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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

To: State Clearinghouse, From: Sonoma County Water Agency 
Responsible and Trustee Agencies,  404 Aviation Blvd. 
Property Owners and Interested Parties Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Russian River Estuary 
Management Project (Estuary Project) 

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Agency) is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
proposed Russian River Estuary Management Project (Estuary Project), in accordance with the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Agency’s Procedures for the 
Implementation of CEQA. The Agency will act as the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA, and will consider all 
comments received in response to this Notice of Preparation (NOP), including comments from responsible and 
trustee agencies, property owners, and interested parties regarding the scope and content of the information to be 
included in the EIR. This NOP describes the proposed project that will be analyzed in the EIR and identifies the 
issue areas that will be studied during the environmental review. Agencies and interested members of the public 
are invited to provide input on the scope of the environmental analysis and alternatives to be evaluated. 

Background 
The Agency was created in 1949 by the California Legislature as a special district to provide flood protection and 
water supply services. The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors acts as the Agency’s Board of Directors. The 
Agency’s powers and duties, as authorized by the California Legislature, include the production and supply of 
surface water and groundwater for beneficial uses, control of flood waters, generation of electricity, providing 
recreational facilities (in connection with the Agency’s facilities), and the treatment and disposal of wastewater.  

The Russian River Estuary is located approximately 60 miles (97 kilometers) northwest of San Francisco Bay, 
near the town of Jenner, Sonoma County, California (Figure 1). The Estuary extends from the mouth of the 
Russian River upstream approximately 6 miles (10 kilometers) to an area between Austin Creek and the 
community of Duncans Mills. The mouth of the Estuary and the Russian River is located at Goat Rock State 
Beach, which is owned by California State Parks. 

The Estuary is open to the ocean tides for much of the year. At certain times, the formation of a barrier beach 
across the mouth of the Russian River cuts off the tidal connection between the ocean and the Russian River 
and creates a lagoon. The Estuary may close at any time of the year, although the closures occur most often 
during the spring, summer, and late fall. Closures result in increasing water levels in the Estuary behind the 
barrier beach and flooding of low-lying properties may occur. Natural breaching of the barrier beach occurs 
when Estuary surface levels exceed the height of the barrier beach and overtop it, creating an outlet channel 
that reconnects the Russian River to the Pacific Ocean. Historically, private citizens breached the barrier 
beach, enabling the river to flow into the ocean, in an effort to avoid flooding. The Sonoma County Public 
Works Department accepted responsibility for breaching in the 1950s, using heavy equipment to breach. In the 
mid-1990s, mechanically breaching the barrier beach became the Agency’s responsibility. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued the Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control 
Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County 
Water Agency, and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in 
the Russian River Watershed (Russian River BO) on September 24, 2008.1 NMFS’ Russian River BO is a 

1	 NMFS’ Russian River BO may be accessed online at www.sonomacountywater.org and may be reviewed at SCWA’s office at 
404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa Rosa, CA. 
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Notice of Preparation 

culmination of more than a decade of consultation between the Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps), and the NMFS regarding the impact of the Agency’s and Corps’ water supply and flood control activities 
on three fish species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act: Central California Coast steelhead, Central 
California Coast coho salmon, and California Coastal Chinook salmon. The California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) issued a consistency determination on November 9, 2009, finding that the Russian River BO was 
consistent with the requirements of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and adopted the measures 
identified in the BO. 

NMFS concluded in the Russian River BO that the continued operations of Coyote Valley Dam and Warm 
Springs Dam by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and SCWA in a manner similar to recent historic practices, 
together with the Agency’s stream channel maintenance activities and estuary management, are likely to 
jeopardize and adversely modify critical habitat for endangered coho salmon and threatened steelhead. 

NMFS’ Russian River BO found that artificially elevated inflows to the Russian River Estuary during the low 
flow season (May through October) and historic artificial breaching practices have significant, adverse effects on 
the Russian River’s estuarine rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, particularly steelhead. The historic method of 
artificial breaching, which is done in response to rising water levels behind the barrier beach2, adversely affects 
the Estuary’s water quality and depths by creating a tidal marine environment with shallow depths and high 
salinity. NMFS’ Russian River BO concludes that the combination of high inflows and breaching practices 
impact rearing habitat because they interfere with natural processes that would otherwise cause a freshwater 
lagoon to form behind the barrier beach. According to NMFS, fresh or brackish water lagoons at the mouths of 
many streams in central and southern California often provide depths and water quality that are highly favorable 
to the survival of rearing salmon and steelhead.3 

The Russian River BO requires the Agency to collaborate with NMFS and CDFG and to modify Estuary 
management in order to reduce marine influence (high salinity and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water 
level in the Estuary (formation of a fresh or brackish water lagoon4) from May 15 to October 15 (referred to 
hereafter as the “lagoon management period”). Conditions in a fresh or brackish water lagoon are thought to 
enhance the quality of rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, particularly steelhead. A program of potential, 
incremental steps are prescribed to accomplish this, including adaptive management of a lagoon outlet channel 
on the barrier beach during the lagoon management period. The Agency would continue the historical practice 
of artificially breaching the barrier beach to prevent flooding outside of the lagoon management period.  

Existing Estuary Management Practices 
The Agency mechanically breaches the barrier beach when the water level in the Estuary is between 4.5 and 
7 feet, as determined by the gauge at the Jenner Visitor’s Center, in accordance with the Russian River Estuary 
Study 1992–1993, which specifies breaching the barrier beach when the Estuary water surface level is between 
4.5 and 7.0 feet to prevent flooding of low-lying properties. Breaching occurred every year between 1996 and 
2009, except 2006. Monthly breaching activities varied year to year; the majority of the breaching events 
occurred in the fall (October and November), spring (April, May and June) and the month of September. The 
lowest number of breaching events occurred in 2004 (1 event) and the highest number (13 attempted events with 
11 successful breachings) occurred in 2009. Mechanical breaching typically consists of the following actions: 

•	 24 hours prior to breaching, the Agency contacts State Parks lifeguards and posts signs and barriers to 
minimize potential hazards to beach visitors. 

•	 A bulldozer or similar equipment is offloaded at the parking lot at Goat Rock State Beach and driven onto 
the beach via an existing access point. 

2 For the purposes of this project, the term barrier beach is used to describe closed sandbar conditions, consistent with NMFS 
terminology.  

3 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance 
conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino County Russian 
River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed. p. 243. September 2008. 

4 A lagoon is formed when a barrier beach restricts tidal exchange in the Estuary. 
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Notice of Preparation 

•	 A “pilot channel” is cut at a depth below the lagoon water level that will allow river flows to carry sand into 
the ocean once the last portion of the barrier beach is removed. The size of the pilot channel varies, 
depending on the height of the barrier beach, the water level of the tide, and the water level in the estuary. A 
typical channel is approximately 100 feet long, 25 feet wide, and 6 feet deep. The amount of sand that is 
moved ranges from less than 100 cubic yards to approximately 1,000 cubic yards. The sand is placed onto the 
beach adjacent to the pilot channel. 

•	 After the pilot channel is dug, the last upstream portion of the barrier beach is removed, allowing river 
water to flow into the ocean. The rapid outflow of river water carries sand into the ocean, which typically 
enlarges the pilot channel to between 50-and 100 feet in width within a day after breaching. 

The channel is monitored and equipment is driven back to the existing access point and loaded for transport. 
Signage and barriers are removed, and the channel is periodically monitored by Agency staff. 

Proposed Russian River Estuary Management Project 
In order to comply with the requirements of the NMFS’ Russian River BO, the Agency will implement 
adaptive management of the Estuary with the dual objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for juvenile 
salmonids, particularly steelhead, and managing estuary water levels to minimize flood hazard. Rearing habitat 
may be enhanced by reducing tidal influence on the Russian River Estuary from May 15 to October 15 to 
increase freshwater habitat available for rearing salmon and steelhead. The Russian River Estuary 
Management Project proposes the following elements: 

Continued Artificial Breaching. The Agency will continue the historical practice of artificially breaching the 
barrier beach outside the lagoon management period (May 15 to October 15), as allowed in the NMFS’ 
Russian River BO and described in the Russian River Estuary Study 1992–1993, to minimize potential 
flooding of low-lying properties along the Russian River. Artificial breaching outside of the lagoon 
management period will be implemented consistent with current practices, as previously described. 

Lagoon Adaptive Management and Lagoon Outlet Channel. To comply with conditions stipulated in the 
NMFS’ Russian River BO, the Agency will pursue an alternative approach for management of estuarine water 
levels in the Estuary during the lagoon management period (May 15 to October 15), and will adaptively manage a 
lagoon outlet channel with the intent of achieving an average daily water surface elevation of at least 7 feet. 
Adaptive management requires active monitoring of biological productivity, water quality, and physical processes 
in the Estuary, and refinement of management actions to achieve desired water levels to support biological 
productivity, while simultaneously providing flood control for properties adjacent to the Estuary. 

To create and maintain a shallow, “perched” lagoon with water levels between 4 and 9 feet, the Agency will 
excavate an outlet channel with a bed elevation low enough to allow outflow from the lagoon to pass over the 
barrier beach, but high enough to minimize the potential for closure caused by ocean waves. The outlet channel 
bed slope would be minimized to reduce the potential for unintentional breaching of the barrier beach. The 
channel would be located within the area that it has been observed to naturally occur, between the jetty and 
approximately 1,500 feet to the northwest (Figure 2). Channel length would vary based upon location, but would 
establish a slope gradient to provide for overflow while minimizing channel erosion. Various channel locations 
may be pursued in an effort to adapt other project variables, such as bed slope, bed elevation and channel width, 
and to take advantage of site features such as areas of reduced wave energy. Physical establishment of the outlet 
channel during the lagoon management period would be similar in terms of equipment and duration as artificial 
breaching. Project implementation would increase the duration of freshwater lagoon conditions during the lagoon 
management period (May 15 to October 15) to increase freshwater habitat available for rearing salmon and 
steelhead. In the event that the outlet channel erodes the barrier beach to re-establish a tidal inlet, the Agency 
would resume adaptive management of the outlet channel’s width, slope, and alignment in consultation with the 
NMFS and CDFG after ocean wave action naturally reforms the barrier beach and closes the river’s mouth.  
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Notice of Preparation 

Issues to Be Addressed in the EIR 
In accordance with CEQA, the Estuary Project EIR will address the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Project. Specific areas of analysis may include: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air 
Quality, Biological/ Fisheries Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise, Public Services, Recreation, 
Energy, and Utilities, Aesthetics, and Recreation. Where feasible, mitigation measures will be proposed to 
avoid or reduce significant impacts. Additionally, potential cumulative impacts of the Estuary Project will be 
addressed in the EIR. Alternatives analysis will review the No Project Alternative and Estuary management 
alternatives identified in NMFS’ Russian River Biological BO, including jetty modification and alternative 
flood mitigation strategies. The EIR analysis will consider input and comments received during the NOP 
review period. Decision-makers, responsible and trustee agencies under CEQA, property owners, and 
interested persons and parties will also have an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR after it is published 
and circulated for public review. 

Public Comment Period for this Notice of Preparation 
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, responses must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later 
than 45 days after receipt of this notice. The public comment period will close at 5:00 p.m. on June 21, 2010. 
Please include a name, address, and telephone number of a contact person in your agency for all future 
correspondence on this subject. Please send comments to:  

Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist 
404 Aviation Boulevard 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
Comments may also be submitted electronically via email, estuaryproject@esassoc.com 

Scoping Meeting 
In order for the public and regulatory agencies to have an opportunity to ask questions and submit comments 
on the scope of the Estuary Project EIR, two scoping meetings will be held during the NOP review period. 
Comment forms will be supplied for those who wish to submit written comments at the scoping meeting and 
verbal comments will be recorded. Written comments may also be submitted anytime during the NOP review 
period, which closes on June 21, 2010. The scoping meetings will be held: 

Wednesday May 19, 2010 Thursday May 20, 2010  
Community Meeting, Summary of 2010 Estuary Activities: 6:30 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
6:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. Sonoma County Permit and Resource 
Open House Scoping Meeting: 7:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. Management Department Meeting Room 
Jenner Community Center, 2550 Ventura Avenue 
10398 Highway 1 Jenner CA 95450 Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Documents or files related to the Russian River Estuary Management Project are available for review online at 
www.sonomacountywater.org, or at the Agency’s office located at 404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa Rosa, 
California, 95403. If you have any questions, or if you wish to update information on our mailing list, please 
contact Jessica Martini-Lamb at (707) 547-1903. 
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1425 N. McDowell Boulevard www.esassoc.com 

Suite 105 

Petaluma, CA 94954 

707.795.0900 phone 

707.795.0902 fax 

memorandum 
date July 12, 2010 

to Sonoma County Water Agency Staff 

from Environmental Science Associates 

subject Scoping Report for the SCWA Russian River Estuary Management Project (Estuary Project) 

This Scoping Report has been prepared to summarize the scoping process completed for the Sonoma County 
Water Agency (SCWA) Russian River Estuary Management Project (Estuary Project) Notice of Preparation for 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  It provides an overview of the scoping process completed in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well as a summary of comments received during the 
scoping process.   

1.0 CEQA Scoping Process 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared by SCWA in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 to 
provide responsible and trustee agencies and the Office of Planning and Research with sufficient information 
describing the project and the potential environmental effects to enable agencies to make a meaningful response. 
The NOP was circulated on SCWA letterhead on May 7, 2010.  The NOP identified SCWA as the CEQA Lead 
Agency, and established a 45-day public review period, which ended June 21, 2010.1 The NOP includes a brief 
project description, including project location maps, and the probable environmental effects of the project. The 
purpose of the NOP public review period is to allow for review and comment by public agencies or interested 
members of the public on the scope of significant environmental issues to be analyzed, reasonable alternatives to 
be examined, and mitigation measures to be included in the Draft EIR. Response to Notice of Preparation, at a 
minimum, should identify: the significant environmental issues and reasonable alternatives and mitigation 
measures that the responsible or trustee agency, or the Office of Planning and Research, will need to have 
explored in the draft EIR2. The NOP was mailed to the State Clearinghouse, and was posted to the SCWA 
website. The NOP was directly mailed to 431 parties, and a postcard notification of the NOP’s availability was 
sent to 1,231 parties3. 

1 The public scoping period generally lasts for 30 days; SCWA determined 45 days was appropriate for this project. 
2 A generalized list of concerns not related to the specific project does not meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15082(b)(3) for a response. 
3 The distribution list was developed based on the SCWA databases of regulatory agencies with jurisdiction, local organizations, 

business, and interest groups, and property owners based on parcels data. Hard copies of the NOP were mailed directly to federal, state, 
and local agencies with jurisdiction; members of organizations, business, and interest groups that requested a copy; and property owners 
with postal zip codes within Jenner, Duncans Mills, Monte Rio, Ville Grande, Rio Nido, Camp Meeker, Forestville, Occidental, Bodega 
Bay, and some in the Dry Creek area. Postcards were mailed to parties that have previously expressed interest in the RRIFR Program, 
including other local agencies, other interest groups and organizations, and a subset of Sonoma County residents and property owners 
(outside of the locations listed above). 
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Scoping has been found to be an effective way to bring together and resolve the concerns of affected federal, 
state, and local agencies, the proponent of the action, and other interested persons including those who might not 
be in accord with the action on environmental grounds (CEQA Guidelines Section15083). SCWA held publically 
noticed scoping meetings on May 19 and 20, 2010 at the locations identified below.  

Wednesday May 19, 2010 
Community Meeting, Summary of 2010 Estuary activities: 

6:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.  
Open House Scoping Meeting: 7:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 

Jenner Community Center, 10398 Highway 1 
Jenner CA 95450 

Thursday May 20, 2010 
6:30 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
Meeting Room 

2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

During an additional scoping meeting (staff meeting) on June 15, 2010, the Water Agency requested participation 
from regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the project area or resources during a scoping meeting to solicit 
their comments and input on the scope of the EIR.  Invitees included members from National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG), California Department of Parks and Recreation (CA State Parks), North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, California Coastal Commission, and California State Lands Commission. The meeting was not 
attended by representatives from the latter two agencies.  Scoping has been helpful to agencies in identifying the 
range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in an EIR and in 
eliminating detailed study issues found not to be important. 

2.0 Comment Summary 
A total of 33 comment submittals (letters, emails, comment cards) were received. Table 1 provides a summary of 
the written comments received during the public scoping process, including identification of the commenter, 
affiliation, date and comment format, and summary of comments provided. Please note that some of these verbal 
comments were received in question/answer format, and are provided to allow SCWA review of discussions at the 
scoping meetings.  Collectively, a total of 38 individual verbal comments were received and noted below. 

2.1 Major Issues Identified in Comments Received 
An overview of the major issues and sub-issues identified during the NOP scoping period is provided below.  The 
number of comments relating to each issue is provided in parentheses. 

Project Description (21)  
•	 Project description, outlet channel design, methods and techniques, water surface elevations, baseline 

conditions, geographic and temporal scope of project.  

CEQA Process (31) 
•	 Relationship between other RRIFR elements and EIR scoping process. 

CEQA Technical Issues 
•	 Water Quality Impacts (30) 

o	 Microconstituents; pollutant accumulation in lagoon; temperature, dissolved oxygen, salinity, and 
other parameters. 

•	 Biological Resources (31) 
o	 Harbor seals, marine species, macroinvertebrate, other fish species; vegetation. 

2 
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• Fisheries (14) 
o Habitat and effects on population. 

• Hydrology and Geology (8) 
o Flows; Beach Sand formation; Sedimentation. 

• Recreation (24) 
o Surfing and the Surfing Wave. 

• Climate Change (9) 
o Sea level rise. 

• Cultural Resources (1) 
o Early consultation, protocol for discovery of artifacts and remains. 

Cumulative Impacts (1) 
• Relationship to RRIFR Program. 

Flood Risk (11) 
• Impacts to properties. 

Alternatives (26) 
• Range of Alternatives; Level of Analysis. 
• No Project Alternative, Jetty Modification, Raising Structures as a Flood Risk Alternative, Artificial Reef. 
• Parameters, including costs, should be compared among alternatives.  

Beyond the Scope of the Project (12) 
• Temporary Urgency Change and Petition to change minimum flows under D1610. 

2.2 Consideration of Comments Received 
A primary purpose of this Scoping Report is to document the process of soliciting and identifying comments from 
interested agencies and the public. The Scoping Process provides the means by which SCWA and the responsible 
agencies can determine those issues that interested participants consider to be the principal areas for study and 
analysis. Significant environmental issues that have been raised during scoping will be addressed in the EIR4. The 
following discussion identifies the issues raised in scoping that will be addressed in the EIR and provides a brief 
explanation for those issues that will not be considered in the document.  

Project Description or Process Clarifications 
Comments regarding details in the Project Description, including project objectives, definition of geographic and 
spatial study areas, general history of the Russian River, the relationship between flows and river mouth closures, 
outlet channel design, target water elevations, breaching activities, methods, and procedures, project relevance to 
the RRIFR program, will be addressed in the EIR Introduction, Project Background, and Project Description 
Sections. The term “adaptive management” will be defined and related to the project in the project description. 

Primary concerns related to the CEQA process related to: 1) the structure and format of the NOP scoping 
meetings and the method of recording formal scoping comments; and 2) the separation of the Estuary Project 
from other elements required under the Biological Opinion, including the Temporary Urgency Change and 
Petition to change minimum instream flows under Decision 1610. The relationship between the Estuary Project 

4	 CEQA does not require direct response to each comment received during scoping; the comments must be considered and included in 
the environmental analysis, as appropriate. 
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and other elements of the Russian River Instream Flow and Restoration Project will be defined in the EIR 
Introduction, Project Background, and Project Description Sections. 

CEQA Technical Issues 
Biological Resources 

Comments related to biological resources included concerns about impacts resulting from outlet channel creation 
and longer duration of the freshwater lagoon to harbor seals, macroinvertebrates, vegetation, marine birds, and 
other common species and their habitats.  Of primary concern is the direct impact (harassment) at the harbor seal 
haulout, and the effect of a longer duration of the barrier beach. The EIR will address the potential impacts on 
plants and wildlife that may occur due to implementation of project or its alternatives. Specific attention will be 
placed on species protected by federal or state law or regulations. Analysis will include review of changes in 
water levels and conditions relating to increased duration of the freshwater lagoon.  Mitigation will be identified 
and discussed, as appropriate. These measures will be developed in consultation with federal and state resource 
management agencies with regulatory authority over project implementation. 

