregulationsand defendingthe lawsuitsthat will arisefrom
sucharbitraryregulations.

KenOliver

521 RoxburyDrive
HorseCreek,CA96050
530149613129
senchoo@sisqtel.net
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Please restore our ability to use suction

dredging. When dredging in a small stream we
always cognicent of our impact on the environment.
Gold dredging is a very good hobby, with virtually
impact on the surroundings environment. Restorin
our ability to dredge for gold is such a major part

our success. Today's economy allows some of us, to
augment our income by dredging for gold. Thank you
for your consideration

no
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Dear Mark,

I would like to applaud the Dept of Fish and Game for removing Elk Creek and Indian Creek
other creeks from waters open for suction dredging. | do wonder why Dillon Creek, which ha
closed to mining was "opened up”. | believe this is a tragic mistake.

Dillon Creek is inaccessable except near the Forest Service campground near the confluenc
Klamath River. This campground would be ruined if miners were allowed to operate suction ¢
the crystal clear swimming holes. This campground is famous for these world class swimmini
the isolated quiet of this remote location. The noise, clutter, and occupancy associated with ¢
dredging would dramatically change this family campground into a mining camp. This is simy
acceptable for the residents of western Siskiyou County.

| have concerns about the suction dredge community bringing in aguatic invasive species sut
Quagga/zebra mussels with their dredging equipment. Local mining clubs on the Klamath Ri
people from all over the United States, many of whom reside in areas infected with quagga/z
muscles. Please address this issue when you finalize your suction dredge program on Califc

The following comments are a "canned response” that | have varying amounts of agreement

Suction dredge mining has no place in the 21st century. Historic gold mining has left a legac
waste in our watersheds that has yet to be cleaned up. Present day suction dredge mining,
different from the old ways, carries many of the same dangers, while presenting new problen

This destructive practice threatens water quality across much of the state, especially in rivers
streams that provide essential habitat for fish and wildlife, and drinking water for thousands ¢
people. Therefore, | urge you to adopt the No Action alternative.

Expert hydrologists and fish and wildlife biologists have consistently testified that suction drec
destroys the clear, cold water that many species depend on, including threatened and endan
salmon and steelhead. Furthermore, suction dredging mobilizes toxic mercury, creating a he
not only for fish and wildlife, but for people too.

Suction dredge mining should be forever banned. Unfortunately, the department has taken ¢
advised approach that could allow this destructive practice to continue. At a minimum, any fi
regulations must prohibit suction dredge mining in all waters that harbor sensitive fish or wildl
future recovery areas for these species. All waterways that are listed as impaired for any ree
also be closed to suction dredging.

Suction dredge mining destroys our water quality and harms fish and wildlife. Again, | urge y
adopt the No Action alternative.

Please keep Dillon Creek closed to suction dredging.
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Thanks for getting the dredges out of Elk Creek (my drinking water supply) and Indian Creek
do the right thing for the aquatic creatures that share our water systems. Thanks.

Thank you for considering my concerns.
Dave Payne

box 1093
Happy Camp, CA 96039
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Mark,

This is science, what you folks have collected for this SEIR is conjecture, opinion,
inuendo, falsehoods, and flat out lies! Why do you not use a dredge to collect your
data? The 1994 EIR has proven to be a good document, something that addresses all
concerns and implements mitigation measures that realistic and enforceable! | HAVE
NEVER KILLED A FISH DREDGING FOR GOLD! NO ONE | KNOW HAS EITHER! STAY
WITH THE 1994 REGULATIONS!
Respectfully,
Barbara Pettigrew
Box 771
Gualala, CA 95445 707 882-2645
Mark Stopher
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001 dfgsuctiondredge @dfg.ca.gov
28 April 2011

RE: Comments regarding SEIR and Proposed Regulations for suction dredge
mining in California in Favor of Maintaining Current 1994

Dear Sir:

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the California Department of
Fish & GameOs (DFG) Suction Dredge Permitting Program Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (SEIR) and Proposed Regulations.

I, Claudia Wise, and Joseph Greene are retired U.S. EPA Scientists and invited
members of the CDFG SEIR Public Advisory Committee. During the PAC meetings we
presented two science based PowerPoint presentations to the committee OSelenium
Antagonism to Mercury, Does Methylmercury Cause Significant Harm to Fish or Human
Health?O and OTurbidity and the Effect of ScaleO.

Claudia Wise is a retired Physical Scientist previously employed at the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Corvallis Environmental Research Laboratory,
Corvallis, OR. | have 29 years experience in chemical and biological instrumentation
methods. | spent 8 years with the Western Fish Toxicology Station coauthoring journal
articles dealing with bioaccumulation in Invertebrates and Fish exposed to chemical
toxiciants. | have contributed to many projects and coauthored numerous journal
articles for the Watershed Ecology, Terrestrial, Ecotoxicology and Freshwater Branches
where | researched toxicity in soil and the effects of toxicants on plant growth. At the
time of my retirement, | was with the Watershed Ecology Stable Isotope Research
Facility. | am a recipient of the United States Environmental Protection Agency Bronze

I"H$ 9689 (%&,)



Medal for Commendable Service.

Joseph Greene has over 30 years of national and international professional experience
including consulting, research, and teaching for industry and government regulatory
agencies. Activities included project management, contract administration,
experimental design, preparation of research reports and technical documents,
laboratory supervision, statistical analysis of data, computer simulation, development
and application of biological methods, and performance of algal growth potential and
aquatic and terrestrial toxicity tests.

Consulting experience included assessment of nutrient pollution in freshwater canals
and rivers, assessment of heavy metals toxicity from mining activities and paint
stripping, investigation of toxicity and bioaccumulation in soils at military facilities,
evaluation of water soluble and soil toxicants at Superfund sites, and assessment of
algal toxicity from textile dyes.

Research activities included establishment of an ecotoxicology laboratory,
development of a biological-chemical-physical protocol for measuring potential
toxicity of construction materials, development of internationally standardized test
methods (aquatic algae, aquatic macroinvertebrate, terrestrial plant and terrestrial
invertebrate), chairman of testing committees for ASTM and Standard Methods,
platform chairman of several international symposiums, workshops, and congresses,
and invited speaker to numerous national and international professional scientific
meetings.

Teaching experience included a number of short courses and workshops on
performance of algal growth potential and interpretation of results across the nation, a
workshop on environmental analysis techniques in Europe, a workshop on complex
problems with point and non-point sources of water contamination for the US
Department of the Interior, and an environmental engineering graduate seminar on
toxicity testing for environmental engineering applications.

Government agencies experience included project management, experimental design,
hands-on research, data analysis, and report writing.

Since retirement both of us have participated, as a team, to defend the rights of small
scale suction dredging using science to establish the OLess Than Significant effects of
the practice. Joseph Greene primarily investigated biological effects and Claudia Wise
investigated water quality effects. Post USEPA experience includes a Preliminary
Klamath River Water Quality Survey examining surface water temperatures.

According to the DFG Suction Dredge Permitting Program SEIR NOA (SCH #2005-09-
2070) regarding the Notice of Availability of a DSEIR for Suction Dredge Permitting
Program (SCH#2009112005), OThe Draft SEIR evaluates the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed program and four alternatives:

No Program alternativeE.;
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1994 Regulations alternativeE;

Water Quality alternative (which would include additional program restrictions for
water bodies listed as impaired pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA) section 303(d)
for sediment and mercury); and,

Reduced intensity alternative (which would include greater restrictions on permit
issuance and methods of operation to reduce the intensity of environmental effects).

It should be noted that the directive of the court was to identify any suction dredge
iIssues that were detrimental to fish yet the CADFG paid the contractors to spend an
inordinate amount of time evaluating situations that were never a part of the court
order. If any of these additional findings were to be enforced they could keep small
scale suction dredgers from plying their trade and earning income.

During the court proceedings, which ordered the development of this SEIR, the
attorneys for the CDFG told the court that they had scientific information that small-
scale suction dredging might be harmful to fish. It should be noted that during
discovery by the agents of the miners the CDFG attorneys refused to provide the
scientific evidence they claimed was in their possession. Therefore, under court order,
CDFG is spending a large amount of tax dollars to find scientific data that dredging
harmed fishE.data the State claimed to have in its possession prior to the court
ordering the SEIR study be performed. And yet, the contents of the SEIR illustrate that
the effects of suction dredging on fish, in every instance, is OLess than SignificantO. The
SEIR results also illustrate that the State never possessed any additional scientific
evidence they claimed would prove small-scale suction dredging was detrimental, in
any way, to fish or wildlife beyond the data already analyzed in the 1994 EIR. The
publicOs money could certainly have been used more productively, in a cash strapped
State, than having it used to try and destroy an economic sector of a State already in
financial trouble. The basis for the entire SEIR process was founded upon a lie
presented by the StateOs attorneys.

The conclusions for the effects of suction dredging on fish are as follows and are the
same as those found in the 1994 EIR and support the positions that the miners have
always argued:

"Impact BIO !'FISH1: Direct Effects on Spawning Fish and their Habitat (Less than
Significant)

" Impact BIO !'FISH2: Direct Entrainment, Displacement or Burial of Eggs, Larvae and
Mollusks (Less than Significant)

" Impact BIO 'FISH3: Effects on Early Life Stage Development (Less than Significant)
" Impact BIO !'FISH4: Direct Entrainment of Juvenile or Adult Fish in a Suction Dredge
(Less than Significant)

" Impact BIO !'FISH5: Behavioral Effects on Juvenile or Adults (Less than Significant)
" Impact BIO !'FISHG6: Effects on Movement/Migration (Less than Significant)

" Impact BIO !'FISH7: Effects on the Benthic Community/Prey Base (Less than
Significant)

"Impact BIO !'FISH8: Creation and Alteration of Pools and other Thermal Refugia (Less
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than Significant)

It is generally accepted that most of the pools made by small scale suction dredges last
only until the following winter high water flows arrive. In the meantime they serve the
fish as resting areas and safe locations from predation. The pools may or may not
intersect cold ground water or hyporheic subsurface flows. This fact does not negate or
makes the pools less beneficial to the survival of salmonids. The pools still serve as
resting and protective locations between thermal refugia, that are generally located at
the mouths of confluent streams that could be located some miles away.

We disagree with the Less Than Significant conclusion and would recommend that it be
changed from Less than Significant to Beneficial.

Dredge holes 3 feet or deeper are considered adequate refugia for fish. Excavating
pools could substantially increase their depth and increase cool groundwater inflow.
This could reduce pool temperature (Harvey and Lisle 1998). If pools were excavated
to a depth greater than three feet, salmonid pool habitat could be improved. In
addition, if excavated pools reduce pool temperatures, they could provide important
coldwater habitats for salmonids living in streams with elevated temperatures (SNF,
2001).

" Impact BIO !'FISH9: Destabilization/Removal of Instream Habitat Elements (e.g.,
Coarse Woody Debris, Boulders, Riffles) (Less than Significant);

"Impact BIO !'FISH10: Destabilization of the Stream bank (Less than Significant);
" Impact BIO !'FISH11: Effects on Habitat and Flow Rates Through Dewatering,
Damming or Diversions (Less than Signigicant).

Since harm to fish is no longer the issue, according to the findings in the SEIR, we will
address the issues that were identified as Osignificant and unavoidableO. They are:

Impact WQ !4. Effects of Mercury Resuspension and Discharge from Suction Dredging
(Significant and Unavoidable);

Impact WQ !5. Effects of Resuspension and Discharge of Other Trace Metals from
Suction Dredging (Significant and Unavoidable);

Impact CUM !8. Cumulative Impacts of Resuspension and Discharge of Other Trace
Metals from Suction Dredging (Less than Significant);

If these subject areas were important enough to investigate, and expend public funds,
they should be analyzed in the proper light that peer-reviewed scientific analytical
standards demands. It is stated in the notice of availability that OThe analysis found that
significant environmental effects could occur as a result of the proposed program (and
several of the program alternatives), specifically in the areas of water quality, and
toxicology, noise, and cultural resources. Although CDFG does not have the
jurisdictional authority to mitigate impacts to these resources, they were, nevertheless,
identified as significant and unavoidable.O

In Chapter 4.2, WATER QUALITY AND TOXICOLOGY of the DSEIR the first issue of
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significant and unavoidable impact is Olmpact WQ !4. Effects of Mercury Resuspension
and Discharge from Suction Dredging (Significant and Unavoidable)O.

You have provided no direct dredging evidence to support this! You state, OFew
dredge studies are available regarding how small scale suction dredging specifically
affects mercury. However two important, high quality studies present results indicating
less than significant effects.

A cumulative study using an 8 and 10-inch dredge (actually operating in a flowing
river) commissioned by the USEPA (1999) produced values of dissolved mercury that
were actually greater upstream of the dredge, suggesting that any effect of the dredge
was likely within the range of natural variation. The operator reported observing
deposits of liquid mercury within the sediments he was working. This is the most
relevant piece of published scientific evidence, addressing dredging at intensity
beyond that typically experienced in California, with real world interceptions of
occasional mercury deposits. The draft fails entirely to explain how any other
information undermines the conclusions of this study.

Humphrey (2005) demonstrated that at least 98% of the mercury was retained in the
sluice box of the dredge. The fact remains that most suction dredgers do not find
mercury hotspotOs. Most dredgers report seeing only occasional drops of mercury or
amalgamated goldEif any. The highly infrequent nature of mercury interceptions
confirms the lack of significance.