Water Quality 

The EIR will review whether increased duration of a freshwater lagoon resulting from the outlet channel will have 
the potential to adversely affect water quality in the Russian River, its tributaries, and the Pacific Ocean with 
respect to wildlife, fisheries, and/ or human health.  Analysis will also review water quality impacts related to 
salinity, temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrient loading. 

Recreation 

The EIR will discuss adverse effects on recreational activities, including but not limited to kayaking, surfing, 
fishing, and beach access, in the project area. The EIR will address potential impacts on California Parks and 
Recreational holdings in the Sonoma Coast area. The primary concern expressed during the scoping process was 
the potential impact to the surfing wave. Existing wave conditions and potentials changes resulting from the 
project, and the subsequent effect on surfing, will be described in the Land Use and Recreation Section of the 
EIR. If feasible, mitigation will be identified.  

Climate Change 
Several comments expressed concern that estuary management would be ineffective as a result of climate change 
and subsequent sea level rise. The EIR will include a discussion of climate change, based on best available 
science, as it relates to the long-term implementation of the Estuary Project. 

Cumulative Impacts 
For each resource category, the EIR will include analysis of cumulative effects of the project, in combination with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects affecting the same resources. Where applicable, this 
analysis will address other elements of the RRIFR Program relevant to each resource. 

Range of Alternatives 
The EIR will describe and discuss the direct and indirect environmental effects of implementing the proposed 
project and alternatives. The alternatives consist of a range of potential methods to achieve the project objectives, 
freshwater lagoon conditions for salmonid habitat while simultaneously maintaining flood control. Potential 
alternatives to be included in the EIR are derived from scenarios presented in the NMFS Biological Opinion, 
including the study of the jetty for removal and other flood control alternatives. The alternatives analysis will be 
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completed in accordance with CEQA and the “rule of reason”, which requires an EIR to describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a project; rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and 
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

As part of the evaluation of alternatives, the EIR will address a No Project Alternative. The existing 
environmental conditions will be described as a baseline condition and will consider potential environmental 
effects of continuing current management practices and not implementing the proposed project. 

3.0 Comments Beyond the Scope of the EIR 
Comments related to cost-benefit, and socio-economic effects of the proposed project, flow changes under 
propose petitions to change D1610, SCWA water contracts, and applicability of methods for other areas like 
Salmon Creek, that are not directly related to physical environmental impact discussions within the environmental 
impact analysis will be addressed in the EIR to the extent required under CEQA. The EIR will not present 
conclusions of the management techniques of the Estuary Project’s applicability to other locations.  The EIR will 
not address water sales, water contracts, or water rights.  The EIR will not provide an analysis of public restroom 
facilities. The EIR will not independently review the sediment flux calculations provided by gravel mining firms. 
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TABLE 1 
 

SUMMARYOF SCOPING COMMENTS 


Comment Correspondence 
Letter Commenter, Dated/ Method 
No.5 Affiliation Received6 Comments  

Written Scoping Comments (Letter, Email, Comment Card) Received During the Comment Period 
1 John Chyle May 13, 2010; • At what elevation is SCWA legally required to modify the beach to lower the lagoon? 

Email 
• Describe procedure [for modifying barrier beach and lowering lagoon].  
• Does a water level above 9 feet constitute an emergency condition which must be immediately corrected? 
•	 What exactly is meant by the term “adaptive management”.  It seems to imply that guidelines are not necessary, and if 

something gets out of line an adaptation will be made.  However EIR should identify in advance what water quality 
parameters are, including biological and pharmaceutical products.  

• NOP makes no mention of flows, yet pollutant concentrations may have to be reduced by increasing releases of water. 
2 Ken Sund May 17, 2010; • Requests clarification of methods for maintain 7’ water level given that sand shifts daily depending on wind and tides. 

Email 
• Inquires about budget and how project could generate income for project directors, local seal watchers, laborers, and other 

contractors. 
• Opposed to a huge concrete spillway. A

1.2-8

3 Steve Mack May 17, 2010; • Concerned that actions under the Biological Opinion are being done separately. 
Email 

•	 Questions how proposed reduction in flows from Petition to change D1610 and the Temporary Urgency Change Permit fit 
with the Estuary Project. Should the analysis for the petition to change D1610 be included in this EIR? Why are all SCWA 
actions related to the BO not evaluated under one CEQA Process? 

• Does initiation of the EIR mean that historic mechanical breaching will continue this summer (2010) until EIR is certified?  
• How does EIR relate to the Marine Mammal permit? 

4 	Paul and May 10, 2010; • Concerned about property damage to Bridgehaven residence. 
Kathleen Email 
Vitale, 
Property 
Owners 

• Concerned about Water Quality from a recreational kayaker's perspective, particularly with the growth of underwater grass 
between the Highway 1 bridge and Austin Creek. 

•	 Project understanding is that the Agency will create a permanent outlet channel to be located somewhere within 1,500 feet 
of the traditional mouth of the river; however there will be an additional 2 feet depth of the estuary before the outlet channel 
will become operational. 

5 Comment letters are organized in chronological order of receipt. In some instances, a commenter submitted multiple comment letters, summarized separately. Written (hard 
copy, comment card, or electronic) are coded numerically; verbally comments are coded alphabetically to differentiate the type. 

6 Comments were received electronically via the email account, estuaryproject@esassoc.com, hard copy to SCWA Administration Building, 404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa 
Rosa, California 95403, written comment cards at the scoping meetings, and verbally during the question and answer period at the scoping meeting. The format of the scoping 
meeting at the Jenner Community Center on May 19, 2010 included a “community meeting” session as well as a separate scoping session; however the public requested that 
the written questions provided during the community meeting be included in the record as scoping comments. These comments are designated as such. 
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4 cont. Vitale, cont. • EIR should analyze potential impact of 9 foot water elevation on property. 
• Requests a copy of the Draft EIR. 

5 Mike Desin 
and Cathy 
Gaidano, 
Property 
Owners 

May 16, 2010; 
Email 

• Concerned that the project will deny land use on property during recreational months of the year. 

• Concerned that structures (house and garage) may be flooded. 
• Questions what elevation the river will not be allowed to exceed. 
• Questions if any contingencies or back up plans exist to prevent life/ property damage due to flooding. 
•	 Concerned about compensation. Property is not within a federal flood zone and therefore is not eligible for flood insurance. 
•	 Concerned that the project creates a new flood zone and questions availability of funding to compensated project-induced 


flooding. 


6 Dian Hardy, 
Founder, 
SealWatch 

May 18, 2010 and 
June 21, 2010; 
Emails 

• Project overlooks overall ecology at the mouth of the Russian River; focuses only on habitat for endangered salmonids and 
overlooks harbor seal haulout, resting and foraging site for migratory birds, and fishery for Dungeness crabs. 

Program 
• Recommends a holistic perspective to consider human impact on natural systems, i.e. Warm Springs Dam impact on 

native fishery and resulting population growth and agriculture, forestry, gravel mining, and residential and commercial 
development. 

7 Karen 
Rasore, 

May 18, 2010; 
Email 

• Concerned about effects associated with clearing the mouth at Jenner and using a bulldozer.  

Resident 
• Recommends leaving the river alone and stop interfering with natural flow and cycle of the river. 
• Should not be the focus of the government to protect property owners over the flora and fauna of the estuary. 

7 Ransore, • Concerned about construction equipment impact to seals. 
cont. 

8 David 
Jackson 

• Questions if the outlet channel method could be applied at the Salmon Creek estuary to prevent storm flooding in dry 
years. 

• Indicates that understanding is that once the river overtops the sandbar, a channel forms and retained water is released, 
washing away excess sand, and that this is a “quick” event. 

• Requests explanation of how SCWA will develop the outlet channel, specifically how they will sculpt the sandbar to allow 
river overflow, while preventing ocean backflow. 

9 William Beal, 
Resident 

May 27, 2010; 
Email 

• Project would eliminate sand discharge out into the ocean which could result in total loss of world-class surf spot at the 
River mouth. Force and direction of river determines the character of the sandbar. Short, weak flow results in a weak 
sandbar that lasts only a few days. Flow proposed under the project would not have enough sand output to be surfable.  

• Loss of gravel and sand output would affect surf spots (North Side Goat Rock, South Side Goat Rock, Blinds Beach and 
The Far Cove) south of the project area. 

• EIR should consider potential for increased beach erosion if sandbar is not breached regularly. Sand and gravel that 
normally collects south of the mouth near Goat Rock State Beach will not be present to prevent winter waves from 
destroying the road.  

A
1.2-9
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9 cont. Beal, cont. • There is a need to develop a database with results of beach and sand depth monitoring to determine if sandbar closure and 
lack of sand and gravel is affecting other beaches.  

• There is a difference in biological species during open and closed beach conditions. Personal observations indicate more 
species (seals, birds, whales, sharks) present during open conditions; none during closed. EIR should consider loss of 
whale habitat, effects to seal colonies and subsequently feeding grounds for sharks if seals relocate, eagles.  

•	 EIR should address negative effects to ocean Water Quality from pollutants or toxics released to the ocean. Water Quality 
monitoring for human safety should be required. Concerned that prolonged closure will contribute to poor Water Quality 
conditions. SCWA needs a public warning system should the river reach a toxic level and notices of potential health 
hazards should be posted. Will SCWA monitor ocean Water Quality at mouth of river? 

• EIR should identify a worst case/ best case time frame for how long it will take to bring back salmonids to give the public an 
idea of the longevity. 

• Asserts that State and federal agencies should consider restitution for the surfing community for recreational loss by 
funding construction of an artificial reef. Artificial reefs provide beach erosion control, habitat, and tourism opportunities. 

• If Jetty removal is attempted, agencies should consider using the rocks to improve surfing conditions at Goat Rock, as a 
cheap and easy means of demolition disposal.  

A
1.2-10

10 Don 
McEnhill, 
Russian 
Riverkeeper 

June 4, 2010; 
email 

• EIR should study the future need and feasibility of raising structures in response to sea-level rise and the benefits that 
could produce for summer estuary management. 

10 McEnhill, 
cont. 

• Project seems focused on short term, but should be evaluated with projected sea-level rise over a longer period to be more 
effective and more efficiently use funds to create a long-term solution. 

• Concerned that proposed solution will be wiped out by impacts associated with future sea level rise. 
• Proposed project and D1610 flow changes are linked and should not be separated under CEQA. Legal review in the future 

will demonstrate that the projects are linked. EIR should consider both to be part of the same project. 
11 	 Josh Berry, June 16, 2010; • Responding to information provided by Sonoma County surfers regarding the project.  

Save the Email 
Waves •	 Proposed changes to artificial breaching methods and channel design will result in a negative impact to the quality of the Coalition surfing wave at the mouth of the river. 

• Surfing at the Russian River mouth is protected under the California Coastal Act.  
• Proposed project could destroy the surfing wave for significant amount of the year. This could have local recreational and 

economic impacts.  
• Draft EIR should consider impacts to the surfing wave and the public opinion of surfers. 
• Save the Waves Coalition intends to work with the Agency to protect surfing at the Russian River mouth and evolve the 

Russian River Low Flow Project and the related Estuary Project 
12 Rick Baker June 17, 2010; • Expresses support for the project, which, if successful, has potential to increase estuarine habitat for endangered listed 

Email Coho salmon and steelhead. 
•	 SCWA should consider extending the upper estuary monitoring to include Austin Creek confluence to Highway 116 bridge. 
•	 EIR should prioritize the removal of the jetty located at the mouth of the estuary. Use the rock and other demolition debris 
 

to create additional habitat structures within the Estuary. 
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12 Baker, cont. • Restore the Open Space District properties in the Middle Reach/ Bridgehaven area and similar low lying areas to create 
flooded/ backchannel habitat. Monitor and consider additional adaptive management options to promote sustainable 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat consistent with periodic inundated estuarine habitat. 

•	 EIR should address reprioritization of the elevation, relocation or removal of the private properties located in Jenner 
between the 8’�8.5’ flood levels. If the adaptive management plan results are found to be positive while maintaining a 
proposed 7’ flood level; consideration should be given to maintaining a higher estuarine water level to increase and sustain 
suitable estuary rearing habitat. 

•	 Proposed water flow decrease from upriver could have the potential to increase estuary water temperatures. Additional 
water depth may be needed to ensure that water temperatures remain below potential lethal levels. The end goal of the 
plan should be to cease mouth breaching operations entirely. 

• Reintroduce historic native estuary vegetation to the lower reach to further support and provide salmonid rearing and 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat. 

13 Barbara 
Yoder, 
Resident 

June 20, 2010; 
Email 

• Attended workshop in Guerneville and learned that endangered salmonids need a lagoon, which is out of human control, 
and that only a few properties would be flooded. If these properties were allowed to flood all would be happy. 

• Concerned about lack of public restrooms available along the river for day-trippers. Asserts permanent restrooms with 
running water should be installed as soon as possible to deter people from relieving themselves in the river.   

• Consequence of low flows is less dilution for pollutants. Water Quality will be a problem until restrooms are installed. 
Human waste will continue to contribute to high bacteria counts and ecoli, as discussed in the presentation. Recommends 
SCWA adopt the duty to install public restrooms along length of the Russian River.  

• EIR should asses impact of low flow on fish species, and extend scope beyond the 3 endangered species to things like 
blue gill, catfish, carp and bass, tree frogs, turtles. 

• EIR should address ludwigia and track colonization. Low flows have contributed to algal blooms. 
• Estuary management and low flows should be kept separate because there can be lagoon creation  and high flow such that 

everything is in the best interest of the majority of species and higher flows allow for greater dilution.  
14 Norma 

Jellison 
June 21, 2010 • Concerned that scoping meeting format and means of collecting comments not conducive to purpose, gathering comments 

from public. Asserts flip charts to write down comments, post-its to add to exhibits are examples of standard methods of 
capturing written comments at scoping meetings. 

• Asserts major impact of proposed project will be an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.  
• Estuary Project and flows cannot be separated.  Discussing flow impacts in cumulative section is insufficient. 

A
1.2-11

•	 Attachments: 
1. 	 Jellison, Opinion Letter, “Biological Opinion and the Russian River Estuary”. 
2. 	 Letter dated February 23, 2009 from Jellison to Grant Davis RE: Russian River Biological Opinion – Russian River 

Instream Flow & Restoration Report/Estuary Management. 
3. 	 Letter Dated May 10, 2010 from Jellison to Grant Davis RE: Notice of Petition Requesting Modification to Water 

Rights for SCWA.  
4. 	 Letter Dated June 20, 2010 from Jellison to Grant Davis RE: Petition for a Temporary Urgency Change 
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15 Brenda 
Adelman 
Russian 
River 
Watershed 
Protection 
Committee 

• Attended Jenner Meeting (May 19, 2010). Asserts 100 people in attendance, first part of program was informational 
meeting on Temporary Urgency Change Petition, second part was scoping for Estuary Project. People came with questions 
they wanted to voice publicly. During community meeting presentations took time away from answering questions on cards. 
Audience wanted to hear other’s questions and responses, but crowd was circulated to various stations to talk to different 
staff people. 

•	 At meeting, questioned method of recording comments and learned there was none. There are no rules commenter is 
aware of regarding how scoping should be conducted, but believes the point is early consultation to determine and avoid 
controversial issues. While cards were distributed for questions, there is a context in a meeting that does not occur on a 
card with a question on it. Feels that SCWA was going through motions and is not interested in addressing concerns of 
community.  

•	 Discrepancy between geographic scope identified in NOP (6 miles upstream) versus Biological Opinion (7 miles upstream). 
•	 EIR should address impacts to Monte Rio Beach when mouth is open or closed, occurrence of algae on beach with mouth 


is open. EIR should be in conformance with Basin Plan standards. 


• Geographic scope should include Monte Rio Beach 
• Concerned lagoon will become a sink for pollutants that bioaccumulate in biota and sediments and may create hazards to 

humans and fish. 

A
1.2-12

• Concerned that anoxic (“Dead”) zone harbors pollutants.  
• Will there be any studies done to determine extent of pollution in Estuary, whether it is being reintroduced into the water 

column, and whether it is contaminating the fish.  
• Will anoxic layer affect macro invertebrate food sources of fish? 
•	 Concerned with bifurcation of estuary project and D1610. Quotes CEQA Section 15003 (h) that an EIR must consider the 

whole of an action, not its constituent parts. BO states the all eight modifications must be implemented as one RPA (BO, p 
241). Quotes other portions of the BO that appear to demonstrate the there is a direct link to D1610 flow changes and the 
Estuary Project; thereby making it unacceptable to consider them in separate EIRs. 

•	 References Bill Hearn’s article in the Sonoma County Gazette. References Item #12 in RRWPC comments to SCWA and 
SWRQCB on Petition to permanently change flows. Quotes Prunuske Chatam, et. al. assertion that BO objectives do not 
include natural flows or an increase in salmon and streelhead populations.  BA does not provide a quantitative goal for 
habitat improvement. Are populations still declining, improving, or staying the same under D1610? Is the goal of “improving 
habitat sufficient to stabilize populations presently below historic numbers?  Critical of why Estuary Management and 
D1610 changes are necessary. 

• EIR should address these questions and verify claims in Hearn’s article. 
• Relationship between flows, mouth closings, habitat resources, fish abundance and health, need to be defined in EIR. 

10 
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15 Adelman, • Regarding Hearn’s article: 
cont. 1. The article refers to possible pre-dam river flows of 30 cubic feet per second (cfs), but is unclear about whether 

these flows occurred throughout the river system. The article fails to assign impacts from all the changes in land 
use that has occurred in the last 100 years, nor how going back to original flows, would impact the entire system. It 
is stated that Estuary rearing would help the survival of the species, but fail to mention that normal habitat in the 
tributaries has been decimated by legal and illegal water diversions, careless agricultural processes, timber 
harvesting, gravel mining, etc. Now they are left with fewer habitat options, and this scheme is an experiment and 
possibly a last ditch effort, to save species that may not have a chance otherwise. 

2. 	 Flows commonly ran 120 to 180 cfs, therefore “low flow” should be 70 to 85 cfs. No scientific data was provided 
anywhere demonstrating how the ideal of 70 cfs was arrived at. In fact, at the June 9th meeting in Guerneville, Dr. 
Hearn kept moving the goal post by first saying that flows would actually be about 85 cfs, and then he said 90 cfs., 
and then 100-110 cfs. Since the only formal change in the Petition is 70 cfs., there is no regulatory meaning to the 
other suggested flows. 

•	 Attachments submitted to SCWA with the Permanent Change Petition to D1610 comments included a chart of the mouth 
closures (#7). In looking at the chart, it is clear that the trend in the last ten years or so has been for the mouth to remain 
open most of the time in July and August no matter what the flow. I believe that there were few closures in 2009 between 
June and September, although summer flows averaged as low as 63 cfs in August. 

A
1.2-13

•	 2002 was a low flow year and the mouth was open most of the time until Oct. 1st, but for two very brief closures in May and 
June. 2003 was open through September. 2004 was open until October, but for three brief openings in April, May, 
July/August. 2005 was open all year until mid-September. 2006 was open all year until late October. 2007 was open all 
summer (May through September) until mid-October. 2008 was closed much of May, but had only two closures for about a 
week each during June through September. These statistics seem to dispute the NOP claim that frequently the mouth 
closes in the summer time, at least in the last ten years. We wonder if the barrier beach would be constructed if the first 
mouth opening comes in September? 

• Asserts Hearn’s article proves argument that there is a link between Estuary Project and decreased flows and therefore 
CEQA and NEPA documents on these two projects should be merged.  

• Asserts need to flood control is central reason of D1610 petition. To imply that summer flows are to high and are harming 
fish is misleading, since true immediate concern is to control flooding to a limited number of properties. 

•	 A report has been prepared showing properties that may be subject to inundation at various levels. Further study needs to 
be conducted because many of the properties listed only flood at 10-12’, many are undeveloped. Lifting a few structures 
would reduce Water Quality problems.  