Humphreys (2005) and Marvin-DiPasquale (2009) made an attempt to quantify effects of
small scale suction dredging on mercury. Their work has added bits of information to

the database of known mercury hotspots. However, their work added very little
information to the known effects that suction dredges may have on mercury in the
OnormalO environment. Later attempts to quantify the effects of dredging on mercury
(Fleck 2011) were unsuccessful even when:

" They skewed the results by intentionally establishing a study directed at the worst
case, most contaminated, location in the State of California; and,

" Attempted, using data from a non-dredge study, to draw statewide conclusions
Ocalculating® the movement of greater quantities of mercury from one 8-inch dredge
than is moved in an entire year by natural flood conditions.

According to Fleck (2011), Olt is important to note that the results presented in this
publication were not developed using a full-scale dredge operation.O As a matter of
fact, other than for the 3 inch dredge portion of the study, no dredge was used!!! The
procedure used does not allow for a scientifically acceptable or environmentally
realistic calculation of results to be scaled-up quantitatively to reflect what would occur
from the outflow of a OrealO dredging operation. Fleck further hedged, OThe results of
the test should be evaluated as valuable information regarding the proof of concept [of
site remediation] rather than a quantitative evaluation of the effects of suction dredging
on water and sediment in the South Yuba River.O (Fleck 2011).

The first significant failure of this project was not returning the funding to the California
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State agencies when it was determined USGS would not be allow the use of small-scale
suction dredges in the river to perform the suction dredge study. Following that

decision the main scope of the project was manipulated to provide pre-conceived
answers to the questions the State agencies were seeking. These actions have the
appearance that the only goal of forcing these data was to provide grounds for the State
agencies to control the waters of California by closing areas or placing strict
requirements in areas used by suction gold dredgers. All of this would be based on
non-peer reviewed grey literature science like the Humphrey (2005) and Fleck (2011)
studies. A legitimate scientifically designed study would have a hypothesis that would
have been formulated to find the best information based on data, from actual small-
scale suction dredge operations. Fleck (2011), makes it clear when he states, Othe
scope of the study was modified to accommodate concerns by the State Water
Resources Control Board and California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central
Valley RegionO. These concerns could have been laid to rest simply by moving the test
site to a more natural segment of the river system rather than staying in the chosen
location of a site known to contain the greatest concentration of mercury in California

Fleck (2011, page 5) stated, OThe revised project scope replaced the planned full-scale
suction-dredge test with study elements 2 and 3, which focused on a more complete
assessment of sediment composition and Hg contamination and speciation as a function
of grain size, as well as current and historical sources of contamination at the SYR-HC
confluence site. The information generated in this study could have been valuable in
determining the potential for Hg transport due to dredge activities through simulation
(emphases added) calculations.O

Fleck (2011) further described his concern for human health stating that, OUltimately,
the importance of the results of this study relate to whether the Hg in the sediment has
a negative effect. Potential for a negative effect is closely related to the transport of
sediment into the water column where it may become a threat to local users or be
transported downstream.O Presenting these concerns does not make them true without
adding a study element regarding the bioavailability of released mercury, in the
presence of naturally occurring selenium, to cause harm. Therefore, we remain without
an answer to the question of what negative effects may be generated from any of the
sources of mercury contamination on exposed organisms.

The Fleck (2011) study does further disservice to legitimate science by presenting
information calculated on data not collected during the study. He stated,
OUnfortunately, the rate at which sediment was moved during the dredge test was not
guantified during this study, therefore this evaluation is based on qualitative

observation only.O Flow rates from a dredge are site specific and cannot be substituted
for industry flow rates that are used to sell dredges. Knowing this Fleck (2011}
concludes OThese estimates are, like the previous analysis, dependent on numerous
assumptions and estimates and thus possess a high degree of uncertainty.O

On the very same project, when a three inch dredge was used, the researchers found

no significant level of mercury flowing out of the sluice box. Results of the three inch
dredge study are listed below:
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" Concentrations of particulate total mercury increased in a similar manner as total
suspended solids, with concentrations during the suction dredging two times the pre-
dredging concentration and three to four times the concentration of the samples
collected the following day.

" Concentrations of filtered total mercury in the South Yuba River during the dredge
test were similar to those in the field blanks (i.e., field control samples).

" Dredging appeared to have no major effect on particulate methylmercury
concentrations in the South Yuba River during the dredge operations.

Results from this three inch dredge study are the closest data presented in this report
that reflect the effects of an honest dredge study. However, these results are of
insufficient quality or sample quantity to allow for a conclusion that particulate total
mercury will float indefinitely down a waterway as FleckOs (2011) conclusion suggests.
In fact, there are peer-reviewed journal articles that provide the necessary data to
show this is not the case.

USEPA commissioned a study on the impact of suction dredging on water quality,
benthic habitat, and biota in the Fortymile River, Resurrection Creek, and Chatanika
River, Alaska (Royer, 1999). The results showed that although total copper increased
approximately 5-fold and zinc approximately 9-fold at the transect immediately
downstream of the dredge, relative to the concentrations measured upstream of the
dredge, both metals concentrations declined to near upstream values by 80 m
downstream of the dredge.

It was suggested the pattern observed for total copper and zinc concentration is similar
to that for turbidity and total filterable solids. The metals were in particulate form, or
associated with other sediment particles. The results yielded a similar effect to what
Fleck (2011) found regarding particulate total mercury in the South Yuba Humbug
creek confluence. However, the Alaskan data provided a totally different outcome then
Fleck leads us to believe resulted from his study that did not use a suction dredge to
develop the data.

The Fortymile River suction dredge study, using 8 inch and 10 inch suction dredges,
measured the distance the metals associated with the sediment particles moved in the
water column before settling back to the bottom of the river. The sediment particles

did not float indefinitely as Fleck leads us to believe. Zinc at 7.10 g/cm3 and copper at
8.92 g/cm3 have significantly lower densities than mercury at 13.55 g/cm3. Zinc and
copper average slightly more than half the weight of mercury. Yet those elements only
floated 80 meters. The only reasonable inference, absent real data to the contrary, is
that Hg, which has almost twice the weight of copper or zinc, would, as gravity dictates;
sink to the river bottom in a shorter or, at least, no greater distance downstream.

What value is there to the public interest when a federal agency, such as USGS, forms
the hypothesis of a worst case scenario regarding small-scale suction dredging based
on a study performed without using a suction dredge? A project where no suction
dredge measurements were taken will never be a substitute for honest factual data. No
one should be allowed to force results from an ill conceived project on the citizens of
California as scientific truth.
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In the California Department of Fish and Game, February 28, 2011 proposed suction
dredge regulations the definition of a suction dredge is as follows:

Suction dredging. For purposes of Section 228 and 228.5, the use of vacuum or suction
dredge equipment (i.e. suction dredging) is defined as the use of a motorized suction
system to vacuum material from the bottom of a river, stream or lake and to return all or
some portion of that material to the same river, stream or lake for the extraction of
minerals. A person is suction dredging as defined when all of the following components
are operating together:

A) A vacuum hose operating through the venturi effect which vacuums sediment from
the river, stream or lake; and,

B) A motorized pump; and,

C) A sluice box.