• No Coho returned last year in spite of tributary work. CDFG explanation was poor ocean conditions.  Questions if 
acidification contributed. EIR should address Water Quality in ocean. 

• What studies have been completed to understand ocean conditions that govern when the mouth opens and closes? 
• What role does climate change play in long term management? 
•	 Attachments: 

1. 	 Dr. Bill Hearn, National Marine Fisheries Service, “Why Change Summer Flows in the Russian River”, Sonoma 
County Gazette. 

2. 	 Russian River Watershed Protection Committee 2009 Photo Project, Brenda Adelman.  
• Incorporates by reference comments and attachments concerning the Petition for the Permanent Change to D1610 

submitted to the State and SCWA on May 13, 2010.  

11 
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16 Larry 
Hanson, 
Northern 
California 

June 21, 2010; 
Email 

• Scientific conclusion of Biological Opinion has been compromised by not adhering to scientific principles and subjecting to 
political decisions. NOAA’s determination should not be influenced by flooding effects to low-lying houses and septic 
systems.  

River Watch 
• Estuary BO is kept as a separate analysis from the low flow BO, but the first is dependent on the latter and should be 

analyzed together 
• Conclusion that lower flows were historic and should be implemented is based on streambed and hydrology than no longer 

exists for River. Even in lower flow summers, plenty of water for fish. Questions drastic reduction of flows 
• Artificial breaching needs to stop altogether. BO reduces the amount, but not enough. 
• Recommends removal of barrier at the mouth to allow a more free flow of sand movement to naturalize the system. Along 

with this could be a slight reduction of flow which would be monitored closely. Diagonal trench could be a next step, if 
necessary. Last step would be dealing with the houses and septic systems by raising or removing.  

17 Don 
McEnhill, 
Russian 

June 21, 2010; 
Email 

• Estuary Project should be reviewed in conjunction with the Petition to Modify D1610. It is quite appropriate to undergo 
separate environmental reviews for this Project and the Petition, but cumulatively must be considered together. 

Riverkeeper 
• EIR should address potential effect on marine organisms that currently utilize the estuary when the estuary is maintained 

as a closed lagoon. 
• EIR should address the effect on Dungeness crab and other marine species that have been documented by seine netting 

by SCWA staff. 

A
1.2-14

•	 EIR should address the effect of the jetty on percolation rates and ability to control the estuary water levels when the mouth 
is closed. Could jetty removal increase percolation through the sandbar and increase optimization of water levels? What 
effect does the jetty have on sandbar mechanics and height and shape? Historic review of photographs of jetty shows that 
jetty appears to create depositional area for sand on the estuary side of the sandbar. Does jetty increase sandbar height 
and water effects does this have on estuary management goals? 

•	 Artificial breaching is required to avoid flooding of a few low lying structures, including Sonoma Coast State Parks Visitor 
Center and Jenner Post Office. Could estuary management be improved by raising these structures to a higher elevation? 
Per the BO, managing 8 foot elevation should be studied. If potential biological benefits to operating the estuary at a higher 
elevation would create deeper pools and higher forage opportunity, consider feasibility and funding the elevation of 
structure. What are potential sources of funding to raise structures? 

• EIR should review all west coast estuaries and alternative should be added that considers an always-open estuary. 
•	 In reference to one of the BO objectives, how will the project conserve beach sands? Project should examine the 

composition and origin of the materials that makes up the beach sand at the river mouth. Understanding is that sand is 
comprised of material washed down from River, so EIR should examine and understand sediment budget. Concerned that 
gravel-mining firms take more than just “recharge” and that models to determine sediment flux are run separately for sand 
and gravel, so EIR should independently review the sediment flux calculations provided by the gravel mining firms to 
ensure gravel mining will not impact sediment supply to the sandbar. 

• Project should include area of backup resulting from sandbar closure upstream to Northwood/ Bohemian Grove swimming 
hole. 

•	 Understands that juvenile steelhead need to undergo acclimatization of salt water and that fish undergo physiological 
changes to allow them to survive in salt water. If freshwater condition is achieved, then suddenly breached in October (per 
the BO recommendation that the lagoon be breached after October 15 since juvenile steelhead should be large enough to 
withstand salt water conditions)will those juveniles be able to withstand abrupt change from fresh to salt water? 

12 
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17 McEnhill, 
cont. 

• Concerned about proposals for Water Quality monitoring. Changing to a closed system could decrease flow and circulation 
and allow pollutants to accumulate. Past monitoring was limited and focused on periods before and after breach events. 
Little reliable and comparable data exists for ambient Water Quality or nutrients. 

• Separating the Estuary Project from the Petition to modify D1610 would violate CEQA. Both should be covered in one big 
EIREIR should fully examine impacts to Water Quality from changes in inflows and propose mitigation.  

• Water Quality issues must be studied for all marine and freshwater organisms that have used or will use the estuary and 
not just for salmon and steelhead. 

• EIR should consider impact of sea level rise on estuary management, especially Water Quality. Condition project proposes 
may not be attainable in future. 

• Global warming is changing Water Quality and acidification in ocean. What effect will this have on salmonid food sources in 
estuary? 

• Would Water Quality conditions the project seeks be possible under new conditions posed by global warming and sea level 
rise? 

18 Sonoma 
Coast 
Surfrider 

June 21, 2010; 
Email 

• EIR should address deterioration of Water Quality in the estuary, river mouth, and surf area including possible additional 
pollution from nutrients, regulated and emerging toxins, bacteria, temperature, invasive species, and algae with proposed 
lower flows and modified breaching practices. 

• No baseline data provided for above mentioned toxins. No existing evidence that lowering flows will be safe for humans or 
the environment. 

• Lack of comprehensive testing of Water Quality at river mouth and ocean environment in EIR. Public not notified of exact 
list of toxins that will be tested and all locations testing will be completed. 

• No alternative plan provided should harmful Water Quality impacts from low flow be discovered in the interval. 
• Inadequate data and consideration of diversion on summer water flows. Water contractors have been told water deliveries 

would be normal this year even with lower flows. 

A
1.2-15

•	 No consideration in EIR of impact of lower flow on surfing at the river mouth as well as surfing areas south of the river 
including North Side Goat Rock, South Goat, Blind Beach, and the Far Cove. These premier Sonoma County surf 
recreation areas depend greatly on the influx of new sand and gravel. The combination of modifying breaching practices 
and lower flows will remove the possibility of surfing these areas. 

• No consideration in EIR of beach erosion and subsequent beach access from reduced sand and gravel outflows. 
• Failure to include negative impact on other species such as marine mammals, water fowl, and sea birds due to new 

proposed estuary management practices and construction of outlet channel in EIR. 
• The Surfing Community of Sonoma County requests that the impact on the wave and Water Quality in the ocean 

environment be considered in the EIR 
19 Carol 

Vellutini 
June 21, 2010; 
Email and Hard 
Copy Letter 

• Objects to meeting format at the PRMD, Santa Rosa location (May 20).  Audience wanted to hear what everyone had to 
say. Stations did not work because people did not circulate to the right stations.  

• Unclear how cumulative human impacts are affecting flow in 2010.  Relationship between flow, mouth closings, and habitat 
resources need to be fully defined.  

• How will climate change affect the interface of the tributaries, river, and ocean? 
• Requests more historical data on the mouth closures and flow of the river.  
• Why are the natural flows on the lower river being assigned at one point 30 cfs and then the flow north of Healdsburg 

assigned 125 cfs? Where is the science behind this amount? Entire system should be taken into account.  

13 
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19 Vellutini, 
cont. 

• Photos of historic north and south migration of the mouth of the river should be included. Railroad has an impact at the 
mouth. 

• 

• 

Other rivers have closed mouths in the summer and are not manipulated artificially.  
Has seen a report that shows properties may be subject to inundation at various levels. How many actual buildings would 
flood as opposed to bare land? Is that when the water level is 10’ to 12’? EIR should research artificially subjecting the 
entire river to minimum flows for a few structures. 

20 Charles 
Armor, 
California 
Department 
of Fish and 
Game, Bay 
Delta Region 

June 21, 2010; 
Email 

• 

• 

• 

EIR should include a robust analysis and review of the alternatives to adaptive management identified in the Russian River 
Biological Opinion, including the No Project Alternative, modification or removal of the jetty, and development of alternative 
flood mitigation strategies that would allow breaching naturally at higher water surface elevations than allowed with current 
flood control practices. Resulting impacts on beach, fish and wildlife (including marine mammals and fisheries) for each 
alternative should be fully addressed.  

A list of structures, with ownership, value, and location, should be provided to assess flood risk as a result of 
implementation of the project alternatives.  
These structures and the ability to maintain flood control during the anticipated rise in sea level caused by climate change 
should also be addressed. 

A
1.2-16

•	 Each alternative should review project impacts and their effects on the CDFG’s Recovery Strategy for the California Coho 
Salmon (2004). Project undertaken in the Estuary has potential impact on the success of the Recovery Strategy and DFG’s 
ability to manage the recovery efforts. Alternatives should be reviewed with the best interest of Coho salmon and other 
anadromous species in mind. 

•	 Recommends analysis assess the effects of long-term and short-term management of Estuary as a freshwater lagoon on 
Water Quality. Analysis should consider dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, salinity, bacteria, pesticides, metals, 
wastewater constituents. Also consider project effects on invasive species abundance, and food productivity for listed 
species. 

• EIR should contain a complete description and map of the vegetation communities, wildlife, habitats, creeks, wetlands, and 
other important habitat features on and around the project area which would be affects by the projector the alternatives.  

• Acreage of vegetation communities should be described. 
• EIR should discuss significant impacts to habitats.  
• Assessment should include the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect changes (temporary and permanent) that may 

occur with implementation of the project.  
•  EIR should comply with DFG recommended survey and monitoring protocols and guidelines. 
•	 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required. EIR should fully identify potential impacts to stream or riparian 

resources and provide adequate avoidance mitigation, monitoring, and reporting requirements to support completion of the 
agreement. 

21 Brian Hines 
on behalf of 

• Expresses support for the project, which, if successful, has potential to increase estuarine habitat for endangered listed 
Coho salmon and steelhead. 

Rick Baker, 
Trout 
Unlimited 

• SCWA should consider extending the upper estuary monitoring to include Austin Creek confluence to Highway 116 bridge. 
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Received6 Comments 

21 cont. Hines, cont. • EIR should prioritize the removal of the jetty located at the mouth of the estuary. Use the rock and other demolition debris 
to create additional habitat structures within the Estuary. 

• Restore the Open Space District properties in the Middle Reach/ Bridgehaven area and similar low lying areas to create 
flooded/ backchannel habitat. Monitor and consider additional adaptive management options to promote sustainable 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat consistent with periodic inundated estuarine habitat. 

•	 EIR should address reprioritization of the elevation, relocation or removal of the private properties located in Jenner 
between the 8’�8.5’ flood levels. If the adaptive management plan results are found to be positive while maintaining a 
proposed 7’ flood level; consideration should be given to maintaining a higher estuarine water level to increase and sustain 
suitable estuary rearing habitat. 

•	 Proposed water flow decrease from upriver could have the potential to increase estuary water temperatures. Additional 
water depth may be needed to ensure that water temperatures remain below potential lethal levels. The end goal of the 
plan should be to cease mouth breaching operations entirely. 

• Reintroduce historic native estuary vegetation to the lower reach to further support and provide salmonid rearing and 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat. 
•	 We would also be interested in seeing an accounting of the cost to breach the estuary as it seems to be an unusual 

subsidy in these lean Sonoma County budget times. The subsidy benefits only a few property owners that have chosen to 
build in the recognized flood plain. Funding is available for the elevation of structures on the Russian River as has been 
done in many locations upstream. A

1.2-17

22 Josh Berry, 
Save the 
Waves 
Coalition 

June 21, 2010; 
Email letter 

• Concerned that changes to artificial breaching, as well as relocation of the breach and design of the breach channel to a 
location farther north of the historic breach location, will negatively impact quality of surfing waves at the mouth of the river 
for at least 4 months out of the year. 

• Concerned because this naturally occurring recreational opportunity is already limited on the California Coast, especially 
Sonoma Coast. 

• Cites California Coastal Act Section 30213 regarding protection of low cost visitor and recreational facilities. 
•	 Cites California Coastal Act Section 30220 regarding protection of coastal areas for water-oriented recreational activities.  
•	 EIR must clearly and directly address concerns of local surfers who would lose a limited recreational resource is project is 


executed as designed. 


• Local surfers expressed to Save the Waves that their concerns and interests were not addressed by SCWA nor the public 
comment and meeting process.  

23 Dick Butler, 
National 
Marine 

June 22, 2010; 
Mailed letter 

• During scoping meetings, it was unclear to what extent the Estuary Project EIR will address the effects of summer stream 
flow changes that will support the Estuary Project’s goal of maintaining a closed estuary (lagoon) during summer months.  

Fisheries 
Service 

•	 EIR should consider the effects of flow changes associated with interim flow changes (associated with TUC petitions) and 
use information to address effects of these interim changes on the environment and resources such as recreational boating 

•	 EIR should include effects to salmonids and salmonid habitat. 
• EIR should include effects to pinnipeds and their habitat. 
• EIR should address effects to commercial, recreational, and other aquatic species and their habitat. 
• BO analyzed impacts to salmon and steelhead and their habitat; however EIR should include new data gathered by SCWA 

in the two years since, including water quality, biological, and geophysical data.  

15 
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Letter 
No.5 

Commenter, 
Affiliation 

Correspondence 
Dated/ Method 

Received6 Comments 

23 cont. Butler, cont. • Russian River flows can be low and warm during late summer/ early fall and allowing adult salmon access to the estuary 
and lower Russian River may expose fish to poor water quality and increase predation risk. EIR should evaluate potential 
effects to passage of adult and smolt Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead through the estuary. 

• EIR should update the analysis conducted for the IHA application with any new information recently obtained. EIR should 
not focus only on construction-related impacts, but should also analyze how the estuary project impacts pinniped habitat 
use, migration patterns, and food availability within the Russian River Estuary. 

•	 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultation conducted as an addendum to the BO, and concluded that the estuary project 
adversely effects Pacific salmon EFH, Pacific Groundfish EFH, and Coastal Pelagic EFH. Direct effects to migration, 
spawning, and rearing of these species should be detailed and updated as appropriate. EIR should expand analysis 
beyond species considered under Magnuson-Stevens Act and evaluate other species (i.e. Dungeness crab) 

24 Katy 
Sanchez, 
Native 
American 

May 18, 2010; 
Mailed letter 

• Contact the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center for a records search to determine if APE has been 
previously surveyed, if any known resources have already been recorded, the probability to encounter a resources, and 
whether a survey is necessary to determine if previously unrecorded cultural resources are present. 

Heritage 
Commission 

• Contact Native American Heritage Commission for: 1) Sacred Lands File Check (USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle, township, 
range, and section required; 2) List of appropriate Native American Contacts (list attached). 

A
1.2-18

•	 Lack of surface evidence does not preclude their subsurface existence. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation 
plan provisions: 1) to the identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources [CEQA Section 
15064.5(f)]; 2) for the disposition of recovered artifacts in consultation with affiliated Native Americans; and 3) for discovery 
of human remains [Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, CEQA Section 15064.5(e), and Public Resource Code Section 
5097.98]. 

Jenner Community Meeting and Scoping Meeting- May 19, 2010 
25 Geff Smith Community • Historically, summer flows were high enough to maintain open mouth conditions naturally and fish populations were high. 

(sp) Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• Reduced flows have increased siltation, algal blooms, and river warming 
• Concerned project is driven by water sales. 

26 	Darrel Community • Draft EIR should consider cumulative effects of fungicide spray that drifts from vineyard production. 
Sukovitzen Meeting - Written 
(sp) Comment 

• Questions why permits have been obtained for seal harassment without a management plan/ EIR in place. 
• Questions why the contract with Stewards [of the Redwoods] is not open to public review. 
• Concerned that there is no mechanism to prevent equipment from disturbing seals; contract with Stewards indicates a letter 

can be written to SCWA and SCWA will write a letter to NOAA. 
• Questions why SCWA/ Stewards contract only calls for seal counts twice per month. 
• Concerned that permit allows SCWA to harass seals within one week of pupping when seals require up to one month to 

take care of themselves 

16 
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Letter 
No.5 

Commenter, 
Affiliation 

Correspondence 
Dated/ Method 

Received6 Comments 

A Sukovitzen, 
cont. 

Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Concerned that comments will not be formally recorded in the Open House meeting format and that SCWA will not included 
them in the administrative record. 

• Requests Community Meeting comments be included as part of CEQA administrative record. 
27 Not Given Community 

Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• Questions what information already exists on level of disturbance seals can tolerate, and why would any harassment occur. 

• Asserts SCWA should avoid adding impacts to species that are already challenged. 
28 Not Given Community 

Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• EIR should consider jetty removal as an alternative that would minimize harassment to seals cause by outlet channel 
creation. 

• Adaptive management, with jetty removal, could be done through winter releases at the dam. 
29 Dr. Donald 

Coetes (sp) 
Community 
Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• EIR should define "flooding" because it sounds like the natural water level is now defined as flooding. 

• EIR should provide clarification of the proposed design for the outlet channel. 
30 Victoria 

Wikle 
Community 
Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• EIR should define the boundary of the estuary and if it will change [as a result of estuary management]. 

• EIR should consider other ways to allow excess water to leave the estuary other than a spillway. 
30 Wikle, cont. Scoping Meeting -

Written Comment 
• EIR should address need for monitoring of the river between the Hacienda Bridge and the estuary for Water Quality and 

fish habitat. 
31 Jordan West Community 

Meeting - Written 
Comment 

• EIR should address impacts to surfing and the resulting effect on the local community. 

31 West, cont. Scoping Meeting -
Written Comment 

• EIR should address impacts to the surfing community. 

• Requests contact during EIR process.  
B West, cont. Scoping Meeting -

Verbal Comment 
• EIR should include alternatives, such as artificial reef construction, that would allow a closed sandbar condition while 

maintaining surfing opportunities.  
32 Cynthia 

Urbina 
Scoping Meeting -
Written Comment 

• EIR should address impacts on pelicans on Penny Island, which would be submerged as a result of the proposed project.  

32 Urbina, cont. • SEIR should consider impacts, if any, to migratory birds.  
C Brenda 

Adelman, 
Water 
Advisory 
Committee 

Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Project does not consider flows. 

D Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Questions how project will affect Russian River flows, if at all, and water levels upstream. 

A
1.2-19
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No.5 

Commenter, 
Affiliation 

Correspondence 
Dated/ Method 

Received6 Comments 

D cont. Not Given, • How far upstream will effects of project extend? 

cont. 

• EIR should address how petition reduced flows under revised D1610 would fit in with the estuary plan. 
• Questions if analysis for permanent changes to D1610 should be included in the Estuary Project EIR, or vice versa. 
• Questions why all of SCWA's actions to carry out the BO are not analyzed in one CEQA Process. 

E Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Requests EIR include a precise water level at which breaching is triggered. 

F Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Requests EIR clarification of how water level will be kept at 7 feet. 

G Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• EIR should address alternatives in case outlet channel does not work.  

H Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Asserts the need to know in advance what Water Quality parameters will be (for both biological and Water Quality). 

I Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Questions what type of studies or analyses will be conducted during summer estuary activities. 

J Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• [In response to questions about impacts to seals ] Asserts that seals leave once sandbar closes anyways. 

K Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Questions how SCWA can separate the [RRIFR] elements when they are inseparable. 

L Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Questions how SCWA determined that one week is the appropriate neo-natal bonding time frame for seal pups.  

M Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• EIR should establish limits for assessing impacts, i.e. for Water Quality 

N Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Project accommodates additional water contracts with cities. 

O Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• EIR must establish baseline for water depth and flow. 

P Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Requests clarification because NOP says goal is to "manage flows to minimize flood risk" but the range of summer flows 
under the BO is only 70-85 cfs, so how will the EIR look at flows? 

Q Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• Asserts Temporary Urgency Change petition only asks for lower flows in the lower part of the river, solely for estuary 
management. 

A
1.2-20
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Commenter, 
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Correspondence 
Dated/ Method 

Received6 Comments 

R Not Given Community 
Meeting - Verbal 
Comment 

• EIR should address elevating structures as an alternative. 

S Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR mitigation measures tend to do only the minimum to avoid a significant impact under CEQA and a desire to see this 
EIR put forward more robust and realistic mitigation measures for salmon and pinniped protection. 

T Not Given Verbal Comment •	 Request that it be made clearer that the estuary management action is just one of a suite of improvements being 
undertaken by SCWA for fisheries. The commenter said it wasn’t clear from this meeting that other enhancements are also 
being pursued (spawning habitat enhancements, flows, etc, further up the watershed). 

•	 The commenter stated that this may help public perception if they realize that estuary management is not the sole action 
proposed for salmon enhancements. 

U Not Given  Verbal Comment • Request that EIR consider how the estuary management proposal will impact Coho migration timing (juvs and adults) as 
well as marine species such as Dungeness. 

Santa Rosa PRMD Scoping Meeting - May 20, 2010 
V Not Given  Verbal Comment • Comment responds to other discussions that estuary management would provide a food source for harbor seals. Asserts 

that that the seals use the estuary to hunt salmon and that leaving the area may effect this relationship. It was discussed 
that stomach content analyses showed little salmon in seal diet, but commenter stated that seals only eat the stomach out 
of salmon, and this would not show up in the stomach analysis and would skew the data. 

W Not Given Verbal Comment • Flooding: Tax dollars are regularly used to manage the estuary in order to protect the few homes near the water, should  
they really be there? 

X Not Given Verbal Comment • Backwater and river flows meet at the top of the estuary catching floating debris. If water levels are raised the debris will 
move farther upstream, potentially adversely affecting a different set of riverfront land owners. 

Y Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should address impacts to fish habitat resulting from backflows into Austin Creek.  
Z Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should include alternatives such as those identified in the NOAA Coho Recovery Plan (i.e. elevating structures). 
AA Not Given  Verbal Comment • EIR should clarify location of the proposed outlet channel. Does it go south to Goat Rock? 
BB Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should include occurrence and effects of seepage of river water through the sandbar 
CC Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should clarify if this type (duration) of closure could occur naturally. 
DD Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should include a historic account of natural river conditions and operations, beginning with the system in the early 

1900s, to catalog major milestones, including but not limited to the Potter Valley Project, (1909), Lake Pillsbury on the Eel 
River and the resulting (1922), and inhabitation on Penny Island, to develop an understanding of natural and human-
influenced conditions. 

EE Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should analyze potential increase in nutrient levels in estuary. 
FF Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should address the cost to taxpayers to breach the sandbar for the benefit of nine properties.  
GG Not Given Verbal Comment • Questions if estuary water levels have reached or exceeded target conditions, especially during high winter flows when it is 

unsafe to get machinery onto beach.  
HH Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should address potential compensation for property owners/ agricultural grazing operations that would be affected by 

higher water elevations.  
II Not Given Verbal Comment • Questions whether current artificial breaching process would constitute a "take" already. 
JJ Not Given Verbal Comment • Questions if breaching will occur this season. 
KK Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should address potential impacts of waiting for the estuary to naturally breach (i.e. what if it did not breach until 

December--what would effect be on species that rely on closed conditions at that time, like Chinook salmon.  

A
1.2-21
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LL Not Given Verbal Comment • EIR should address effects of freshwater lagoon on predation of salmonids by harbor seals. Asserts that this plan favors 
the seals by providing food source.  

A
1.2-22
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Scoping Comment Letter 4 

Katie Blank 

Scoping Comment Letter 3 

From: paul vitale Ipaulvitale@earthlink.netj 
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 12:28 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Vitale Kathleen 
Subject: Russian River Estuary Project 

Categories: Green Category 

Dear Ms Martini-Lamb:  
We have a cabin located on the Russian River at 29011 Willow Creek, Jenner (also known as Bridgehaven).  This  
property has been in continuous use by our family since the 1920s.  It is located approximately one mile from the mouth of  
the River and would most likely classified as one of the flood prone "low-lying properties along the Russian River".  When  
time and the body permit, we are enthusiastic kayakers.  We know that water quality is a key problem for the river,  
particularly with the advancing growth of underwater grass between the Highway 0ne bridge and Austin Creek.  
  
While we support county and state efforts to maintain and upgrade the conditions of the river, particularly the estuary, we  
have concerns about the proposed outlet channel being proposed.  
  
If I understand the proposed estuary project, artificial breaching will continue to be practiced (May 15-0ctober 15) as  
needed to prevent flooding of low-lying properties (i.e., when the estuary exceeds 7 feet at the visitor center).  In addition,   
an Agency will create a permanent outlet channel to be located somewhere within 1,500 feet of the traditional mouth of  
the river.  However, there appears to be an additional 2 feet to the depth of the estuary before the outlet channel will  
become operational.  If I understand the estuary program, I would like to determine the impact of a potential  
9 feet estuary will have on my property.  Thank you for your consideration of this question. I would also appreciate  
receiving a copy of the draft EIR when it is made available for public comment.  
  
Paul Vitale, AICP  
1530 Tuolumne St  
Vallejo, CA 94590  
707-643-7765  
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Scoping Comment Letter 5 

Katie Blank 

From: Mike Desin Imdesin@westliveoak.netj 
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 2010 11:02 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Cathy Gaidano 
Subject: Estuary Project 

Categories: Green Category 

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb, 

We are property owners in Jenner whose property boundary extends into the river. We have concerns that the 
Estuary Project will deny us land use on our property during the recreational months of the year. 

Additionally, we have structures (our house and garage) that could be flooded. At what elevation will the river 
not be allowed to exceed? Are there any contingencies or back up plans to prevent life/property damage due to 
flooding? 

As you know, we are not in a federal flood zone, and as such cannot secure flood insurance. Since this plan 
potentially creates a new flood zone, what funds are available to compensate for a man caused flood? 

I wish I could bring our concerns up at the meeting, but due to the short notice we are unable to attend. 

Regards,  

Mike Desin 
Cathy Gaidano 
11052 Burke Ave. 
P.0. Box 49 
Jenner, CA 95450-0049 
415-389-1996 

Scoping Comment Letter 6 

Katie Blank 

Dian Hardy Ithemis300@yahoo.comj 
Tuesday, May 18, 2010 6:41 AM 

To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Dian Hardy 
Subject: Change in estuary management 
Attachments: Letter re change in estuary management.wps 

From: 
Sent: 

Categories: Green Category 

  

DIAN HARDY 

11757 Mondo Way 

Guerneville. CA 95446 

707.869.9455 

                          

     

     

When we try to  ick anything out by itseli, we iind it  
hitched to everything else in the universe. 

- John Muir 

Here we go again. folks. What I'm learning to call the Humpty-Dumpty School of Resource Management is in 
full spate; in order to save three endangered salmonid runs. agencies - federal. state and county - appear willing 
to overlook the totality of the ecology found at the mouth of the Russian: the harbor seal haulout. a resting and 
foraging site for migratory birds and a fishery that includes Dungeness crabs. amongst other species. 

I do not understand this almost willful failure of agencies to carry forward an ecological perspective as called 
for. one would assume. in the enabling language for the Endangered Species Act. If such a vision is not part of 
the ESA. I submit that we need a Department of the Ecology. capable of seeing the forest AND the trees. the 
ocean AND the river. the seals AND the salmon and lest any of my two-legged comrades despair of me 
completely. the people who reside and recreate at the coast. river and ocean. 

A holistic perspective would consider the human impact on our planet's natural systems of primary concern. In 
the present case. Warm Springs Dam had a huge impact on the native fishery. essentially destroying it and 
replacing it with a mechanistic model. The dam allowed enormous population growth in Sonoma County and 
the resulting inputs from agriculture. forestry. gravel mining and residential and commercial development 
further decimated the salmon. Native American gathering lands and a way of life that was sustainable fell to the 
dam's construction. 

I say it's time we start demanding that agencies responsible for policy decisions make them based on a holistic 
understanding of what an ecosystem is. I remember one winter when a series of storm washed out the road to 
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Scoping Comment Letter 6 (cont.) 

Goat Rock and the hundreds and hundreds of birds and seals who gathered there for weeks. unmolested by even 

our curiosity. benevolent though it may be.
 

Let your county supervisors. SCWA. Fish and Game and your federal representatives know your concerns that a 

new perspective is needed. 


Dian Hardy 

Founder. Sealwatch Program 

Scoping Comment Letter 6A 

Katie Blank 

From: Katie Blank on behalf of estuaryproject 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 1:31 PM 
To: 'Dian Hardy' 
Subject: RE: Response to N0P 

Good Afternoon Ms. Hardy: 

Thank you for your participation in the scoping process. We appreciate your comments and will consider them during 
preparation of the Russian River Estuary Project EIR. Please note this email as confirmation that SCWA and ESA have 
received your scoping comments via email (both the submittal on 5/18/10 and 6/21/10). Please let me know if you have 
any additional questions or concerns during the environmental review process. 

Regards, 

Katie Blank 
ESA 1 Water 
1425 N. McDowell Boulevard, Suite 200 
Petaluma, CA 94954 
707.795-0900 1 707.795-0902 fax 
707.795-0950 direct 1  858.335-2295 cell 
kblank@esassoc.com 

From: Dian Hardy [ 0@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, June
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Dian Hardy 
Subject: Response to NO

Good People: 

Please let me know this has been received. 

Dian 

AM 
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Scoping Comment Letter 6A (cont.) 

Response to Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report on the  

Russian River Estuary Management Project  


I will not attempt to make specific responses to specific statements made in this draft 
document.  My metier is that of a generalist, a threat to the status quo, a visionary. The 
technicians have made certain claims for which I have no interest or expertise in refuting. 
Instead, I will send my letter (below), the letter I was driven to write after attending an 
early meeting at the Jenner boathouse where the plan to change the management of the 
estuary was first brought to my notice. 

&&&&&&&&&&& 

Here we go again, folks. What I’m learning to call the Humpty-Dumpty School of Resource 
Management is in full spate; in order to save three endangered salmonid runs, agencies - federal, 
state and county - appear  willing to overlook the totality of the ecology found at the mouth of the 
Russian: the harbor seal haulout, a resting and foraging site for migratory birds and a fishery that 
includes Dungeness crabs, amongst other species. 

I do not understand this almost willful failure of agencies to carry forward an ecological 
perspective as called for, one would assume, in the enabling language for the Endangered Species 
Act. If such a vision is not part of the ESA, I submit that we need a Department of the Ecology, 
capable of seeing the forest AND the trees, the ocean AND the river, the seals AND the salmon 
and lest any of my two-legged comrades despair of me completely, the people who reside and 
recreate at the coast, river and ocean. 

A holistic perspective would consider the human impact on our planet’s natural systems of 
primary concern.  In the present case, Warm Springs Dam had a huge impact on the native 
fishery, essentially destroying it and replacing it with a mechanistic model. The dam allowed 
enormous population growth in Sonoma County and the resulting inputs from agriculture, 
forestry, gravel mining and residential and commercial development further decimated the 
salmon.  Native American gathering lands and a way of life that was sustainable fell to the dam’s 
construction. 

I say it’s time we start demanding that agencies responsible for policy decisions make them based 
on a holistic understanding of what an ecosystem is.  I remember one winter when a series of 
storm washed out the road to Goat Rock and the hundreds and hundreds of birds and seals who 
gathered there for weeks, unmolested by even our curiosity, benevolent though it may be. 

Let your county supervisors, SCWA, Fish and Game and your federal representatives know your 
concerns that a new perspective is needed. 

When we try to pick anything out by itself, we find it hitched to everything else in the universe. 
-John Muir 

Dian Hardy 
Founder, Sealwatch Program 

Scoping Comment Letter 7 

Katie Blank 

From: Rasore Irasore@sbcglobal.netj 
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 7:30 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Jenner estuary 

Categories: Green Category 

I live in Villa Grande and have seen the effects of clearing the mouth at Jenner.  The river seems much more healthy 
when you leave it alone. I am so passionately opposed to bulldozing the estuary that I don't quite know where to start.  
We need to stop interfering with the natural flow and cycle of the river.  The practice seems destructive and invasive, at 
best. It should not be the focus of government to protect property owners over the flora and fauna of the estuary.  
People are restricted from walking out to the mouth when seals are present and yet I have seen many pictures of huge 
bulldozers moshing right over the beach.  Go away, leave things be and go focus on something more important.  Spend 
our money more prudently lest you invoke more anger than you already have.  Sincerely, Karen Rasore 
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Scoping Comment Letter 8 

Katie Blank 

From: David Jackson Ikc6ssf@earthlink.netj 
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 1:28 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov 
Subject: SCWA Press release - Russian River sandbar management 

Categories: Green Category 

"Jenner, CA - The Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) will hold two meetings on Wednesday, May 19 at the Jenner 
Community Center to discuss proposed changes to the Russian River estuary. A third meeting will be held in Santa Rosa 
on Thursday, May 20." 

"Since the mid-1990s, SCWA has artificially breached the sandbar when it closes in the summer and water levels in the 
estuary threaten low-lying properties. In the future when the sandbar closes, the Biological 0pinion calls for SCWA to 
sculpt the sandbar to allow river water to flow over the top (to prevent flooding) but keep ocean water from entering. The 
freshwater lagoon that will be created is intended to provide an enhanced environment for young steelhead." 

Please explain how this is done. My experience is that once the river overtops the sandbar, a channel is formed and the 
retained water is released, washing away additional sand. This is usually a "quick" event! 

Can this be applied at the Salmon Creek estuary, just preventing storm flooding in dry years? 

Thanks: David Jackson 
(240 Bean Ave.) 
1451 Keiser Ave. 

David Jackson 
Santa Rosa, CA 

Scoping Comment Letter 9 

Katie Blank 

From: William Beal Ibillywillgo@gmail.comj 
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2010 4:26 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: estuary Project 
Attachments: Letter to SCWA.doc 

Categories: Green Category 

TO: Sonoma County Water Agency 
404 Aviation Boulevard Santa Rosa. CA 95403 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb. Principal Environmental Specialist 

From: William Beal 
POBOX 514 
Bodega Bay Ca. 
94923 
E-Ma ywillgo@gmail.com 
Date: 8th 2010 

I would like to submit my questions and concerns about the Russian River Estuary Project. I have attached a 
word document and I hope that will work. 
If not I'm going to also add my list to this e-mail. Could I please request a return e-mail so I know that my list o

il � bill
 May. 2

f 
questions was received and directed to 
the proper people related to this project. 

Thank you. 
William Beal 

Some points that I would like to be considered. 

Point #1 River Surfing Area
 The Russian River Mouth is one of Sonoma County best surf areas. I would like to first explain to any nonf 
surfers the dynamics of the spot so that they will understand how this plan will result in the TOTAL loss of this 
worldfclass surfing spot. 

* This area only becomes a surf spot when the river pushes sand out into the ocean to form a sand bar. IF THE   
RIVER DOES NOT PUSH SAND OUT INTO THE OCEAN THERE IS NO SURF SPOT!  

*When the river pushes through the sand berm and creates a sand bar in the ocean the life of that sand bar is 
determined by the force and direction of the flow of the river. If it is a short weak flow with a bad flow 
direction the result is a short weak sand bar that only last a few days. If the flow is of the type proposed and a 
channel is created the resulting flow will NOT have enough sand output to help in creating a surffable sand bar. 

Point #2 Other Surfing Areas 

mailto:billywillgo@gmail.com
mailto:ann.dubay@scwa.ca.gov
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Scoping Comment Letter 9 (cont.) 

This plan to stop the river from breaking through the sand berm will not only completely remove the 
possibility of surfing in the river area but the resulting loss of sand/river gravel input into the ocean will I 
believe adversely effect other surfing spots to the south of the river outflow area. These beach's to the south all 
rely on this sand to help in the formation of surffable sand bars. I base this statement on 25 years of observing 
the resulting good surf year after a large out flow season and the resulting bad surf year following a low or 
infrequent outflow season.

 * Please consider the negative effects on 4 more surfing areas south of the river known as North Side Goat 
Rock. South Side Goat Rock. Blinds Beach and The Far Cove. These spot depend greatly on the influx of new 
sand and gravel. The sand that is pushed into the ocean by the sand bar breach and the rocks and river gravel 
that are pushed out with the river water are carried mostly south by the prevailing waves and currents where 
they gathers to create ideal ocean bottom condition for surfing. 

*Please consider that the before mentioned surfing spot known as North Side Goat Rock is also one of Sonoma 
Counties premier surfing areas. This spots quality depends solely on the changing bottom conditions and 
because this spot is just south of the river area I believe it will be greatly affected by this change in the natural 
cycle. 

Point #3 Beach Erosion 

I believe there is also a possibility of increased beach erosion due to the loss of sand and river gravel that has 
historically been part of this shifting coastal eco system. Those familiar with Goat Rock State Beach will know 
that the entrance road to the lower south side parking area is under constant threat from ocean erosion and has 
already in the last few years been scaled back from a two lane road to a one lane road due to wave damage and 
erosion. 

* Please consider that if the sandbar is not breached regularly the sand rocks and gravel that are missing from 
this ocean system will not be flowing south from the river and collecting in this already threatened area. There 
will be a possibility that when the larger surf of winter arrives the beach will not be large enough in size to stop 
the waves from destroying this road and potentially other unknown areas. 

* Please consider monitoring the beach conditions and sand depths during this project. I see a need to build a 
database that will allow someone in the future to determine if the lack of sand and river gravel flowing into the 
ocean is adversely affecting the beaches to the north and south? 

Point #5 Other Species
 I would like the potential negative impact on other species habitat to be considered. Over the years I have 
observed this area hundreds of times in the "Flowing River" stage. and in the "Closed River" stage. and I have 
found the difference (with regards to wildlife) between the two to be drastic. When the river is open and flowing 
there are seals. hawks. osprey. eagles. ducks. pelicans. otters. whales and sharks along with the fish. The place 
becomes a wonderful spectacle of all types of animals when the river is open. When the river is closed most of 
these animals are gone and the place is almost completely void of (visible) life. 

* Please consider the loss of whale habitat. I have seen whales not 50 yards from the beach just outside the 
flowing river. I have heard it said that they come in close to rub on the bottom where the river has pushed out 

2 

Scoping Comment Letter 9 (cont.) 

coarse gravel and river rocks. If there is no flow out into the ocean these types of ocean bottom conditions will 
be effected and this whale stopfover could be adversely effected.

 * Please consider the seal colony. I have observed. and I'm sure data would confirm. that the seal colony is all 
but gone when the river is closed. Although there may be a small number of seals willing to brave the long 
beach crossing after the river closes. the large numbers of 30 or 40 seals that are there with an open river drops 
to one or two. There is no doubt that this local seal population will be adversely effected if the river was to be 
closed for 5 months. They have NEVER had to live with that possibility. and a closed river for 5 months is 
statistically an unnatural condition. I see no way to see this potential impact as anything but drastic and long 
lasting. 

* Please consider the Great White Shark. This winter a large number of surfers witnessed a great white shark 
attempting to feed on a seal not 25 yards off the beach. River mouths are known great white shark feeding areas 
and this feeding area could be adversely affected if the river remained closed and the seal colony relocated.

 * Please consider the loss of habitat for the many birds of prey that feed in this area. This year was a banner 
year for Golden Eagles and Bald Eagle fishing near the river mouth and their presence has been noticed here for 
more then 30 years. These great birds are just a few of the many birds of prey using this area to feed while the 
river is open. There is no doubt that all these birds would be negatively effected by the potential long term lost 
of this food resource. 

Point#6 Ocean Users Danger 
I would like the possibility of an adverse impact on people and the environment from the river water flowing 
into the ocean to be considered.

 *Some attention should be given to the possible negative effects on the ocean environment if any pollutants or 
toxic levels of water were to be released into the ocean. I feel that some type of monitoring system should be 
implemented for the sole purpose of keeping the discharged water at a safe level for humans and the ocean 
environment regardless of fish habitat. Attention with the understanding that people surf directly in the path of 
the outfflowing water as it flows out to sea. for long periods of time. sometimes for many consecutive days. 

* Does the SCWA have an ocean users warning plan if the river should reach a toxic level while flowing into 
the sea? Just say the river became closed for 2 or 3 months without any outflow. And despite any monitoring 
the water became hazardous to humans. would there be some type of public notification posted for recreational 
ocean users to the north and south when the water began to flow into the ocean? In many other places some 
county agency will post signs on the beach notifying beach goers to the hazardous ocean conditions and also 
place onfline and in print warnings for the public to see.