Below are photographs of the Fleck (2011) mercury hotspot suction dredge and the one
hole from which the sample was collected. This single tub of water is what is being
used in the SEIR to define mercury contamination from all suction dredges working the
waters of California.

And for those unfamiliar with suction dredging the following photograph will reveal

that the dredge floats on the water and is intended to vacuum the overburden from the
river or creek bottom. The vacuumed material, (i.e., clay, sand, rocks,) pass through a
sluice box that captures the heavy materials (i.e., gold, lead, platinum, mercury) while

returning the other materials back to the receiving water.

It states in the SEIR that OThe effects of Hg contamination from historic mining activities
in California are being extensively studied and there is substantial literature regarding
Hg fate and transport. However, there are very few published studies specifically
addressing the effects of suction dredging on Hg fate and transport processes. Since
the time the literature review (Appendix D) was prepared, USGS scientists and Hg
experts provided CDFG with preliminary results of their recent research in the Yuba
River Owhich is specifically focused on assessing the potential discharge of elemental
Hg and Hg enriched suspended sediment from suction dredging activities. This new
information and data from USGS was used in formulating the approach to this
assessment of the Program.O The statement is followed by the following diagram.

The statement highlighted in red is factually false and is grounds for dismissing any
results from this model. We have no criticism of the modeling approach itself as that is
outside of our area of expertise. However, anyone that has worked in science and with
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modelers understands that the quality of the results is predicated upon the quality and
accuracy of the input. There is a term for a model that has used bad or questionable
data. It is Ogarbage in, garbage outO. This comment does not reflect on the individual
providing the model but, only on the quality of information he is provided. If you were
to look at the diagram of the conceptual model it is very clear the element ODischarge
of mercury from suction dredgingO, as defined by the above description from the
USGS, is entirely dishonest. Furthermore, we must point out that there is not a control
sample from the test site itself. Our understanding is that just one hole was flooded and
sucked out using a closed circuit device repeatedly recirculating the water (not a
dredge) and historical chemistry for the Yuba River was used as the control data. Not
scientifically acceptable!

To prove our point we have only to go back to the statement, OUSGS scientists and Hg
experts provided CDFG with preliminary results of their recent research in the Yuba
River which is specifically focused on assessing the potential discharge of elemental Hg
and Hg enriched suspended sediment from suction dredging activities.O This statement
is false. The California State Water Board denied the researchers the right to use an
eight-inch suction dredge in the river as the study had planned to do. Therefore, Dave
McCracken, the mining consultant, was asked to determine where he believed might

be the most contaminated sites for sampling. He did so. A hole was hand dug out on a
gravel bar down to the water table. A closed circuit system was then used to suck the
fluid and streambed material from the hole into a large container. The same water was
circulated from the hole, into the container and back into the hole, over and over again
for about an hour. (A second hole was also hand dug from bedrock outside of the active
river (having been exposed to oxygen for potentially many years) just downstream

from the most contaminated site.

It was these holes and test procedures that resulted in the measured concentration of
the mercury being called dredge discharge. From this description it is clear a real
suction dredge was not used to provide the results in the study and the materials did
not represent the typical river overburden that had been undergoing natural cleaning
from years of flushing winter floods. In fact it is stated that, Odischarge of Hg from
suction dredging was based primarily on field characterization of Hg contaminated
sediments (Fleck et al., 2011). Background watershed mercury loading estimates were
utilized to compare to suction dredge discharge estimates (Alpers, et al., in prep).
There you have it in their words. Study results were based on contaminated sediments
outside the river, or from highly-re-circulated water not representative of ordinary
dredging in the river and Obackground watershed mercury loading estimates were
utilizedO for the control, rather than precise comparative measures in this area known
to have atypically high mercury contamination..

Furthermore, the entire discussion in the draft is written as mercury were a highly toxic,
irreversible toxin that everyone should be deathly afraid of. This view is totally biased
and slanted. It was bad enough to create a model based only on possibility of worst
case factors influencing bioaccumulation, but worse still to not incorporate
bioavailability considerations of Hg toxicity into the models assessment management
evaluation. We do not see any discussion to the vast collection of published peer
reviewed articles that support seleniumOs antagonism to mercury and the resultant
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detoxification. This data should also be included in any discussion or model which is
attempting to fairly represent any toxic effects to fish, wildlife, aquatic organisms and
the environment in general

Examiner Columnist Ron Arnold wrote OWhere does a regulatory agency run by

political appointees find scientists willing to claim their subjective opinion is science?
The FWS gets most of its science from U.S. Geological Survey biologists working in a
closed loop: FWS gets science from USGS, USGS gets funded by FWS - which assures
predetermined outcomes and no dissent. Interesting money trail, so where's Congress
and the media?O We believe the information reflected in the Fleck, et al (2011) report
should be viewed with this same skepticism. The dredge output conclusions calculated
by re-circulating water through a hand dug hole, in the most highly mercury
contaminated area known to the State of California, is the poorest excuse for science we
have observed in our combined 60+ years of scientific research.

Intentionally seeking out and targeting site samples from areas containing known
extreme levels of mercury contamination, rather than applying a scientific approach of
random sampling, and using these data to draw conclusions that affect a whole StateOs
suction dredge industry is unacceptable. Even worse, the study observations were
extrapolated to represent a real stream environment where, it is claimed, mercury
would float indefinitely. While panning gold concentrates miners frequently see gold
floating on the water until the surface tension is broken. But, overburden and
oxygenated water flowing off the end of a sluice box submerges and mixes below the
water surface. This turbulent action breaks the surface tension and the dense materials
settle out in a short distance.

January 2010, EPA reported that Osince suction dredge mining creates turbidity in the
stream it is likely this action increases oxygenation of the waters and therefore,
methylation of inorganic mercury would be less likely to occur in these habitats.O No
guantitative evidence is presented concerning the degree of oxygenation, or whether it
has any appreciable effect on general, downstream levels relevant to methylation
processes. Determinations of significance require more than theorizing as to possible
effects.

As one would expect the results of the USGS study (Fleck 2011) using the 3-inch
dredge showed only a slight increase in particulate total mercury present in the water
column immediately downstream of the suction dredge. Data indicating that an
increase of particulate total mercury does not equate to an increased concentration or
change in speciation to the more toxic form methylmercury.

It is important in dealing with science to occasionally step back and ask yourself OSo
what?0 ItOs necessary as a scientist to not try to push the data and your resulting
conclusion into a pre-conceived notion of what your initial theory was. The push to
smear suction dredging with the presented information raises the question of whether
we are dealing with scientists or activists working for the USGS. Let me quickly show
you what a dredge study should look like.

In the following illustration, from the Fortymile River study in Alaska, you can see the

I"H$Y68=%%'(%8&.)



dredge location in the river. There are two control sampling sites upstream of the
dredge and several transects with multiple sites crossing the entire river. That is a true
example of scientists performing high quality, subject specific research.

In the presentation to the CDFG PAC Claudia shared numerous peer-reviewed journal
articles that prove seleniumOs chemical antagonism to mercury, and other mercury
species such as methylmercury, cause no significant harm to fish or human health.
These published peer reviewed articles leave no doubt that toxicity from mercury
contamination in historic mining basins is (Less than Significant).

There is no doubt that methylmercury may cause harm under the right circumstances.
An example of this occurred in Minimata, Japan where inhabitants were exposed to 27
tons of mercury waste dumped in the bay but, with no corresponding shift in selenium
levels. However, there has been a large body of (peer reviewed) evidence published
that demonstrates that supplemental dietary selenium moderates or counteracts
mercury toxicity. Mercury exposures that might otherwise produce toxic effects are
counteracted by selenium, particularly when the Se:Hg molar ratios approach or
exceed 1.0 Selenium has a high affinity to bind with mercury thereby blocking it from
binding to other substances, such as brain tissue. The bond formed is irreversible. OAll
higher animal life forms require selenium-dependent enzymes to protect their brains
against oxidative damage (Peterson 2009)O. As early as 1967 Parizeik found that high
exposures Se and Hg can each be individually toxic, but evidence supports the
observations that co-occurring Se and Hg antagonistically reduce each otherOs toxic
effects.

In 1978, scientists from Sweden were reporting that Omercury is accompanied by
selenium in all investigated species of mammals, birds, and fish,0 adding that it Oseems
likely that selenium will exert its protective action against mercury toxicity in the

marine environmentO (Beijer 1978). Building onto the list of species known to be
protected by seleniumOs bond with mercury and the toxic effects of methylmercury, a
group of Greenland scientists in 2000, published the results of mercury and selenium
tests performed on the muscles and organs of healthy fish, shellfish, birds, seals,
whales, and polar bears. They found that, Oselenium was present in a substantial
surplus compared to mercury in all animal groups and tissuesO (Dietz 2000)

Not only ocean species but freshwater species are found to also be protected.
Researchers at Laurentian University in Ontario, Canada reported that selenium
deposits, from metal smelters into lake water, greatly decreased the absorption of
mercury by microorganisms, insects, and small fish. Suggesting a strong antagonistic
effect of selenium on mercury assimilation (Yu-Wei 2001). PetersonOs group (2009)
collected 468 fish representing 40 species from 130 sites across 12 western states.
Samples were analyzed for whole body selenium and mercury concentrations. The fish
samples were evaluated relative to a wildlife protective mercury threshold of 0.1 ug
Hg/g wet weight, and the current tissue based methylmercury water quality criteria for
the protection of humans of 0.3 ug Hg/g wet weight and presumed protective against
mercury toxicity where the Se:Hg molar ratios are greater than 1. The study included
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data from samples collected in California which, in all cases, contained proportions of
mercury to selenium that were adequate to protect fish, wildlife and human health.
Results showed 97.5% of the freshwater fish in the survey had sufficient selenium to
protect them and their consumers against mercury toxicity. The California results were
100% protective.

RalstonOs research (2005) supports PetersonOs (2009) findings stating that OMercury
toxicity only occurs in populations exposed to foods containing disproportionate
quantities of mercury relative to selenium.O Also supporting this finding inadvertently,
the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment website has no
evidence of any one in California that has died from mercury poisoning from eating
sports fishE despite mercury warnings they have issued.

OMethylmercury exposure to wildlife, and to humans through fish consumption, has
driven the concern for aquatic mercury toxicity. However, the methylmercury present
in fish tissue might not be as toxic as has been feared. Recent structural analysis
determined that fish tissue methylmercury most closely resembles methylmercury
cysteine (MeHg[Cys]) (or chemically related species) which contains linear two-
coordinate mercury with methyl and cysteine sulfur donors. MeHg[Cys] is far less toxic
to organisms than the methylmercury chloride (MeHgCI) that is commonly used in
mercury toxicity studies.O (Harris 2003).

The best science suggests that the tiny amounts of mercury in fish aren't harmful at all.
A recent twelve-year study conducted in the Seychelles Islands (in the Indian Ocean)
found no negative health effects from dietary exposure to mercury through heavy fish
consumption. On average, people in the Seychelles Islands eat between 12 and 14 fish
meals every week, and the mercury levels measured from the island natives are
approximately ten times higher than those measured in the United States. Yet none of
the studied Seychelles natives suffered any ill effects from mercury in fish, and they
received the significant health benefits of fish consumption

Forty years of research illustrates the conclusion, from hundreds of journal articles, that
demonstrate mercury is not a threat to the environment or human health if the molar
ratio of selenium:mercury meets the defined criteria. In California there are adequate
supplies of selenium to support the criteria. Results of these studies support the fact
that methylmercury is not deleterious to fish and wildlife or aquatic organisms.

We disagree with the Significant and unavoidable conclusion, because of the lack of
factual scientific basis that would support this conclusion. We would recommend that it
be changed from Significant and unavoidable to (Less than Significant) until the full
body of science is

evaluated.

Impact CUM!7. Cumulative Impacts of Mercury Resuspension and Discharge from
Suction Dredging (Significant and Unavoidable)

Cumulative Impacts are no different in this regard as Impact WQ-4. The many factors
associated with bioavailability such as total hardness, dissolved organic carbon, pH,
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alkalinity, sulfate reducing bacteria, anaerobic conditions, etc. need to be present for
methylation and bioaccumulation in the food chain. Even if the conditions for
methylation are met, if selenium to mercury has, at least, a 1:1 molar ratio all the
mercury will bind with selenium creating an irreversible bond cancelling any potential
toxic effects of mercury. Furthermore, since this opinion appears to rely heavily on the
purported OscientificO results provided by the USGS dredge study they are totally
worthless and should not be used for the aforementioned reasons.

We disagree with the Significant and unavoidable conclusion, because of the lack of
factual scientific basis that would support this conclusion. We would recommend that it
be changed from Significant and unavoidable to (Less than Significant) until the full
body of science is

studied.

Sincerely,

Claudia J, Wise

Physical Scientist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [RETIRED]
and

Joseph C, Greene

Research Biologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [RETIRED]
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umbilical cords of inhabitants of the Minamata area. Nature 258, 324 - 325

I"H$968.) %' (%8&.)



051011 _PIC

# $%&
()
'+ &% (,(

- %
( & %

% . . & O

( % &%
%8& &
3% & (
% *

1 . /& (
&
6

7- % . 1&
&%  (( %
(% *:.% ;9
<& .. 0
7- & %
0 * &

- (
&0

%

&0 &%

& (&
A
& &% (0
! " 31",
4 0 >0 &09 &
7 & 6
% &% (( .
0& & %
7&%  (( %
& . %0 0
( (. %
(>1@ ( (
&0 % % &

& % %
1& &

. 50
% (% %

* 9

o
( &

%%& * 1
((% . %

& % 5

&4

% % %
(

&%

& (
( &
66 0 <& =:

0 >%&09 > ( 6

((
"@
% &%

=:.% % 0
00 %

( %

*: . %

% & %
& %
%& * D
& :

& % /& %

& %

9.