 *Will anyone from the SCWA be monitoring the OCEAN water quality near the outflow channel on a regular 
basis? If so will this information be available to the public? 

Point #7 Time Frame
 There should be a worse case bestfcase time frame giving to the public for this project. 

* The public should be giving a time frame for how long it will take to bring back these salmon species. 50 
years. 100 years. 200 years? Let the public hear the large time frame to get an idea of how long this may go on. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 9 (cont.) 

* Sonoma County residents who are being affected by this project should be giving an acceptable time frame 
for when this project will be reviewed. Residents should be able to have an idea of how long this may go on. 

* All information that will be used to decide if this project is working should be made public now so that the 
numbers and information can be studied and compared to data as it is taken and when the project is reviewed. 

Point#8 Long Turn Considerations 
If this salmon habitat project is at some point found to work. and the loss of Sonoma Counties premier surfing 

resource becomes a longfterm project then I feel the state or federal agencies should consider giving restitution 
to the surfing community for their loss by funding an artificial reef project here in Sonoma County. There are a 
few places along our coast that could benefit from the many positives that go along with artificial reef projects. 

Look at this website for info f http://www.asrltd.com/our solutions/multi purpose reefs/ 

Or this UfTube videof http://www.youtube.com/watc hg&feature �related 

Along with providing a surfing resource for the local ial reefs provide beach erosion control. 
habitat for sea life and an attraction for tourists and t is type of project benefits the local 
community and small local businesses as well as the 

 *Also if the jetty removal project is attempted I would like all agencies are involved to consider using the rocks 
to improve the surfing conditions around the goat rock area. This could be attempted from the south side 
parking area on both the north and south sides of Goat Rock. This idea would offer a cheep. easy and close 
place to dispose of the jetty rock. Another option would be to form a large pile with the removed jetty rock at 
the end of the jetty where it meets the ocean. A large vfshaped pile that went out into the ocean could form a 
surfable wave and solve the river related issues. People within the group I linked above are specialists at 
creating theses types of projects and I'm sure with some consultation this jetty could be removed and refused to 
the benefit of everyone involved. 

Scoping Comment Letter 9 
Attachment 

Name: William Beal 
Address: POBOX 514 Bodega Bay CA. 94923 
Date: 5/29/10 

Some points that I would like to be considered. 

Point #1 River Surfing Area
  The Russian River Mouth is one of Sonoma County best surf areas. I would like to first explain to any non-
surfers the dynamics of the spot so that they will understand how this plan will result in the TOTAL loss of this 
world-class surfing spot.

 * This area only becomes a surf spot when the river pushes sand out into the ocean to form a sand bar. IF THE    
RIVER DOES NOT PUSH SAND OUT INTO THE OCEAN THERE IS NO SURF SPOT! 

*When the river pushes through the sand berm and creates a sand bar in the ocean the life of that sand bar is 
determined by the force and direction of the flow of the river.  If it is a short weak flow with a bad flow 
direction the result is a short weak sand bar that only last a few days. If the flow is of the type proposed and a 
channel is created the resulting flow will NOT have enough sand output to help in creating a surf-able sand bar. 

Point #2 Other Surfing Areas
  This plan to stop the river from breaking through the sand berm will not only completely remove the 
possibility of surfing in the river area but the resulting loss of sand/river gravel input into the ocean will I 
believe adversely effect other surfing spots to the south of the river outflow area. These beach’s to the south all 
rely on this sand to help in the formation of surf-able sand bars. I base this statement on 25 years of observing 
the resulting good surf year after a large out flow season and the resulting bad surf year following a low or 
infrequent outflow season. 

* Please consider the negative effects on 4 more surfing areas south of the river known as North Side Goat 
Rock, South Side Goat Rock, Blinds Beach and The Far Cove. These spot depend greatly on the influx of new 
sand and gravel. The sand that is pushed into the ocean by the sand bar breach and the rocks and river gravel 
that are pushed out with the river water are carried mostly south by the prevailing waves and currents where 
they gathers to create ideal ocean bottom condition for surfing.  

*Please consider that the before mentioned surfing spot known as North Side Goat Rock is also one of Sonoma 
Counties premier surfing areas. This spots quality depends solely on the changing bottom conditions and 
because this spot is just south of the river area I believe it will be greatly affected by this change in the natural 
cycle. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 9 

Attachment 


Point #3 Beach Erosion
  I believe there is also a possibility of increased beach erosion due to the loss of sand and river gravel that has 
historically been part of this shifting coastal eco system. Those familiar with Goat Rock State Beach will know 
that the entrance road to the lower south side parking area is under constant threat from ocean erosion and has 
already in the last few years been scaled back from a two lane road to a one lane road due to wave damage and 
erosion. 

* Please consider that if the sandbar is not breached regularly the sand rocks and gravel that are missing from 
this ocean system will not be flowing south from the river and collecting in this already threatened area. There 
will be a possibility that when the larger surf of winter arrives the beach will not be large enough in size to stop 
the waves from destroying this road and potentially other unknown areas. 

* Please consider monitoring the beach conditions and sand depths during this project. I see a need to build a 
database that will allow someone in the future to determine if the lack of sand and river gravel flowing into the 
ocean is adversely affecting the beaches to the north and south? 

Point #5 Other Species
 I would like the potential negative impact on other species habitat to be considered.  Over the years I have 
observed this area hundreds of times in the “Flowing River” stage, and in the “Closed River” stage, and I have 
found the difference (with regards to wildlife) between the two to be drastic. When the river is open and flowing 
there are seals, hawks, osprey, eagles, ducks, pelicans, otters, whales and sharks along with the fish. The place 
becomes a wonderful spectacle of all types of animals when the river is open.  When the river is closed most of 
these animals are gone and the place is almost completely void of (visible) life. 

* Please consider the loss of whale habitat. I have seen whales not 50 yards from the beach just outside the 
flowing river. I have heard it said that they come in close to rub on the bottom where the river has pushed out 
coarse gravel and river rocks. If there is no flow out into the ocean these types of ocean bottom conditions will 
be effected and this whale stop-over could be adversely effected. 

* Please consider the seal colony. I have observed, and I’m sure data would confirm, that the seal colony is all 
but gone when the river is closed. Although there may be a small number of seals willing to brave the long 
beach crossing after the river closes, the large numbers of 30 or 40 seals that are there with an open river drops 
to one or two. There is no doubt that this local seal population will be adversely effected if the river was to be 
closed for 5 months. They have NEVER had to live with that possibility, and a closed river for 5 months is 
statistically an unnatural condition. I see no way to see this potential impact as anything but drastic and long 
lasting. 

* Please consider the Great White Shark. This winter a large number of surfers witnessed a great white shark 
attempting to feed on a seal not 25 yards off the beach. River mouths are known great white shark feeding areas 
and this feeding area could be adversely affected if the river remained closed and the seal colony relocated. 

* Please consider the loss of habitat for the many birds of prey that feed in this area. This year was a banner 
year for Golden Eagles and Bald Eagle fishing near the river mouth and their presence has been noticed here for 

Scoping Comment Letter 9 
Attachment 

more then 30 years. These great birds are just a few of the many birds of prey using this area to feed while the 
river is open. There is no doubt that all these birds would be negatively effected by the potential long term lost 
of this food resource. 

Point#6 Ocean Users Danger
  I would like the possibility of an adverse impact on people and the environment from the river water flowing 
into the ocean to be considered. 

*Some attention should be given to the possible negative effects on the ocean environment if any pollutants or 
toxic levels of water were to be released into the ocean. I feel that some type of monitoring system should be 
implemented for the sole purpose of keeping the discharged water at a safe level for humans and the ocean 
environment regardless of fish habitat. Attention with the understanding that people surf directly in the path of 
the out-flowing water as it flows out to sea, for long periods of time, sometimes for many consecutive days. 

* Does the SCWA have an ocean users warning plan if the river should reach a toxic level while flowing into 
the sea? Just say the river became closed for 2 or 3 months without any outflow. And despite any monitoring 
the water became hazardous to humans, would there be some type of public notification posted for recreational 
ocean users to the north and south when the water began to flow into the ocean? In many other places some 
county agency will post signs on the beach notifying beach goers to the hazardous ocean conditions and also 
place on-line and in print warnings for the public to see.  

*Will anyone from the SCWA be monitoring the OCEAN water quality near the outflow channel on a regular 
basis? If so will this information be available to the public? 

Point #7 Time Frame
 There should be a worse case best-case time frame giving to the public for this project. 

* The public should be giving a time frame for how long it will take to bring back these salmon species. 50 
years, 100 years, 200 years? Let the public hear the large time frame to get an idea of how long this may go on. 

* Sonoma County residents who are being affected by this project should be giving an acceptable time frame for 
when this project will be reviewed. Residents should be able to have an idea of how long this may go on. 

* All information that will be used to decide if this project is working should be made public now so that the 
numbers and information can be studied and compared to data as it is taken and when the project is reviewed. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 9 
Attachment 

Point#8 Long Turn Considerations
  If this salmon habitat project is at some point found to work, and the loss of Sonoma Counties premier surfing 
resource becomes a long-term project then I feel the state or federal agencies should consider giving restitution 
to the surfing community for their great loss by funding an artificial reef project here in Sonoma County. There 
are a few places along our coast that could benefit from the many positives that go along with artificial reef 
projects. 
Look at this website for info - http://www.asrltd.com/our_solutions/multi_purpose_reefs/ 
Or this U-Tube video- http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QVD80dScKhg&feature=related 
Along with providing a surfing resource for the local community, artificial reefs provide beach erosion control, 
habitat for sea life and an attraction for tourists and traveling surfers. This type of project benefits the local 
community and small local businesses as well as the county and state. 

Also if the jetty removal project is attempted I would like all agencies are involved to consider using the rocks 
to improve the surfing conditions around the goat rock area. This could be attempted from the south side 
parking area on both the north and south sides of Goat Rock. This idea would offer a cheep, easy and close 
place to dispose of the jetty rock. Another option would be to form a large pile with the removed jetty rock at 
the end of the jetty where it meets the ocean. A large v-shaped pile that went out into the ocean could form a 
surfable wave and solve the river related issues. People within the group I linked above are specialists at 
creating theses types of projects and I’m sure with some consultation this jetty could be removed and re-used to 
the benefit of everyone involved. 

Scoping Comment Letter 10 

Katie Blank 

From: Katie Blank 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 9:03 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: FW: Returned mail: see transcript for details --Estuary EIR e-mail link?? 

Katie  Blank  
ESA 1 Water  
1425 N. McDowell  Boulevard, Suite 200  
Petaluma, CA 94954   
707.795-0900 1 707.795-0902 fax 
707.795-0950 direct 1  858.335-2295 cell   
kblank@esassoc.com   
From: Jessica Martini  Lamb [mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov]
   
Sent: Friday, June  04  PM
  0�
To: Katie Blank; Jim O
Subject: FW: Returne e transcript for details --Estuary EIR e-mail link?? 
 
 
Is  there  a problem with the  email for  estuary nop comments?   
  
Jessica Martini- Lamb   
  
Sent from  my Windows  Mobile phone   

From: Don McEnhill <rrkeeper@sonic.net>
   
Sent: Friday,  June 04,  20�0   �: �4 PM
   
To: Jessica Martini Lamb  <Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov>
   
Subject: Fwd: Returned mail: see transcript for details --Estuary EIR e-mail link?? 
 

Hi Jessica. 


Just got a bounce from efmail listed in Scoping notice....tried suffix @esaassoc.com assuming you were using
 
ESA and that bounced too!
 
Thanks. 

Don 


Begin forwarded message:
 

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <MAILER-DAEM0N@a.mail.sonic.net>
 
Date: June 4, 2010 1:10:42 PM PDT
 
To: <rrkeeper@sonic.net>
 
Subject: Returned mail: see transcript for details
 

The original message was received at Fri. 4 Jun 2010 13:10:40 f0700 
from 76f191f197f202.dsl.dynamic.sonic.net [76.191.197.202] 

fffff The following addresses had permanent fatal errors fffff 
<estuaryproiect@esassoc.com> 
(reason: 550 No such user (estuaryproiect@esassoc.com)) 

, 20� 0 4:
T oole 
 
d mail: se

mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
http:76f191f197f202.dsl.dynamic.sonic.net
mailto:rrkeeper@sonic.net
mailto:MAILER-DAEM0N@a.mail.sonic.net
http:esaassoc.com
mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:rrkeeper@sonic.net
mailto:mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:kblank@esassoc.com
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QVD80dScKhg&feature=related
http://www.asrltd.com/our_solutions/multi_purpose_reefs
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Scoping Comment Letter 10 (cont.) 

fffff Transcript of session follows fffff 
... while talking to exchange.esassoc.com.: 

DATA 

<<< 550 No such user (estuaryproiect@esassoc.com) 
550 5.1.1 <estuaryproiect@esassoc.com>... User unknown 
<<< 503 Bad sequence of commands 
ReportingfMTA: dns; a.mail.sonic.net 
ReceivedfFromfMTA: DNS; 76f191f197f202.dsl.dynamic.sonic.net 
ArrivalfDate: Fri. 4 Jun 2010 13:10:40 f0700 

FinalfRecipient: RFC822; estuaryproiect@esassoc.com 
Action: failed 
Status: 5.1.1 
RemotefMTA: DNS; exchange.esassoc.com 
DiagnosticfCode: SMTP; 550 No such user (estuaryproiect@esassoc.com) 
LastfAttemptfDate: Fri. 4 Jun 2010 13:10:41 f0700 

From: Don McEnhill <rrkeeper@sonic.net> 
Date: June 4, 2010 1:10:40 PM PDT 
To: estuaryproiect@esassoc.com, Jessica Martini Lamb 
<Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov> 
Subject: Estuary Management EIR scoping comment 

Jessica & ESA.  

I intend to submit more extensive scoping comments by the June 21st deadline but just in case I am not able to I 
would like to submit the following today. 

The projected sea level rise by 2040 is 39 inches along our coastline. High tides. storms. high upstream flows 
and other events will ultimately drive that level higher during those events. Inevitably property damage will 
occur at some point in the foreseeable future due to flooding from sea level rise combined with the events 
mentioned above. The EIR should study the future need and feasibility of raising the few lowflying structures in 
the RR Estuary in response to sea level rise and what benefits that could produce for summer estuary 
management. 
The project focus seems to be shortfterm but any estuary management efforts should be evaluated with 
projected sea level rise over a longer period to be more effective and more efficiently use scarce funds and 
resources to create longer term solutions. We are concerned that any solutions today will be wiped out by sea 
level rise in the future. 
We also comment that separating this estuary EIR process from the D1610 modification and any flow 
modifications on the Russian River will face obstacles under CEVA as they are integrally linked and numerous 
court cases support this contention. It is clear from the RR Biological Opinion that flows and estuary 
management are inexorably linked and any legal review in the future will likely confirm this fact. We strongly 
urge you to consider the Estuary EIR and any future EIR on D1610 or flows to be part of the same project. 

Sincerely. 
Don McEnhill 

><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
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Scoping Comment Letter 10 (cont.) 

Don McEnhill 
Executive Director & Riverkeeper 
Russian Riverkeeper 
P0 Box 1335  
Healdsburg, CA 95448 
707-433-1958 
fx: 707-433-1989 
rrkeeper@sonic.net 
www.russianriverkeeper.org 

Russian Riverkeeper works with the community to advocate, educate, and uphold our environmental laws to ensure the protection and 
restoration of the Russian River for the health and benefit of all who use and enjoy it. 

Become a member today at www.russianriverkeeper.org! 

><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Don McEnhill 
Executive Director & Riverkeeper 
Russian Riverkeeper 
P0 Box 1335  
Healdsburg, CA 95448 
707-433-1958 
fx: 707-433-1989 
rrkeeper@sonic.net 
www.russianriverkeeper.org 

Russian Riverkeeper works with the community to advocate, educate, and uphold our environmental laws to ensure the protection and 
restoration of the Russian River for the health and benefit of all who use and enjoy it. 

Become a member today at www.russianriverkeeper.org! 
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http:www.russianriverkeeper.org
http:www.russianriverkeeper.org
mailto:rrkeeper@sonic.net
http:www.russianriverkeeper.org
http:www.russianriverkeeper.org
mailto:rrkeeper@sonic.net
mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
mailto:rrkeeper@sonic.net
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
http:exchange.esassoc.com
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
http:76f191f197f202.dsl.dynamic.sonic.net
http:a.mail.sonic.net
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
mailto:estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
http:exchange.esassoc.com
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Scoping Comment Letter 11 

Katie Blank 

From: Josh Berry Ijosh@savethewaves.orgj 

Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 4:48 PM 

To: estuaryproject
 
Subject: Russian River Estuary Project
 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
 
Flag Status: Completed 


Categories: Green Category 


Sonoma County Water Agency
 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist
 
404 Aviation Boulevard 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403
 

Dear Jessica Martini-Lamb, 


Sonoma County surfers recently informed our organization about the proposed Russian River Estuary Management
 
Project (Estuary Project). 

Due to this project's proposed changes to the way the river mouth at the Pacific 0cean is artificially breached, as well as 

the change of location of the breach and the design of the breach channel, local residents are very concerned that the
 
Estuary Project will have a negative impact on the quality of the surfing wave at the mouth of the Russian River, 

effectively destroying the surfing there for a significant amount of time each year. 


The Russian Rivermouth is a well-known, occasionally fantastic surf spot and is legally protected under the California
 
Coastal Act. Local surfers and residents who rely on surfing visits for economic and recreational value cannot afford to
 
lose this natural wonder. Has the Sonoma County Water Agency considered the effects to the surfing wave, and the
 
public opinion of surfers, in its EIR for this project? 


Save The Waves Coalition is a nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting and preserving the coastal environment, 

with an emphasis on the surf zone, and educating the public about its value. We hope to work with you to guarantee the
 
protection of the surf spot at Russian River mouth while also evolving the Russian River Low Flow Project and its related 

Estuary Project. Feel free to write back with any questions or comments concerning this issue. 


Thank you,
 
Josh
 

Josh Berry 

Environmental Director
 
Save The Waves Coalition
 
http://www.savethewaves.org
 
josh@savethewaves.org
 
831.426.6169 office
 
415.578.8388 mobile
 

Scoping Comment Letter 12 

Katie Blank 

From: Rick Baker IRickBaker@sonic.netj 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2010 4:03 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Estuary Plan Comment 
Attachments: 100617 Estuary Plan Comment.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Attached, please find comments for you consideration regarding the Sonoma County Water Agencies Russian River 
Estuary Management Project. 

Regards, 
Rick 

Rick Baker, Assoc. AIA 
Designer/Construction Drafting 
127 Alderbrook / Santa Rosa, CA 95405 
v. 707/545-8860 
m.707/889-7541 

mailto:josh@savethewaves.org
http:http://www.savethewaves.org
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Scoping Comment Letter 12 (cont.) 

 
June 17, 2010, 
 

Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist 

404 Aviation Boulevard 

Santa Rosa, CA  95403 

 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Russian River Estuary  


 Management Project (Estuary Project) 

 

I am writing to you to express my support for the Sonoma County Water 
Agencies 2010 Estuary Project. If successful, the proposed Project has the potential to 
increase Russian River estuarine habitat for ESA listed Coho salmon and Steelhead. 

While conducting the project, I would like the Sonoma County Water Agency to take 
into consideration the following comments for various aspects of its Project. 
 

 Extend the Upper Estuary monitoring to include the Austin Creek confluence to 
the Hwy 116 Bridge. Review of the SCWA’s ‘Russian River Fish and Macro­
Invertebrate Study, 2003­2005’ illustrates that a large portion of the salmonid and 
steelhead sample distribution is found within the Upper Estuary/Cassini reach.  
Past in-stream habitat improvements of lower Austin Creek have created rearing 
and migration opportunities which the Estuary Adaptive Management Plan may 
enhance. Expanded and continual monitoring of this area is vital in verifying 
that it can remain suitable migration and rearing habitat for Austin Creek 
Salmonid and Steelhead within this reach. 

 Re-prioritize the removal of the jetty located at the mouth of the estuary.  Use the 
rock and other appropriate demolition debris to create additional habitat 
structures within the Estuary. 