%

% ' o (
( %
1&

O’-\

& 0 %é&

(*( %

&0 %
89 66

.% 89 66 O

&—
% %& %%&5

o« .
%

: &
" (& %

%& &0 %
&%
(&
& W& & %
( %&

*




" %& &0 % % . (

0&( % =1 .0 %O 0 & .
. %& . % &%  ( ( % =
1&( " . &% (( & .
0& *B%& % &% & %
( . %& & . & & 0%
( & %*B%& . /& 0 % % * 0 &
% & o % . . * &%  ((
% 0 . %%& & . . & &%
% *
, & (6 & % *



051011_Plata

4 -$.10 I"HSHNE' ("&)+)("&), - [*H+

1/$0  0,&%'.12(3.1(452(6544(678479:(13(10

2340 #)&"(I-./.

50 <)%, =/ H#+"&)&>'<)?7=.?)#@2 (A& BHCCY%6> @& *DH#+?+&/2 (&'E." B.+Yott+>=H#F=.%/?+&/

Attention: Mark Stopher
Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, Ca. 96001

From: Roger Plata
PO Box 44167
Lemon Cove, Ca. 93244

Subiject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments

In response to the Fish and Game’s DSEIR

1. The three foot rule — This is a clear violation of the rights granted to the citizens of the Uni
States under the 1866 and 1872 mining laws. It prevents and hinders your ability to work yo
claim or any other mineral lands in a cost effective manner. There are many small creeks thi
cannot be worked if these proposed rules go into effect. The best remedy is to stay with the
regulations.

2. The Class F dredge season will limit dredging to 3 months. There are a lot of problems w
many rivers and streams being reclassified to this new season. One major problem is that tr
be no water available during this shorter season, which will be replacing the Class H (open t
dredging throughout the year) that | have personally enjoyed on: A. Tributaries of the North
of the Kaweah River, on my mining claims and elsewhere in the same general area. B. Tribt
of the Kern River on my claim and elsewhere in the same general area. C. Tributaries of the
Joaquin River, on my claims and other claims there that | have access to, which lie in Fresnc
Madera counties. D. My claims in Mariposa County on Halls Gulch and Good Gulch and
elsewhere in the same general area.

| can see no reason for this major restriction, from a 12 month season, to a 3 month season.
couldn’t be the trout — these are small tributaries that are bone dry most of the year and | do
believe that there are any yellow legged frogs at this low elevation. The class F restriction sk
be returned to Class H.

3. The proposed 4 inch restriction should not go into effect. The proposed DFG remedy to tf
apply for a special use permit. If the past is any indication of the future, in the past, under th
regulations, the special use permit for 8 inch, or 10 inch (or larger) dredges was canceled so
the new program went into effect. There is no proof that the same will not happen this time
fact, the indications lean heavily in the other direction.

In addition, your claim can be worked much more effectively with the larger dredge and with

1"H$%68.9% (%)



Impact to the surrounding area because of less time being spent there.

4. The proposed onsite inspection needed by the DFG to approve the winching of boulders,
will be costly and near impossible for DFG to accomplish. Many of my claims are remote an
without any means of easy access. | hike, boat, kayak and canoe, for the most part, to get t
claims. If the DFG is not prepared, they will either not make it, or may need to be rescued. -
DFG may decide to come in by helicopter, but this would not only be costly and almost impo
but also dangerous because of cliffs, trees, winds, etc. The wait for the onsite inspection cot
costly and take excessive time, by then the dredging season could be over for the year.

What, if anything, could the DFG do to remedy this, other than return to the 1994 regulations

5. The restrictions by the DFG proposed new regulations of all rivers and streams in Fresno,
Madera and Tulare counties (which affect me personally), as well as possible other counties
state, from Class C (which allowed dredging for approximate 5 months) to Class A (no dredg
because they are above 4000 feet, is without merit and should be returned to the 1994 regu

As far as | can figure, it all has to do with the yellow legged frog. The jury is still out on this
matter, but as | have already addressed it in my verbal comments, it's the DFG that is the pr
cause of the decline, from the planting of trout. There is little if any evidence that dredging h
significant impact to the yellow legged frog’s decline.

6. The DFG has relied heavily on the Horizon Water Agency’s slanted “evidence”. At no tim
have | seen any peer review that will support Horizon Water’s opinions that dredging has any
negative impact to fish and aquatic life, or the environment.

Roger Plata

cc:
Edward Hansen
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Dear Sirs:

| am a descendent of an original '49er and my ancestors had the Good Hope Quartz Mine in
when they were still digging with picks and shovels. | am against increasing regulations on i
mining for gold for two reasons.

First of all, | believe there should be more 'public’ in public lands. Californians have too many
restrictions on access to public areas already. 'Public’' lands are less accessible to us than th
We are already encumbered with restrictions as to times and seasons that we can enjoy the
and pay fees to enjoy them, as though they were a privately owned amusement park or cam
Government restrictions on citizens trying to enjoy public land must be curtailed.

Secondly, corporations are allowed to abuse our lands, waterways and air in spite of the neg
on the public. Industry is allowed to drill for oil, divert streams, pollute the air by overhead spi
fungicide and pesticide and make farmlands unsuitable for plant growth by unrestricted fertili
buildup. Why is it the citizen who is considered the danger with his minimal individual impact
strongly object to this disparate treatment of the public as opposed to the leeway given to co

I hope that you will remember that the heritage of California was built on gold when you cons
'little guy's' access to public land. Thank you for your attention.

Very Truly Yours,

Catherine <Wilson> Poloynis
532 Calistoga Road

Santa Rosa, CA 95409
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May 4, 2011

Mark Stopher

California Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

Subject: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Dear Mr. Stopher:

| write to urge you to revise the proposed dredging regulations to protect CaliforniaOs wild and
rivers from major damage to threatened and endangered fish and wildlife. In particular, | write ti
to help protect the North Fork American River.

Mining is an historic industry in California, both recreational and commercial. In fact, | live in Dt
an old mining town, and | grew up in the area. In the 1950s and 1960s, | knew miners who wor
Bear River and North Fork American River with pans, and made a living. IOm not opposed eitt
recreational or commercial mining, as long as itOs done responsibly.

Suction dredge mining disturbs the river environment and damages wildlife and fish downstrea
creating silt. It also disturbs pollutants like mercury, deposited by earlier mining efforts, putting
those who eat the fish at risk. While it may be appropriate on some California rivers, it should r
permitted on wild and scenic rivers.

I have hiked extensively in the North Fork American River, and surrounding areas. In addition t
destruction to the rivers themselves, I0ve seen what some miners leave behind, the trash and
and human waste. As IOm sure you know, state and federal agencies donOt have the staff to ¢
prevent these abuses of our public lands. You can prevent this.

Please protect CaliforniaOs wild and scenic rivers from suction dredge mining.
Thank you for considering my remarks.
Sincerely,

Susan Prince

33377 Main Street
Dutch Flat, CA 95714
530-389-8344
Mailing address:

P.O. Box 536

Alta, CA 95701
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Susan Prince
sdprince@stanfordalumni.org
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Dear Mr. Mark Stopher,

Hi, my name is Jason Reisner, and | am a resident along the east fork of
the San Gabriel River. | am also an avid hiker, gold prospector and
environmentalist. As a person who deeply appreciates the environment, | would
not advocate something that | believe would disrupt nature. | believe if people
were more informed about dredging, they would come to realize that this hobby
inflicts no more environmental harm than someone who is just going on a hike. In
fact, | have seen that this hobby can be beneficial to the environment by
replenishing the food supply for fish and other aquatic life and creating
spawning grounds where fish can safely hide their eggs from predators.
Prospectors have been unfairly targeted and | believe we should be allowed to go
back to the 1994 regulations.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Jason Reisner

24210 E East Fork Rd Spc 36
Azusa, CA 91702
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Dear Mr. Stopher:

| am writing toopposethe new California dredge rules because they are too severe and woulc
a negative impact on the family and hobby style of recreational prospecting.

Previous studies done in California by California itself do not lead anyone to believe that
recreational dredging and prospecting is detrimental.

The new regulation would be too strict and extreme because it would stop families from goin
their current claims already approved. | believe the drafter of the regulation may not have er
experience about recreational prospecting because the way it is written makes it problematic
waterways of 6 feet or less even though it is listed as an approved location by DFG.

If you are looking to make restrictions on hobby prospecting, then limit the size of the dredge
to 6 inches. For waterways less than 6 feet wide, make the restriction on the maximum dred

4 inches.

California’s history and success with gold prospecting is not something it should turn its back
this time considering the economic consequences for doing so.

Steven Rigga.i

Accredited Advisor of Insurance

2000 Envoy Circle
Louisville, KY 40224.

502-736-7000
Please check out our website: www.nelsoninsurancegroup.com

THIS IS A CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION. The message and information contained in or attached to this communication are privileged and col
for the person named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, please delete it immediately without opening any attactdeethst Pl
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As a taxpayer in California due to my visits there, let me register my oppdsdioew dredge rule
which are too extreme in nature. It is my understanding the people writing the regulation did
properly meet with experts in gold prospecting who could help draft a regulation that took bot

into consideration. Because of this, the regulation is flawed. Please go back to the table anc
the viewpoints expressed by those who want to freedom to prospect as a hobby and recreati

Virginia Riggs
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May 10, 2011

California Department of Fish and Game

601 Locust Street

Redding, CA 96001

Sent via email: dfgsuctiondredge@dfg.ca.gov

RE: Suction Dredge Program Draft SEIR Comments
Dear CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Game

Thank you for acceptindiése comments on behalf of Rogue Riverkeeper. Rogue
Riverkeeper is a program of the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands CeK&\Wild) and is
committed to protecting and restoring water quality and native fish gagndan the
Rogue Basin.

KS Wild is a non-profit organization whose mission is to advoaatéhe forests, waters
and wildlife of the Rogue and Klamath River Basins of southwegjddrand northwest
California. We have more than 1,800 members. KS Wild and our nmembe and enjoy
the Rogue and Khaath Rivers, their tributaries and other coastal watersheds.

These comments supplement but do not replace our comments submittagt en2011
by Craig Tucker on behalf of the Karuk Tribe, et. al.

The approximately 3.3 million-acre Rogue Basin is largely irg@mewith small
portions of the Upper Applegate and Upper East Fork lllinois tributeri€alifornia.

The Rogue River is the largest coastal basin in Oregon and the saxgasd producer of
salmon in the state next to the Columbia. Yet, salmon returnsdleavein decline for
decades.

Due to valuable salmon habitat, an inability to enforce Califoegalations in these
portions of the Rogue Basin, and toxic contamination from a proposed Sup&téywade
ask that CDFG change the Upper lllinois and Upper Applegate Rivé@ass A: No
dredging permitted at any time.”

Upper East Fork lllinois River

Currently, the proposed program classifies all streams withlilNDie County, unless
otherwise noted, as “Class F,” open to dredging July 1-SeptembEni8Gncludes
various streams in the Upper East Fork lllinois watershed, wWiloehnorth into Oregon.

The East Fork of the lllinois River watershed is a 57,77 4fdtidield watershed (HUC
#1710031101) with a portion draining from California north into Oregbe. East Fork
of the lllinois River is a major tributary and contributorthe water quality and

Rogue Riverkeeper comments, CA DFG Suction Dredge DEIR -1-



anadromous and resident fisheries of the main stem oflitteslIRiver.

Within the Rogue River Basin, the lllinois River and ributaries are important
spawning and rearing habitats for both anadromous andmes@lenonids. The lllinois
River constitutes a significant portion of the remnantveatrild fish population/habitat
within the Rogue River Basin. Thus, the lllinois &watershed is believed to be the
stronghold for wild anadromous fish populations in the RogusB&kat portion of

East Fork lllinois River watershed that is within Califorisiaa Tier 1 Key Watershed per
the Northwest Forest Plan (NFP) designatidiier 1 Key watersheds are designated
because they contribute directly to conservation of protectedngectd, threatened, and
sensitive fish species.

Anadromous salmonids present within the watershed arehiabok Oncorhynchus
tshawytschy coho salmon@. kisutch, and winter steelhea®( mykisy These
anadromous species represent important fish populatidhe ESUs (Evolutionarily
Significant Units) of the region. Coho salmon within East Ftirlols River watershed
are part of the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coho ESUhwias federally
listed as threatened on May 6, 1997. Habitat designated by tlem&ldvarine Fisheries
Service as critical to the recovery of Southern Oregon/NortGalifornia coho
encompasses accessible reaches of all rivers (ingludinutaries) between the Mattole
River in California and Elk River in Oregon, inclusive.

Degraded habitat, extended drought conditions, and water withldraantinue as key
factors limiting production of anadromous salmonids within tret Eark lllinois River
watershed. Public lands in the watershed play an importantrtile survival of
salmonids as they provide cool water and large woody matieffigh habitat lower in the
system and provide refugia during summer momthen water temperatures are lethal in
the valley segments.

There are more than 350 miles of perennial and intermittezdrafy in the East Fork
lllinois watershed and more than 16,250 acres of riparian essé$4% of the land area).
Past mining included placer and lode mining for gold, pleti, copper, and chromium. Pit
mines were common and their effects included removabekptling of surface materials
and the loss of vegetative cover. They were, and continue solnees for sediment
delivery tothe streams.