 Restore the Open Space District properties in the Middle Reach/Bridgehaven 
area and similar low lying areas to create flooded/backchannel habitat.  Monitor 
and consider additional adaptive management options to promote sustainable 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat consistent with periodic inundated 
estuarine habitat. 

 Re-prioritize the elevation, re-location or removal of the private properties 
located in Jenner between the 8’-8.5’ flood levels. If the adaptive management 
plan results are found to be positive while maintaining a proposed 7’ flood level; 
consideration should be given to maintaining a higher estuarine water level to 
increase and sustain suitable estuary rearing habitat. Proposed water flow 
decrease from upriver could have the potential to increase estuary water 
temperatures. Additional water depth may be needed to ensure that water 
temperatures remain below potential lethal levels. The end goal of the plan 
should be to cease mouth breaching operations entirely. 

 Re-introduce historic native estuary vegetation to the lower reach to further 
support and provide salmonid rearing and Benthic and Macro invertebrate 
habitat. 

Scoping Comment Letter 12 (cont.) 

 
I appreciate the opportunity to present to you my thoughts regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Russian River Estuary Management Project. Feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss these items in 
depth. 
 
Regards, 
Rick Baker, Assoc. AIA 
Ph: 707-545-8860 
Email: RickBaker@sonic.net 
 
 

mailto:RickBaker@sonic.net
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Scoping Comment Letter 13 

Katie Blank 

From: Barbara Yoder IBarbara.Yoder@comcast.netj 
Sent: Sunday, June 20, 2010 1:58 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Low Flow Consequences for Fish and Humans 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

As a citizen who attended the Sonoma County Water Agency workshop in Guerneville this week, I can say that I learned 
that the thing that the endangered salmon species need is a lagoon, that creating a lagoon is pretty much out of human 
control because it depends in substantial part upon ocean wave action to create the sand bar at Jenner, that there are 
apparently just a few houses flooded in Jenner and that if these houses were simply allowed to flood then all would be 
happy (the salmon-at least when mother nature generates a sand bar to close the mouth of the river-- and the humans 
and fish that live in the remainder of the river because there is more dilution of the pesticides, chemicals, and fecal 
matter that is coming down the river). 

What I was not able to raise because of time was my observation that there are not enough public bathrooms for 
boaters to use on the river between Healdsburg and Guerneville.  We need rest rooms, accessible to the day trippers, 
preferably every � mile of river, but certainly not more than 1 mile between pit stops.  We need to provide a map and 
guide to all river day trippers that shows them where they can go to the bathroom.  If we do not have sufficient 
restrooms, then the Sonoma County Water Agency ought to install them for the public's use.  The bathrooms need to be 
within easy walking of the river, and there need to be signs posted on the river that tell people how near the next 
restroom is and how to get to it. 

The consequence of low flow is that there is less dilution of the pollutants.  As I talk with people who are coming down 
the river about where they should go to the bathroom, I am surprised at the number of people that think going in the 
river is OK.  It is my believe that it is better to squat at the side of the river in the dirt than to relieve oneself in the river.  
Presuming that it is not at all advisable to go in the river, then we need to do a couple things:  first and foremost, assess 
the number of public restrooms, determine where more are needed, install them as soon as possible with running water 
and until such time, service port a potties, provide information to canoeists, kayakers, and day trippers about where the 
toilets are, sign-post them along the river, and generally allow people to do the right thing.  I think that if we did these 
things we would find that most people do not prefer to go in the river or relieve themselves in the bushes. 

We as river users will continue to have poor quality water until we accept the fact that a person cannot spend 5 hours 
on a river trip and not go to the bathroom.  Removing human waste from the river and river banks would definitely help 
the river quality.  Until we solve that problem, then having low-flow will continue to lead to Ecoli and other high bacteria 
counts, as reported at the meeting.  I recommend that the Sonoma County Water Agency adopt the duty to install a 
sufficient number of public toilets along the length of the Russian River.  A direct consequence of low-flow is higher 
concentration of contaminants.  Urine can't be good for the river, can it?  Fecal matter is particularly bad, I believe. 

My second recommendation is that we conduct our assessment of the impact of low flow on all species of fish and wild 
life (not to mention human life); we should immediately expand our scope beyond the endangered species 3 (all salmon, 
I believe). I see fewer blue gill, cat fish, carp and bass, tree frogs, turtles, and otters than in the past, and I'm sure that 
others could add to the list of fish, amphibians, and animals that seem to have diminished in number. For sure, Fish and 
Game should be collecting data on number and size of all species of fish (not simply salmon) that they are capturing in 
their nets and video. 

Finally, little mention was made of the Ludwigia and algae blooms.  I have been trying to clear my bend of the river of 
Ludwigia for the past 10 years and I can say that it's pretty clean (but other parts of the river have huge blooms). While 
the Ludwigia has been a problem for some time, it seems to be growing exponentially and it might be good to track the 

Scoping Comment Letter 13 (cont.) 

amount of invasion as part of the environmental assessment.  What seemed particularly new with the low flow this past 
year was the lime green algae blooms that got so large (at least in the Hilton and Highcroft Beach area where I reside).  I 
took to raking the stuff out of the river because it really was taking over just at the water's edge.  I asked the Sonoma 
County Water Agency staff whether they was any health risk associated with handling and removing the stuff and they 
said there wasn't, though we need to be careful to not disrupt the underlying sediment (probably where the heavy 
metals are hanging out, best not to be disturbed). 

In sum, then, I recommend that we assess a number of factors not associated with the health of the salmon.  It is good 
that the Laguna creation strategy is being studied separately from the low flow, because I came to the conclusion that 
we could have Laguna creation and high flow and that such a combination would likely be in the interests of the majority 
of fish and animal species, given that higher flows allow for greater dilution of the bad things being put into the river.  

In closing, I hope to hear from the Sonoma County Water Agency that they are taking on the task of providing public 
restrooms along the length of the Russian River---it seems to me that is the least they can do for us while they subject us 
to this low-flow businessl 

Barbara Yoder 
Forestville 
(707)887-7013 
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Scoping Comment Letter 14 

Katie Blank 

From: 	 N0RMA JELLIS0N Inormalj@monitor.netj 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, June 22, 2010 8:45 AM 
To: 	 estuaryproject 
Cc: 	 Katie Blank 
Subject: 	 Fw: Estuary Management Plan Russian River Jenner CA 
Attachments: 	 Biological 0pinion and the Russian River Estuary.doc; Grant Davis SCWA Ltr on RR B0 

Estuary Mgmt.doc; St Wtr Res Ctrl Bd Ltr Addressed to SCWA Re SCWA Instream Flow 
Reductions.doc; Russian River Temp Flow Changes SCWA Letter June 20, 2010.doc 

Katie - See if these will open. They are all in .doc saved in windows. If not when I get home tonite, I 
will see what I can do. Norma 

-------OriginaZ Message-------

From: NORMA JELLISON
 
Date: 6/21/2010 8:03:58 AM
 
To: estuaryproiect@esassoc.com
 
Subject: Fw: Estuary Management Plan Russian River Jenner CA 


-------OriginaZ Message-------

From: NORMA JELLISON
 
Date: 6/21/2010 7:52:36 AM
 
To: estuaryproiect@esassoc.com; Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
 
Subject: Estuary Management Plan Russian River Jenner CA
 

Dear Jessica -

This correspondence is in response to the SCWA notice of preparation of a Draft EIR for the Russian 
River Estuary - the Estuary Management Plan. 

I share concerns expressed by many regarding the scoping meeting. The structure of the evening 
and the set up of the tables without means of collecting comments (flip charts for example to write 
down comments, post its to add to exhibits - all very standard methods of capturing written comments 
at scoping meetings) did not seem to be conducive to the stated purpose of a scoping session - to 
gather comments from the audience/public. 

I believe the major impact of the proposed Estuary Management Plan will be an irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources. Changes to the estuary will have far reaching and long term 
irreversible significant negative environmental impacts to the this rich estuarine environment. 

I am enclosing a number of letters and opinion pieces that I have written on the subject of the estuary, 
the Biological 0pinion, the proposed Incidental Harassment Permit and the Petitions for lowering the 
flow of the Russian River - changes to Decision 1610. Contained within these are my concerns and 
comments regarding the plans for altering the estuary and its land and water resources. I believe 
these are relevant to the environmental assessment underway and ask that they be considered as my 

Scoping Comment Letter 14 (cont.) 

scoping comments.   

To my concerns regarding the proposal to alter the mouth of the Russian River, I add my belief that 
the agency cannot separate the estuary management process from the lowering of flows. The plan to 
maintain an closed mouth is impossible to achieve without lowering the flows. Regardless of the 
requirements to lower the flow contained in the B0, the fact remains that the plan to manage the 
estuary is absolutely linked to being able to control the flows to achieve the goal of a sustained closed 
mouth. Discussing the flow impacts in the cumulative section of the EIR is insufficient. Segmentation 
is illegal under CEQA. 

Finally, I submit that the letter and background documents from the Russian River Watershed 
Protection Council provide an excellent summary of critical issues relative to this undertaking that 
merit thoughtful and considerable analysis and response in the preparation of the Environmental 
Impact Report. I look forward to reviewing that document. 

Norma 
Norma Jellison 
P0 Box 1636 
Boedega bay CA 94923 
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Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 1 

Katie Blank 

From: Jessica Martini Lamb IJessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.govj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 8:30 AM 
To: Katie Blank; Jim 0'Toole 
Cc: estuaryproject; Records 
Subject: FW: Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR Russian River - Estuary Management Plan 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

From: NORMA JELLISON [mailto:normalj@monitor.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 2� , 20� 0 7:57 AM 
To: estuaryproiect@esassoc.com; Jessica Martini Lamb 
Subject: Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR Russian River - Estuary Management Plan 

Below please find my comments on the Incidental Harassment Permit that I ask be included with 
the email and forwarded letter comments on the preparation of a Draft EIR for the above cited 
project. 
Norma Jellison 

Sent to: 
PR1.0648-XQ82@noaa.gov 
DEPARTMENT 0F C0MMERCE National 0ceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

RIN 0648-XQ82  

Takes of Marine Mammals Incidental to Specified Activities; 
Russian River Estuary Management Activities 

AGENCY:  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), National 0ceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (N0AA), Commerce. 

ACTI0N:  Notice; proposed incidental harassment authorization; request 
For comments. 

Michael Payne, Chief, Permits, Conservation and Education Division, 
0ffice of Protected Resources 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
1315 East-West Highway 
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3225. 

Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

This letter provides comments on the above referenced notice of proposed incidental harassment 
authorization at the Russian River Estuary in Sonoma County CA - RIN 0648-XQ82 - published in the 
Federal Register November 12, 2009. 

I read the Federal Register notice, the Sonoma County Water Agency's (Water Agency) Application 
and the Pinniped Monitoring Plan. Each of the latter documents, accessed from the Federal Register 
page, is integral to understanding the Notice itself and the basis of its findings and 
recommendations. Unfortunately, the Application and the Monitoring Plan are incomplete as posted 
and thus deficient. Both documents lack figures that are important to reading and understanding them 
and the Notice that is constructed based on them. The Application is lacking Figures 1, 2, and 4 as 
well as Figures 5, 6 and 7 - all of the figures are referenced in text discussions of various matters and 
yet the page of the document for each of these figures is blank. This is also true of the Monitoring 
Plan where Figure 1 and 2 pages are blank. This missing information is materially significant and 
negatively impacts a clear understanding of the application and monitoring plan.  I believe the entire 
Notice, Application and Monitoring Plan should be re-circulated and re-noticed in the Federal Register 
with the missing figures in place. 

Nevertheless, I provide the following comments regarding the Notice as it is appears in the November 
12, 2009 Federal Register. 

I find the Description of the Estuary deficient in its omission of materially important information. 
The description of the Estuary is lacking in detail. Nowhere in the Notice or any of the other 
two documents it relies on is it stated that he Russian River is not a naturally flowing stream, being 
controlled and/or substantially influenced by the Warm Springs Dam and the Eel River diversion. 

Moreover the River is impacted throughout its entire 60 mile length by agricultural withdrawals - legal 
and illegal, and legal and illegal discharges from wastewater treatment facilities and failing septic 
tanks. These examples are but a few examples among a host of other man induced alterations and 
uses that result in an extremely impaired river system. 

Neither is the Estuary itself naturally functioning, being impaired by a concrete jetty, one major 
impairment, constructed by the Corps of Engineers in the 1950s that has resulted in major changes to 
the functioning of the Estuary and to the beach. As recently as 10 years ago, the jetty was fully 
exposed rock along its entire length with a +/- 5' drop off to the beach on its Estuary side, in all but 
flood season. Today, State Park rangers and lifeguards can drive their vehicles across the jetty to 
approach the mouth of the river as needed. 

All of the above information is important information to disclose, as it has material input to the 
functioning of the mouth and the Estuary. 

Moreover, while it is true that the Water Agency has breached the closed mouth for a number of 
years to prevent flooding of low lying homes and businesses in Jenner, these activities were 
accomplished without the benefit of a harassment permit from the NMFS. 

0mission of this information is material. A complete understanding of the functioning of the mouth is 
lacking and the errant nature of nature itself - the weather, tides, winds - makes the proposed 
modifications nothing short of an experiment with significant adverse impacts to the Estuary 
environment and its inhabitants, both animal and human and most particularly the marine mammlas 
that call it home - the largest harbor seal colony in Sonoma County.   
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Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

The beach is also an important resting place for local and migratory birds. At times hundreds of 
gulls,terns,cormorants and pelicans cover the beach. Some, like the Brown Pelican are species of 
special concern. The Brown Pelican was recently removed as an endangered species 
listing under the Endangered Species Act. The Brown Pelican is also a migratory bird, along with 
other migratory birds such as Heermans gulls that rest on this beach.  

Statements in section titled Lagoon 0utlet Channel Management to the effect that "Modifications to 
the barrier beach would be small departures from the existing beach and channel topography....and 
"the new channel would be similar to the channel configurations resulting from the previous breaching 
practices" and especially the statement "...and consistent with natural processes" are undocumented, 
unsupported by facts and highly speculative, given the untested nature of the proposed 
undertaking. Having watched the results of the breaching actions during the last ten plus years and 
especially the experimentation that has commenced during the last months of this year, I find these 
statements to be preposterous. 

The mouth of the river is not a naturally functioning system. The upstream impacts of dams and 
diversions with the resulting changes in flows, coupled with the proposals to reduce inflows by up to 
2/3 associated with 0rder 1610, the Biological 0pinion and the intermittent Emergency 0rders 
of recent years, when coupled with the impacts on the functioning of the mouth due to the presence 
of the jetty all point to the shear folly of such a label. This is all not even considering the 
unpredictability of the ocean conditions and their impact on the mouth and the beach. From my 
perspective, experiments with opening the mouth this summer and early fall and simulating the longer 
term plans for beach configurations were not successful. 

Under Artificial Sand Bar Breaching there are statements that the Estuary may close naturally 
(emphasis added) throughout the year as a result of a barrier beach forming across the mouth of the 
Russian River. Times of year of the closures are stated as "...the mouth usually closes during the 
spring, summer and fall...." Again there is no mention of the upstream Warm Springs Dam outflow 
and Eel River diversions management influences on the river flows, or the State Water Quality 
Control Board 0rders among other influences (drought years) on the functioning of the Estuary 
closures. 

In the section Description of Marine Mammals in the Area of the Specified Activity there are a number 
of statements and conclusions that are questionable at best or are counter to the intentions of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, are incomplete or incorrect. For example, the statement that the 
Jenner Harbor Seal Colony is the largest in Sonoma County is true. It is also the largest north of 
Drakes Estero in Marin County to the mouth of the Eel River in Mendocino County. This fact gives a 
broader context for the importance of this colony. Further, not only  has there been a daily census 
conducted since 1989 by the Elinor Twohy, resident naturalist of Jenner, the site has also been the 
subject of census monthly since 1987 by Dr Joe Mortenson who also has included it as part of the 
regional Harbor Seal census conducted since 1998 in association with Pt Reyes National Seashore. 
Finally, the site has been part of the state Harbor Seal survey and census effort (1982-1995 and 
2004) by N0AA's NMFS and Southwest Fisheries Science Center et al. 

0ne omission in the Description is the existence since 1985 = 24 years of a Seal Watch 
program by Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods (previously Stewards of Slavianka, the Russian 
name for the Russian River). Stewards is the non profit organization that supports the Russian River 
Division of California State Parks. This program of volunteers on the beach maintains MMPA 
distances from the Harbor Seal haulout, interpreting Harbor Seal behaviors in general and those of 
this colony specifically for State Park visitors. Moreover, the Seal Watch volunteers count the colony 
from the overlook prior to the beginning of each shift (an AM shift from 10-2 and a PM shift from 2-6 
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Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

on weekends from March to Labor Day). This data entered on data sheets in a beach log maintained 
for each year of Seal Watch activity also includes weather and tide conditions, conditions of the 
beach and mouth, the presence of other marine mammals, birds etc, as well as births witnessed and 
harassment incidents by various sources. Seal Watch volunteers attend an annual training seminar 
conducted by State Park naturalists and other naturalists and scientists from for example, the Marine 
Mammal Center and Pt Reyes National Seashore and are also instructed on the beach by long time 
Seal Watch volunteers. 

0ne incorrect statement is associated with stampedes and statements about the causes of fleeing the 
colony. Having personally been on the beach as a Seal Watch volunteer for 12+ years and otherwise 
observed the colony from the overlook at other times, I assert that stampedes are not infrequent as 
stated. In fact they occur often. Total flushing of the colony is often associated with people 
approaching too close to the haulout whether the mouth is open or closed. Some people ignore 
the signs posted on the beach warning not to approach the seals and citing the MMPA (at times that 
Seal Watch volunteers are not present). It also occurs at times when kayaks, sailboats and motor 
boats approach too close to the haulout, and on occasion when the huge numbers of resting birds 
(gulls, terns, cormorants and pelicans) that frequent the beach lifting off in unison 
prompt total abandonment of the beach - fleeing into the river by the colony. Consulting Seal Watch 
records would likely reveal these facts/document such incidents. Moreover, consulting with Elinor 
Twohy and her data would no doubt likewise confirm cases of full abandonment of the haulout due to 
harassment of various sources. 

The statement "....Therefore, although the Agency's operations may harass pinnipeds present on the 
beach, it is likely many have left due to the presence of people...."  is especially troubling. First of all, 
it is impossible to state unequivocally that on the day of a proposed Agency activity "..many.." (Harbor 
Seals) would have "left the beach due to the presence of people." Abandonment/flushing does N0T 
happen on a daily basis. While it does happen more often than suggested by the statement in the 
Notice, it is not constant. When Seal Watch is present, flushing or stampedes from people walking on 
the beach is pretty much eliminated. At other times, when Seal Watch is not present (weekdays), 
people actually observe the posted warning MMPA signs, thus flushing the seals does not happen all 
the time. 

The conclusion that because not all Harbor seals during recent breaching activities have flushed and 
some remain while equipment is on the beach = "..Therefore, harbor seals at most would flush into 
the water in response to maintenance activities but may also remain alert or make small 
movements...." is mixing statement about breaching and maintenance. Comparing past actions by 
the colony associated with an occasional breaching of the mouth to 4 days in a row of machinery on 
the beach is comparing apples and oranges. And comparing the work to create the outlet channel - a 
major 4 day industrial event with people and machinery working on the beach and 2-3 days of 
maintenance to what occurred with breaching activities up to this point in time is likewise unrealistic 
and unreasonable. 

Most troubling in this respect is the statement "Implementation of the lagoon outlet channel, as 
rewuired by the NMFS' Russian River Biological 0pinion, has not yet begun, but the potential direct 
effects on harbor seals and their pups would be expected to be similar to artificial breaching activities 
as construction methods would be very similar." Comparing the occasional artificial breaching 
activities which to date for the most part occur on one day to 4 solid days of machinery and personnel 
on the beach for hours digging the outlet channel is not reasonable, realistic or an honest 
comparison. The impacts will in no way be similar. Implying they will be is beyond pure speculation 
and premature in nature. It is inappropriate at best and inaccurate at worst. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

Another conclusion that is troubling is that associated with the impacts of the proposed activity on the 
pups and on mother pup relationships. First of all, the fact that the Jenner haulout is not a 
"designated pupping beach" is irrelevant. There have been pups born on this haulout every year 
since Seal Watch began its program (24 years). Pups on the beach have been documented by 
Mortenson in the scientific literature. I personally have observed pups being born on this beach, every 
year since I started Seal Watch over 12 years ago. The numbers vary from year to year, but I know of 
no year that no pups were born on this haulout. This past year (2009), I personally observed 2 pups 
born while on the beach on a Seal Watch shift. 0n April 25, I counted 18 pups from the overlook at 
the beginning of my Seal Watch shift. 0n May 1, the number of pups was 27 (Mortenson pers 
obs/count). 