Upper Applegate River

The proposed program classifies the Applegate River and alltabitsaries as “Class
C,” which is open to dredging June 1-September 30.

! East Fork lllinois River Watershed Analysis, USFS and BLMy 20100

Rogue Riverkeeper comments, CA DFG Suction Dredge DEIR -2-



The Upper Applegate was extensively mined in tHea&d 28 centuries and as a result,
legacy toxics remain a problem today. Toxic heavy metals includgamiarand mercury
are often contained in mine talus and could adversely affect fistertehumars.

In March 2011, the U.EEPA proposed to add the abandoned Blue Lexige to the
Superfund National Priorities List because it discharges toxiatpalis to Joe Creek,
which flows into Elliot Creek, then the Applegate River beforehiacthe Applegate
reservoirr While Blue Ledge is in California, access is via Oregonthedontaminated
water flows into the Applegate and Rogue Basin. Copper, cadmium,nog¢als, and
acid mine drainage from past copper and zinc mining operations have cat&imi
sediments and surface water at levels that are toxic to agugdicisms.

May 2, 2011 test results from Apex Labs to Engineering/Remediatisouiree Group,
Inc., which is a contractor for the U.S. Forest Servicda Bedge, shows water
samples in Joe Creek and Elliot Creek (both Upper Applegate trdsitarCalifornia,
and accessible via Oregon) with elevated levels of cadmium, copagnesium and
zinc? Suction dredging in these streams has the dangerous potentiahéo fatease
toxic sediments.

There is a small community at Joe Bar and residents are rigtufuicerned about
contaminants in the surface water and groundwater from the abandonéck&dee
mine.

Furthermore, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is propdsimgintroduce
steelhead, and possibly Coho salmon, to the Upper Applegate above theineEre
DEIR does not analyze the impacts of suction dredging on this fishiatsn effor

Conclusion

It is well known that there is anemic funding for enforcement of@ucdredge
regulations in Oregon. Oregon law enforcement has a difficutt éisit is regulating
suction dredge activities in Oregon. The Upper East Fork IllinoidJgper Applegate
Rivers in California are not accessible for California lafioecement, rather they are
accessible via Oregon. It is not possible for Oregon law enfordeémeegulate miners in
the portions of these streams in California and it is unreatstihink that California law
enforcement would travel the circuitous distance to enforce thgsktiens in the
headwaters of the Rogue Basin.

2 Applegate River Watershed Assessment, USFS June 1995.

% See attachment #1: “EPA Blue Ledge Superfund”

* http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/rogue-siskiyou/projects/mines/index.shtml

® See attachment #2: “Blue Ledge Joe-Elliott surface water ARREXts May 2011.pdf”
® See Medford Mail Tribune, “Hydro plant would restore steelhead sipavareas,” May
5, 2009

Rogue Riverkeeper comments, CA DFG Suction Dredge DEIR -3-



The current proposed dates for dredging in the Applegate and EasliiRoik do not
match the dates for Oregon’s in-water period, demonstrating thiitingo effectively
manage streams across a state line.

Due to the exceptional fishery values of the Upper East Fork lllamadshe dangerous
toxic contamination in the Upper Applegate, coupled with the inabilignforce
California regulations in this portion of the Rogue watershedaskehat CDFG change

the Upper lllinois and Upper Applegate Rivers to “Class A: No dredggngitted at any
time.”

| look forward to your response.
Thank you.

Lesley Adams, Program Director
Rogue Riverkeeper

P.O. Box 102

Ashland, Oregon 97520
Lesley@rogueriverkeeper.org

Rogue Riverkeeper comments, CA DFG Suction Dredge DEIR -4-



OSWER/OSRTI
Washington, DC 20460

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL)

***Proposed Site*** March 2011
BLUE LEDGE MINE | Rogue River — Siskiyou National Forest,
California
Siskiyou County

Site Location:

The site is an abandoned copper, zinc, gold and silver mine locatediyo@iSounty on private land within the Rogue
River - Siskiyou National Forest, approximately 3 miles south of the Oregom@aiborder.

I Site History:

The site operated as a mine from approximately 1904 to 1930. More théesZofmunderground excavations were
developed about 800 vertical feet above Joe Creek. Acid mine drainsl@® @Ascharging from adits flows directly
through 60,000 tons of waste rock. The waste rock is in direct contact with Joe Creek.

Site Contamination/Contaminants:

Hazardous substances from the mine wastes at the sitersoited via Joe Creek to Elliott Creek and possibly furthe
downstream to the Applegate River and ultimately Applegate ReseCopper levels in Joe Creek downstream from th
site are above background and exceed the criterion continuous concen@@rf@r copper in surface water according
to EPA’s National Recommended Water Quality Criteria. Th€ @ational guidance and is an estimate of the highe
concentration of copper in surface water to which an aquatic conyanibe exposed indefinitely without resultingrin a
unacceptable effect.

# Potential Impacts on Surrounding Community/Environm ent:

Fish and amphibian surveys conducted in the area by the U.S. Forest 88FS) document that the water quality of Jot
Creek is severely impacted below the site. Fish survey data confirmed theoefigtein Joe Creek. Elliott Creek, the
Applegate River, and the Applegate Reservoir are consideredtrecedéisheries. Sensitive, threatened and endanger:
species have been identified in the vicinity of the site includingdhiaern goshawk, the Siskiyou Mountains salamande
and the northern spotted owl.

$ Response Activities (to date):

In May 2006, EPA conducted an initial removal action. Removal effottsded stabilizing waste rock to prevent further
erosion into water courses; providing soil cover to reduce the likelihadideot human contact with contaminants from
the waste rock; and creating a system of barriers and drasgsaigens to reduce the localized AMD and heavy met:
impacts on Joe Creek. In 2010, the USFS received $9.738 million in AmBedavestment and Recovery Act (ARRA)
funds plus an additional $1.325 million from the ASARCO Environmental Toustdrk on the site that began during the
summer of 2010. USFS work includes removal of two of the four wadteiles at the site to a constructed repository
and reclamation through erosion control measures, topsoil replacement, and restorative @egetation.

% Need for NPL Listing:

Despite the previous actions undertaken by both EPA and the USFSethane areas of contamination that still need tc
be addressed to ensure there are no further negative environmentalldegmsnan health risks associated with the site
USFS work will not address contaminated sediment in the surfaeedeavn gradient from the site, discharge from mine
adits, nor long-term operation and maintenance. Other federal and state cleanupspaograshviable at this time.

[The description of the site (release) is basethfmrmation available at the time the site was eaédd with the HRS. The description may change
as additional information is gathered on the sograed extent of contamination.]

For more information about the hazardous substancetfidé in this narrative summary, including generéimation regarding the effects of exposure to these
substances on human health, please see the Agerayxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) AQd- ATSDR ToxFAQs can be found on the Internet
athttp://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaq.htrot by telephone at 1-888-42-ATSDR or 1-888-422-8737.
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