While the data may confirm the assertion that peak pupping occurs in early to mid May, that fact does 
not eliminate the potential for births after mid May when this lagoon outlet channel activity will 
begin. Statements that the "...the opportunity for mother/pup bonding is not expected to be impacted 
by implementation of the lagoon outlet channel or artificial breaching activities..." is pure 
speculation. I disagree with the logic statements that lead to this conclusion and thus I disagree with 
the conclusion. From the Notice: "The peak of pupping season is likely (emphasis added) mid-May 
in most years. Implementation of the lagoon will begin around may 15th. By this time bonding will 
have occurred. The number of artificial breaches in March April and May have been low in past and 
occur in a single day over several hours. Therefore (my added word) artificial breaching activities are 
not expected to impact mother/pup bonding." Comparing past one day over several hours activities 
that mostly DID N0T HAPPEN IN MARCH APRIL AND MAY to 4 days of nearly constant  
construction activity with heavy equipment and lots of personnel on the beach beginning May 
15 is unreasonable and the conclusion is logically unsupportable. 

The literature evidences several studies of the importance of mother/pup bonding. Beyond the 
bonding time, this is a nursery. It is a critical place for the pups even after bonding is complete and 
they are on their own/weaned. And they would only be weaned IF, a big IF, they were born such that 
they would be weaned by mid May. This would not be the case for pups born the first weeks of May 
thru the 15th, as nursing continues for up to 4 weeks. So the conclusion that the bonding would be 
over is false in these cases, and the fact that pups could well still be being nursed on the haulout 
makes it problematic for this activity to ensue while nursing is still the case. Even if one somehow 
(???) concludes that all bonding is over and all pups are weaned, the importance of the haulout to the 
pups as a place to rest and be among the safety of numbers of adults is also important 
and arguably critical to the pups.  Suddenly being forced off the beach by these activities at such a 
young and vulnerable time (mortality just after weaning and in the first year is high as it is) is 
problematic and could result in higher mortalities among the pups of this colony.   

The conclusion "NMFS has preliminary (sic) determined that impact to pinnipeds on the beach during 
Estuary management activities would be limited to short term (i.e. one day or less) behavioral 
harassment in the form of artificial alertness or flushing...." is inconsistent with the description of the 
activity as 4 days of construction activity. "...Further, the lack of evidence of permanent abandonment 
of the haulout despite Agency breaching the beach for years indicates long term or permanent 
abandonment of the haulout is unlikely..." This conclusion is premature. Comparing one day 
occasional breaching activities with 4 days of industrial level activities associated with the lagoon 
channel outlet construction cannot logically lead to this conclusion. 

In fact, using the impact on the colony of the lone male Elephant Seal (ES) that hauled out on this 
beach as a surrogate for this industrial level of activity leads to the opposite conclusion. The colony 
was originally a harbor seal storm shelter with a peak in numbers in the storms before breeding. The 
ES totally eliminated part of the Jenner colony annual cycle, the winter haulout, and then later the 
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breeding haulout population when he lingered into breeding season (2007). Charts and graphs 
previously provided to NMFS document this impact. What was left during the ES occupation was the 
peak in molting. This is the time that the river is proposed to be kept closed. If that occurs it is likely, 
the haulout would fail then as the level of harassment associated with human interference would be 
significant. Again, the conclusion that outlet channel construction and maintenance activity is not 
expected to change the natural cycle of using the Jenner haulout on a daily basis and that 
modification of the habitat from the construction would be temporary in nature is premature at best 
and erroneous. 

Comments in the Notice section Anticipated Effects on Habitat relative to salmonids and pinniped 
predation are troublesome. There is a statement that "These activities would result in physical 
alterations of the Jenner haulout but are essential to conserving and recovering endangered 
salmonids species (which are important prey for pinnipeds)."   There is no scientific evidence/proof in 
the Biological 0pinion that the proposed activities are in fact essential to conserving and recovering 
endangered salmonid species. In fact it is speculated that this activity will take place, will eliminate 
the Harbor Seal haulout and salmonids will be no better off than they were before this project 
ensued. 

0f grave concern is the erroneous statement that salmonids are an important prey for pinnipeds and 
elsewhere that the increase in the rearing habitat quality ... And increaed salmonid 
abundance...ultimately provides more food for seals present in the action area is incorrect and 
disingenuous. Linda Hanson in her study (pub 1993) during the 1989-1991 extended years of river 
mouth closure due to drought, showed that salmonids make up a minor part of the Harbor seal diet. 
This was the case at a time when they were readily available as there was no outlet to the ocean 
making the salmonids trapped at the river mouth readily available prey for the haulout seals. The 
scat analysis portion of the Hanson study showed that Harbor seals at this site do not utilize salmon 
as a major prey species. To try to turn the negative impact on Harbor seals from this activity into a 
positive based on a specious argument that the Harbor seals will eat (and thus have a potential 
negative impact) on the very species that is the basis for the activity is disingenuous and patently 
absurd. 

In conclusion, the IHA permit application in the Federal Register is based on many assumptions. 
Some are about overcoming the Pacific 0cean whims to engineer the sand bar at the mouth of the 
Russian River. 0thers are about the possible benefits of this engineering on the salmonids of the 
Russian River. Whether these assumptions are valid is highly speculative and moot. 

More predictable are the responses of the major north coast colony of Harbor seals at the mouth of 
the Russian River to the manipulation of the bar. Commencing during the late pupping period at this 
colony, trains of personnel and machinery will travel down the bar for up to 4 days in succession. To 
my knowledge this is an unprecedented act of sustained harassment by earth moving machinery on 
marine mammals. There are several likely consequence of driving bulldozers and/or excavators 
down the beach through the breeding and molting haulouts that form from March to July at the mouth 
of the Russian. The seals will certainly leave the beach in the short term, but perhaps in the long 
term as well. There is a well documented history of such flights to a variety of causes, including the 
occasional use of machinery to breach the river mouth.  But most causes do not persist over a period 
of days and weeks. However, the colony was largely abandoned for several years in reaction to a 
single rogue Elephant seal for months during its winter haulout. 

The ES appeared to be attempting to mate with the Harbor seals, pursuing and killing some of them, 
including pups. The heavy equipment is to be put in play on 15 May, when the seals are still 
assembled for breeding, pupping, and nursing. The arrival of industrial machinery at the end of the 
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breeding period will certainly disrupt the colony. The nursery where mothers suckle and play with 
their young may be abandoned, since mothers can be the most reactive of Harbor seals to potential 
dangers. The critical period between birth and weaning may be interrupted by flight from the 
equipment. At the same time, loud noise from the equipment may mask the calls of Harbor seal pups  
that keep them together with their mothers in the Russian River, if they stay.  If driven to the sea 
without their habitual nursery area, maintaining contact between mother and young will depend on 
hearing the calls of pups over the sound of the surf. Underwater, vibrations from the machinery may 
impact any mating stations of male Harbor seals, who display acoustically under water. 

Statements regarding "....consideration being given to the beach environment, effort would be made 
to minimize the amount and frequency of mechanical intervention, thereby reducing disturbances to 
seals and other wildlife, as well as State Park visitors on the beach" are not born out by later 
descriptions and tables regarding the proposed activities. No clustering of monitoring activities is 
proposed, and there is little note of the large numbers of State Park visitors that frequent this beach. 
The Sonoma Coast State Beaches entertain over 4million visitors each year, making it one of the 
most visited State parks in CA. The mouth of the Russian River, where the river meets the sea is for 
the thousands that stop at the overlook on Route 1 to see it and to see the Harbor Seals, a very 
visceral connection between land and the sea. For some it is the closest they will ever get to the 
ocean and to its marine life as embodied in the Harbor Seal colony. 

The worst case though highly likely scenario that may result from this activity is an often deserted 
beach with bulldozers and excavators displacing and replacing Harbor seals and the many many 
birds that rest on the beach. And ultimately all of this will eliminate a treasured site in a State Park 
and a Marine Reserve. The thousands of tourists and locals who stop at the overlook of the Russian 
River mouth to celebrate where the river meets the sea and the display of sea mammals and birds 
will see machinery at work instead of nature. 

Widespread local opinion is that what needs engineering is not the bar, but the remains of a failed 
jetty at the mouth, which prevents it from closing naturally.  Why isn't the jetty the first order of 
business? Rather than spend millions of dollars on a grand engineering experiment with likely 
adverse impacts on a 24 year old Harbor seal colony, the largest in Sonoma County and north of 
Drakes Estero to the Eel River, and eliminate a major interpretation program for the Sonoma Coast 
State Beach, why not first eliminate the jetty doing less harm to the colony and see if that has a 
positive impact on the river dynamics and the habitat for the iconic salmonids? 

If NMFS proceeds with the issuance of this IHA. as seems inevitable. many will be watching and reviewing 
the monitoring. If the colony is abandoned due to the lagoon outlet channel construction and maintenance 
activities and will be calling for the revocation of the permit. 

Sincerely. 

Norma Jellison 

POBOX 1636

 Bodega Bay CA 
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The Biological Opinion and the Russian River Estuary 

Recently. the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) released its Biological Opinion (BO). The result of 10+ years 
of studies. the BO proposes a number of actions intended to lead to the recovery of the 
three salmonid species of the Russian River - coho. Chinook and steelhead. Because 
certain of the water supply and flood control operations of the Corps of Engineers and 
Sonoma County Water Agency threaten to jeopardize steelhead and coho. the NMFS has 
identified actions including reduced river flows and estuary adaptive management. 
Details of the proposed actions can be found on the SCWA website by clicking on the 
RRIFR f Russian River Instream Flow Report symbol in the upper left hand corner of the 
home page. 

While the BO is to be implemented over a 15 year period to allow for environmental 
impact studies of the impacts of the proposals. a key concern is with plans to implement 
main stem flow reductions and estuary management � discontinuing breaching the 
sandbar that forms at the river mouth in the immediate future - as early as 2009 and 
definitely by 2010. While "some form of environmental review" is suggested. the SCWA 
and NMFS have not committed to a full and robust EIR for the proposed interim or 
temporary urgency changes. 

Unfortunately. the BO does not consider the effects of the proposed actions on any 
species other than the salmonids. A number of people and organizations are seeking an 
integrated wholistic approach to the restoration plan which takes into account the rich and 
varied environment of the Russian River estuary and Goat Rock Beach. Both the estuary 
and the beach spits at the rivers mouth provide a rich habitat for many endangered. 
threatened and protected species in addition to the emblematic salmonids. 

For 34 years. Harbor Seals have hauled out on the spits of Goat Rock Beach in Jenner. 
including pupping in the spring. The Jenner haulout is the largest Harbor Seal haulout in 
Sonoma County. It is also the largest north of Drakes Estero in Marin County to the 
mouth of the Eel River in Mendocino County. Harbor Seals are protected by the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act. also administered by NOAA/NMFS.   

This Harbor Seal haulout is one of the most intensively studied haulouts in northern 
California. with a daily census conducted since 1989 by the intrepid Elinor Twohy of 
Jenner. The site has also census monthly since 1987 by Dr Joe Mortenson who also has 
included it as part of the regional Harbor Seal census conducted since 1998 in association 
with Pt Reyes National Seashore. Finally. the site has been part of the state Harbor Seal 
survey and census effort (1982f1995 and 2004) by NOAA's NMFS and Southwest 
Fisheries Science Center et al. 

The Harbor Seals were the basis for the formation in 1985 of the Seal Watch program and 
thus Stewards of Slavianka. the Russian name for the Russian River and the original 
name for Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods. Stewards is the non profit organization 
that supports the Russian River Division of California State Parks. Annually. Stewards 
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brings hundreds of school children to the Sonoma Coast to experience the ocean 
environment. Perhaps most importantly. the Harbor Seals serve as ambassadors to the 
ocean. Thousands of Sonomans and tourists stop at the Route 1 overlook north of Jenner 
specifically to see the Harbor Seals. For many. the seals provide a link to the otherwise 
inaccessible marine environment. 

The Goat Rock Beach at Jenner is an also an important resting place for local and 
migratory birds. At times. hundreds of gulls. terns. cormorants and pelicans cover the 
beach. Some. like the Brown Pelican. are species of special concern. The Brown Pelican 
was recently removed from the endangered species list. the Endangered Species Act. The 
Brown Pelican is also a migratory bird. along with other migratory birds such as 
Heermans gulls. that rest on this beach. Migratory birds are protected by the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. Research is beginning to highlight the importance physiologically of 
resting for birds. just as hauling out is for marine mammals. 

Data collected over the years shows that when the river mouth is closed by the sandbar 
the Harbor Seal numbers decrease substantially. As soon as the mouth is breached. the 
Harbor Seals return in numbers commensurate to pre sand bar levels. The Harbor Seals 
haulout on the spit edges along the river near the mouth. This low profile spit habitat 
provides easy access to the river. This habitat and easy access is especially important 
when pups are born and taken immediately into the river by the mother. later for pup 
swimming lessons. and in general for occasional swims when the seals are active during 
their daytime haulout period. Harbor Seals are nocturnal - feeding in the deep. cold ocean 
waters at night. Thus. daytime haulout habitat is critical for the species. The low profile 
beach at Goat Rock also provides ease of access to the ocean. either from haulout 
locations on the ocean side of the beach or by entering the river and surfing or swimming 
out into the ocean. 

That this Harbor Seal colony is easily disrupted was observed during the fivefyear period 
when a maturing male Elephant Seal hauled out on the beach - in the winter/early spring 
(DecfFeb) and the late summer/early fall (JulyfSept) molt periods. In the final year of his 
presence - 2007. when he lingered into the breeding season. the haulout population was 
severely reduced. At that time. the only period when the Harbor Seal numbers were more 
in the normal range for the site was when the Elephant Seal was not present. That year. 
he did not return for the molt period. a time when the sandbar tends to consistently form. 
or in the winter. It is likely that if the sandbar is not breached. given their historic 
propensity to for the most part abandon the site when the sandbar forms. it highly likely 
that this historic and significant Harbor Seal colony could disappear. 

Prolonged closure of the mouth contributes to disruption of the seals and birds as people 
walk down the beach and flush the birds and seals. Studies in the mid nineties 
documented this phenomenon. Signs posted on the beach and the Seal Watch volunteers 
assist in keeping disruption of the seals to a minimum. Flushing the seals is considered 
harassment under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. As noted previously. daytime 
resting is important to both birds and seals. 

Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 2 (cont.) 

The estuary also provides important habitat for a number of fish. in addition to salmonids. 
such as flounder and sculpin. It is also an important habitat for juvenile Dungeness crab. 
The vibrant estuary contributes to the many birds that feed in the estuary and the ocean 
off the mouth - Osprey. diving ducks. pelagic birds and those listed previously.  

Finally. but no less importantly. there is the concern for water quality in the estuary. 
Lowered flows and the proposed lagoon associated with no breaching of the sandbar are 
sure to concentrate pollutants known to be in the river from upstream outflows and land 
uses. The river side of Goat Rock Beach is used by many visitors to the coast as a safe 
place to enter the water to wade and swim. Further. the water quality impacts of low 
flows and pollutant concentration in the lagoon on the fish and other animals and birds 
that use the river are also of concern. And. while there is a commitment not to allow 
flooding of homes and businesses in Jenner during the early implementation of the 
estuary management plan (to begin in 2009 or 2010). the BO does say that if this plan 
proves successful in aiding the salmonids. commencing in 2014 flood proofing by raising 
structures or otherwise eliminating flooding impacts are part of the long term plan. 

The numerous significant adverse impacts associated with the proposed estuary 
management plan are such that everyone who lives. recreates. or just plain cares about the 
Russian River. its estuary and Goat Rock Beach should be closely watching this process. 
This is not about salmon versus seals and birds. It is a call to take an integrative wholistic 
approach to salmon recovery that doesn't sacrifice an incredibly rich diverse environment 
that is a connection for many people to the otherwise mysterious and inaccessible ocean. 
Send your comments to NMFS (William.Hearn@noaa.gov ). and SCWA 
(Randy.Poole@scwa.ca.gov). The Sonoma County Supervisors also serve as the Board of 
the SCWA. The State Water Resources Board is the final arbiter for the interim proposal 
as well as for the long term plan. Hearings at the SWRCB should be scheduled for the 
interim proposals in the spring. Updates on hearings and ways to forward comments for 
consideration before the State Water Resources Control Board will be forthcoming. 

Norma Jellison 

mailto:Randy.Poole@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:William.Hearn@noaa.gov
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NORMA JELLISON
 
P O BOX 1636
 

BODEGA BAY CA 94923
 
707/875-3799 p/f
 

normalj@sonic.net
 

June 20. 2010 

GRANT DAVIS. GENERAL MANAGER 
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
404 AVIATION BLVD 
SANTA ROSA CA 95403f9019 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

I am writing to you concerning the Sonoma County Water Agency's (SCWA) Petition for a Temporary Urgency 
Change-Permits 12947A. 12949. 12950. and 16596 : April 4. 2010. 

I wish to express concern regarding the modification of summer flows in the lower Russian River from 125 cfs 
to 70 cfs for this year: May 1 through October 15th. I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): 
recreation. naturalist. birder. docent for the Harbor Seals. and for spiritual well being. 

I am concerned that water quality will deteriorate from greatly lowered flows. including possible additional 
pollution from nutrients. regulated and emerging toxins. bacteria. temperature. invasive species. bluefgreen 
algae. etc. Lowering the flows to 70 cfs will seriously impede my enjoyment of the river and may impact my 
health and wellfbeing. This action could also put children. pet dogs. and wildlife at great risk as well. 

I believe the overall health of the watershed has greatly deteriorated. including impacts to other species besides 
salmonids. such as amphibians. sea birds. seals. unlisted fish and other aquatic life. etc. I wonder why the 
Biological Opinion. which requires that SCWA apply for this flow change. did not first require addressing other 
problems in the river that harm fish including excess sediments. temperature. and nutrient pollution? Can lower 
flows this summer cause bigger floods next winter given full reservoirs? 

I understand that north of the river's confluence with Dry Creek. normal flows will be in effect this year. and 
only the lower river will have greatly lowered flows. This is coming at a time when the reservoirs are full. 
Apparently the purpose of this action would be to experiment with a closed Estuary at the mouth of the Russian 
River in order to help Steelhead fish. While I would like to see Steelhead saved. I am concerned that the 
collateral damage to water quality and ecosystem integrity may be too great. 

Please see letter written regarding previous actions regarding this river that I attach here as the issues raised 
remain of concern for this petition. I am concerned that this change could cause adverse impacts to my use of the 
Russian River. 

Sincerely.

Norma Jellison 

Scoping Comment Letter 14 
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NORMA JELLISON 
P O BOX 1636 
BODEGA BAY CA 94923 
(707) 875-3799 
NORMALJ@SONIC.NET 

May 10. 2010 

GRANT DAVIS. GENERAL MANAGER 
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
404 AVIATION BLVD 
SANTA ROSA CA 95403f9019 

PROTEST REGARDING:  NOTICE OF PETITION REVUESTING MODIFICATION TO WATER RIGHTS 
PERMITS FOR SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY BY MODIFYING THE MINIMUM INSTREAM 
FLOW REVUIREMENTS:  PERMITS 12947A. 12949. 12950. AND 16596 (APPLICATIONS 12919A. 15736. 
15737. AND 19351) 

PETITION FILED: 9f23f09 COUNTY: Mendocino & Sonoma Russian River 

I hereby protest the modification to water rights permits for the Sonoma County Water Agency calling for 
lowering Russian River summer flows in the lower river from 125 cfs to 70 cfs during a normal rain year. I 
utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): as a volunteer. docent for California State Parks Russian River 
District Seal Watch program and as a Sonoma County Coast resident I seek solace at the river mouth. walk 
portions of the beach. and otherwise recreate at the river mouth and along its lower limits. 

I am concerned about a number of issues associated with lowered instream flows. A key area of concern is the 
impacts to water quality associated with this action. 

The lower Russian River is a major recreation area visited by thousands of people from all over California and 
beyond. Goat Rock State Beach is one of the most visited beaches of the Sonoma Coast State Beaches. which 
beaches have among the highest visitor counts of any State Park f over 4 million visitors a year. Goat Rock 
Beach at the mouth of the Russian River is especially popular. It is easy to get from Highway 101 and Route 1. It 
has long served as an area inland locals (Santa Rosa. Napa. Solano and East Bay counties as well as the greater 
Sacramento area) seek for relief from the summer heat. People vacation here from all over the state and nation. 

The Russian River side of Goat Rock Beach provides the only location where there is a safe alternative for 
families with children to recreate and wade and swim without concern for the dangers inherent in the ocean side 
beaches. Body contact sports are a key recreational opportunity that I feel will be negatively impacted by the 
reduction in instream flows. 

Coupled with the SCWA's Estuary Management Plan that will maintain a closed river mouth trapping and 
reducing water exchange f outflow into the ocean and inflow from the ocean tides f the reduced instream flows 
will result in ever increasing impaired water quality conditions. Among the impaired water quality that will 
without a doubt occur and in fact have been measured by the SCWA are higher temperatures. Associated 
impacts occur with respect to DO. BOD and other measured constituents. 

These above parameters as impacted by reduced instream flows and exchange contribute to cumulative impacts 
associated with deteriorating water quality such as elevated nutrient. toxin and bacteria levels (coliform of major 
concern). There is potential for eutrophication in the estuary and subsequent negative environmental effects 
such as anoxia and severe reductions in water quality with associated harm to fish and other animal populations 
that may occur. The deteriorated water quality. as noted has high potential to negatively impact the body contact 
sports potential of this State Park Beach on its river side. 

mailto:NORMALJ@SONIC.NET
mailto:normalj@sonic.net
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PROTEST REGARDING:  NOTICE OF PETITION REVUESTING MODIFICATION TO WATER RIGHTS 
PERMITS FOR SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY BY MODIFYING THE MINIMUM INSTREAM 
FLOW REVUIREMENTS:  PERMITS 12947A. 12949. 12950. AND 16596 (APPLICATIONS 12919A. 15736. 
15737. AND 19351) PETITION FILED: 9f23f09 COUNTY: Mendocino & Sonoma  Russian River 

NORMA JELLISON PROTEST LETTER. Page 2 May 10. 2010 

In addition to the use of this riverside beach area by swimmers and waders. especially children. the lower river is 
a favored location for boating - kayaking and canoeing. Use of the river by these recreational constituents and 
the associated businesses that support the recreational uses will all be negatively impacted by the lowered flows 
and deteriorated water quality.  

Further issues of concern are relative to the impact of impaired water quality on the Harbor Seal colony at the 
mouth of the Russian River. on other pinnipeds. on bird species. fish. the Dungenss Crab nursery and a host of 
other amphibians and riverine species (e.g. river otters) that call the lower river and the estuary home.  All of 
these species use the river to dive. feed. swim and mature. Many of them spend large portions of their lives on 
and in the river mouth and in the water column. Thus all are potentially negatively impacted by reduced water 
quality associated with lowered flows and the potentially impaired conditions of the lower river and the estuary.   

The Goat Rock Beach at Jenner is an important resting place for local and migratory birds. At times. hundreds of 
gulls. terns. Brown Pelicans cormorants and other pelagic bird species cover the beach. Some. like the Brown 
Pelican. are species of special concern. The Brown Pelican was recently removed from the endangered species 
list. the Endangered Species Act.and experienced significant die off this year along the California coast. The 
Brown Pelican is also a migratory bird. along with other migratory birds such as Heermans gulls. that rest on this 
beach. Migratory birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Research is beginning to highlight the 
importance physiologically of resting for birds. just as hauling out is for marine mammals. The Sonoma Coast is 
part of the California National Monument. All of these birds and others. such as diving ducks. use the river to 
forage. swim. dive and rest. Thus. impacts to the water quality have high potential to negatively impact these 
species and impair their ability to use the lower river and estuary ecosytem.   

The Harbor Seal colony at Goat Rock Beach has been established on Goat Rock Beach for over 35 years. It is 
the largest Harbor Seal Colony north of Drakes Bay in Marin County to the Eel River in Mendocino County. The 
colony uses the beach to rest. and it is a pupping location.  

Water quality impairment associated with low flows and a closed estuary has high potential to negatively impact 
this colony. The Harbor Seals use the river to swim. dive and forage. When pups are present. the mothers use the 
river to teach the pups to swim. Harbor Seals enjoy protections of the Marine Mammal Protection Act and in 
consideration of this colony. the SCWA was required to secure an Incidental Harassment Authorization permit 
for its proposed Estuary Management Plan activities on the beach. 

Lowered flows are a key aspect of the Estuary Management Plan to maintain the river mouth in a closed 
position. This then creates a long beach connecting what is now a south beach and a north beach with the river 
mouth between them. This entices beach walking of its now enhanced length. Save for the untested outlet 
channel that may provide some manner of egress for the Harbor Seals. the historic way for the Harbor Seals to 
enter the ocean is by swimming out the river mouth. This egress will be blocked. save for the untested outlet 
channel planned to contain some water and allow some inflow. though all remains to be tested by reality.  

The main alternative egress for the Harbor Seals to enter the ocean for their natural night time foraging will be 
for them to cross the beach to the ocean. an activity that expends a considerable amount of energy. They are agile 
in the water and move with difficulty on land. When they are confronted on their way across the beach to the 
ocean by people walking on the beach. they often will retreat back to the river side of the beach. This disrupts 
their natural habits and keeps them hostage on the beach to some extent until visitors leave the beach area at 
nightfall. 

Conversely. all of the above pinnipeds and birds that use the river can also be contributory to deteriorated water 
quality associated with elevated bacteria levels due to lowered river flows and the lack of significant water 
exchange. This merits study.   

Scoping Comment Letter 14 
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 PROTEST REGARDING:  NOTICE OF PETITION REVUESTING MODIFICATION TO WATER RIGHTS 
PERMITS FOR SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY BY MODIFYING THE MINIMUM INSTREAM 
FLOW REVUIREMENTS:  PERMITS 12947A. 12949. 12950. AND 16596 (APPLICATIONS 12919A. 15736. 
15737. AND 19351) PETITION FILED: 9f23f09 COUNTY: Mendocino & Sonoma  Russian River 

NORMA JELLISON PROTEST LETTER. Page 3 May 10. 2010 

I am concerned that this plan for lowering the instream flows does not address the potential harm to fish - e.g. 
flounder and sculpin. the Dungeness crab nursery in the estuary. amphibians. other aquatic species that provide 
forage for many of the above named species. For example. it is highly likely sediment. suspended solids. 
temperature. DO. BOD. bacteria among other constituents will have negative impacts on the entire ecosystem in 
the estuary.  

Neither the Biological Opinon nor this proposal to lower the instream flows consider the above issues regarding 
water quality impacts noted. the impacts to recreational uses at the river side beach. the impacts to species that 
live in and use the river and its estuary as part of their life cycles. Neither is there consideration of the existing 
conditions in the upstream segments of the river that contribute to any existing impaired water quality of the 
Russian River. Whatever conditions exist upstream are transported downstream and concentrate in the lower 
reaches and in the estuary. The impaired conditions are now further exacerbated by cumulative impacts due to 
the concentration of constituents. interactions of constituent and the lack of exchange. Why aren't water quality 
parameters such as toxins and bacteria being tested? Why aren't sediments being tested. when the lowered 
instream flows and lack of exchange is likely to concentrate toxins and other constituents with potential to harm 
the ecosystem in the sediment? 

I am concerned that the Notice regarding this change will cut off public comment BEFORE any environmental 
review is complete. I am particularly concerned that there has been no analysis of many parameters of water 
quality mentioned or of data collected thus far. More years of data are needed before permanent changes are 
made. 

I ask that the public process be kept open. I request that environmental monitoring and analysis be augmented to 
include pertinent water quality parameters that should be of concern in an environment of public use and body 
contact sports.  It is unacceptable to ignore the impacts on recreational use and the economic impacts associated 
with lowered flows and impaired water quality - for example if the Goat Rock Beach has to be closed to body 
contact and the river to boating due to water quality deterioration. Further I request that impacts to species and 
the entire ecosystem discussed in this letter be addressed. 

Addressing the issues raised in this letter regarding water quality. monitoring of other constituents than those 
currently monitored. addressing the ecosystem wide impacts of these actions to lower instream flows. 
considering impacts on river use by recreational users - swimmers at Goat Rock Beach and boaters associated 
with potential negative water quality impacts are examples of actions and considerations would lead me to drop 
my protest. 

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Russian River Estuary Management Project likewise omits 
consideration of any of the above parameters and is flawed in that regard. 

I have sent a true copy of this protest to the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

Sincerely. 

Norma Jellison 

c: Grant Davis. Sonoma County Water Agency 

     404 Aviation Blvd Santa Rosa CA 95403f9019

 and by separately addressed letter 
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Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 5 

Norma L Jellison 

P O Box 1636 Bodega Bay CA 94923 


(707) 875-3799 

 


February 23. 2009 

Mr Grant Davis 
Assistant General Manager 
Sonoma County Water Agency 
Santa Rosa Ca 95404 

Dear Mr Davis: 

RE: Russian River Biological Opinion - Russian River Instream Flow & Restoration Report/Estuary Management 

I am writing regarding the Biological Opinion issued by NMFS for the Russian River. I recognize the purpose of the BO is 
to improve habitat for salmonids. I support efforts to restore and improve habitat for this endangered species. However. I 
feel a wholistic approach is missing from the report and the actions proposed. especially those referred to as Estuary 
Management. Lower river flows. changed estuary conditions and the prolonged closure of the mouth will have significant 
adverse impacts the entire ecosystem of the mouth and on a host of species that call the estuary home - especially the 
Harbor Seal colony and the many migratory and local birds that rest on Goat Rock Beach and its sand spits. As Harbor Seals 
are a protected species under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. these adverse impacts on the colony must be addressed 
before actions are taken that will have negative impacts. 

I realize you were at the Jenner Visitor Center at the meeting convened in December to discuss a more holistic approach to 
the plans for the estuary. Also at that meeting a number of participants asked for a broader concern for impacts on the many 
species that call the estuary home. Finally. it was determined that an Environmental Assessment is required to issue the 
required permit due associated with the potential for take of the protected marine mammals due to harassment from actions 
contemplated by estuary management. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to forward to you some of the back ground information below that was contained in letters 
I forwarded to Dr Bill Hern of the National Marine Fisheries Service late last year. I do so as SCWA is a party to the BO and 
is the chief sponsor and implementing agency for the contemplated estuary actions that have the potential to be most 
disruptive to the Harbor Seal colony. the birds and the many other animals. birds. vertebrates and invertebrates of the 
estuary. 

The Jenner Harbor Seal colony has been established on Goat Rock Beach at the mouth of the Russian River since 1974 f 34 
years. I have been a Seal Watch volunteer on this beach for over 12 years. Seal Watch is a volunteer program of Stewards 
of the Coast and Redwoods. Stewards with its many volunteer docent programs supports State Parks in the Russian River 
District and its Sonoma Coast State Park - Sonoma Coast Beaches and Willow Creek Watershed. The proposal to allow the 
mouth to remain closed from Spring to Fall has the potential to eliminate the oldest volunteer program of Stewards. Seal 
Watch. which was the genesis in 1985 for Stewards of Slavianka (the Russian name for the Russian River). the original 
name of Stewards. While the concerns expressed herein are mine. they are largely shared by the Stewards Board and State 
Parks staff. 

Of the 21+ Sonoma Coast Harbor Seal haul outs that constitute the Sonoma County Harbor Seal Census. the Jenner/Goat 
Rock haul out is the most significant. The Jenner colony's numbers fluctuate from well over 400 to 200 seals. depending on 
time of year and conditions at the mouth of the River. making this colony the largest and most significant Harbor Seal 
colony in Sonoma County and from Drakes Beach in Marin County to the mouth of the Eel River in Mendocino County. 
Norma L Jellison/SCWA/Grant Davis 

Scoping Comment Letter 14 
Attachment 5 

February 23. 2009 

In addition. the site is a rookery. with Harbor Seal pups born annually on the beach in the spring. The estuary plays a critical 
role for the pups to learn to swim and bond with the mothers in a safe. relatively placid environment. 

Of additional concern is the lack of recognition and discussion of the adverse impacts on the birds that use Goat Rock Beach 
at the mouth of the Russian River for resting. At times. the numbers of Cormorants. Gulls. Terns and Brown Pelicans resting 
on the beach are so significant that one cannot see the Harbor Seals hauled out on the river's edge. The Brown Pelican has 
just been removed from Endangered Species listing. however all of these birds are protected. And finally though no less 
importantly there are a number of other species that use the estuary as a nursery. Dungeness crab being one iconic to the 
Northern  California Coast. 

While neither exhaustive nor quantified. at this time. some of the adverse impacts that will result from closure of the mouth 
and the lowered flows include:

 Prolonged closure of the mouth of the river in spring during Harbor Seal pupping season  negative impacts on the pups. 

which are especially vulnerable at this time. disturbance at this time has the potential to cause abandonment of this haulout. 

 A prolonged closed mouth during molt period � Harbor Seals will leave with potential for the haulout to be abandoned. 

 Prolonged closure � more disturbance by flushing of Harbor Seals by humans walking down the beach � increased 

harassment of a protected Marine Mammal under the MMPA.

 Prolonged closure � more disturbance by flushing of birds which rest on the beach as a necessary part of their metabolic
 
processes and life cycles. 

 Prolonged closure/lagoon with lowered river flows negative water quality impacts from impaired WV of upstream flows
 
negative impacts on Harbor Seals  (adults and especially pups). other wildlife. salmonids and other fish. and people/children 

who swim in the river upstream from the Jetty.

 Potential for increased predation on salmonids collecting at the mouth/now lagoon by Osprey. Cormorants and other birds
 
attracted to these enhanced conditions for predation. 

 Potential for increased predation on salmonids by influx of River Otters. Sea Lions attracted to the salmonids collecting at
 
the closed mouth/now lagoon.
 

 
There is also the question of  the flooding impacts of  the mouth  closure  on  homes in  Jenner. the Jenner Visitor Center. the 
US Post Office and other riverside business on Route 1. 
 
I do not  see a rationale for moving ahead with  the lowered flows and  closure  of  the mouth effective  in  Spring of 2009. per  
news reports and statements  by staff. as opposed to the BO which  says 2010 on  page 249.  Nor do I understand the basis  for 
proceeding with estuary management without consideration of the significant environmental impacts of proposed actions on 
the entire ecosystem. Experimenting with actions and then studying the impacts on the estuary is the wrong way to proceed. 
Too much is at stake for all of the species that call it home and visit it and use it as their gateway to the ocean.        

Yours truly. 
r  L J LL  

Norma L Jellison 

C: Tom Roth. Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey. District Office Santa Rosa 

SWRCB/VWhitney


      NMFS/Hearn and DeAngelis
 
Madrone Audubon/ Hichwa


      Russian River Keeper/McEnhill 

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods/Luna
 
Marine Mammal Center/Wilson

 Russian River Watershed Protection Committee/Adelman
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 

Katie Blank 

From: Jessica Martini Lamb IJessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.govj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 8:38 AM 
To: Katie Blank; Jim 0'Toole; estuaryproject 
Cc: Records 
Subject: FW: Scoping Comments on Estuary Project 
Attachments: ScopingSCWAEstuary6-10.doc; B. HearnEstuaryGazette Art.doc; RRWPC Photo Project 

2009-LR.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

-----0riginal Message-----
From: Brenda Adelman Imailto:rrwpc@comcast.netj 
Sent: Sunday, June 20, 2010 8:42 PM 
To: Jessica Martini Lamb 
Cc: Grant Davis; Ann DuBay; Brad Sherwood 
Subject: Scoping Comments on Estuary Project 

SCWA: 

0n behalf of RRWPC I hereby submit my scoping comments on the Estuary Project. Please notice the 2009 Photo 
Project Report that is attached. 

Let me know if you received and could open all three attachments. 

Thank you, 

Brenda Adelman 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

RRWPC 

Russian River Watershed Protection Committee  P.o. 

Box 501 
Guerneville, CA 95446 

(707) 869-0410 
rrwpc@comcast.net 
www.rrwpc.org 
 
 
Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb 
404 Aviation Blvd. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
Email: estuaryproject@esassoc.com 
 
June 21, 2010 
 
Russian River Watershed Protection Committee (RRWPC) 
scoping comments on sCWA's Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft EIR for the Russian River Estuary 
Comments by Brenda Adelman 
 
Introduction: 
 
These comments are being filed on behalf of Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee (RRWPC).  We are a nonprofit public benefit organization 
incorporated in the State of California since 1980.  Our supporters number 
approximately 1200 property and business owners, recreationists, and other 
concerned citizens in the lower river area from Healdsburg to Jenner.  We also 
have a great deal of support from many others who appreciate our advocacy on 
behalf of the Russian River. 

RRWPC supporters and activists utilize the Russian River for recreation and/or 
tourism, for fishing, swimming, for artistic expression, spiritual well being, for 
exercise and personal health of ourselves, family, friends and pets, and for 
replenishment of health and energy needed to balance out the stresses of modern 
day life.  Due to its proximity to Bay Area urban centers, the beautiful and 
peaceful lower Russian River is easy to access and allows a natural refuge from 
everyday cares.  Many of our supporters own properties in the lower river for 

mailto:estuaryproject@esassoc.com
http:www.rrwpc.org
mailto:rrwpc@comcast.net
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

their summer enjoyment,  but reside and  work in the  greater Bay Area and 
beyond. Because of all this, they have a great interest in this proposed project. 

RRWPC supports all comments and concerns entered into the record by Elinor 
Twohy and Norma Jellison.  Those two people are extremely knowledgeable 
about the seals, birds, and the Coastal environment, and we strongly support 
their work and concerns. In particular, the issues of the seals, the opening and 
closing of the mouth, and the incidence of migrating and other birds are 
extensively addressed by them and have our full support. 

1. Concerns regarding scoping meeting process: 

On May 19th, RRWPC attended a scoping meeting in the town of Jenner. 
Approximately 100 people attended.  The first part of the program was an 
informational meeting on the Temporary Urgent Change Petition to the State 
Board for the Russian River recommending that flows be lowered this summer 
from 125 cfs to 70 cfs. 

The second part of the meeting was intended as the scoping meeting for the 
Estuary Project. It is important to mention that this was a highly aware, 
environmentally sophisticated crowd, a fact of which SCWA staff was aware. It 
included a former Supervisor, the Manager of Sweetwater Water District, and 
many others who were known to SCWA as having long histories of addressing 
environmental concerns.  The people in attendance came with questions and 
concerns that they wanted to voice publicly. 

SCWA began this segment of the meeting with a description of the planned 
project and also information about the Marine Mammal Act.  They had circulated 
cards and asked people to write down their questions. But as they were making 
presentations, time was taken to respond to many questions about the specific 
project plans.  SCWA staff had planned to give presentations and then break up 
the group and have people circulate around to various stations that were set up 
to talk to different staff people about the project.  Yet the audience wanted to stay 
intact and hear each other's questions and responses. 

Representing RRWPC, I asked whether there was any recording being made of 
people's comments (electrical or by hand notes), so the Agency could have a 
record of what was being said in order to more fully address issues raised in the 
Draft EIR. I was told there was no recording taking place at the meeting, nor 
would there be any recording of questions at the individual stations. 

Estuary Scoping/RRWPC/6-21-10 Page 2 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

EIRs covering joint projects with Federal Agencies must have one scoping 
session. While there are no rules that I am aware of on how this should be 
conducted, nevertheless, the whole point of the process is early consultation to 
determine and perhaps address controversial issues. We believe that the spirit of 
the intent was lost because of the lack of any recording of the proceedings. In 
this technological age, it would have been so easy to do. While cards were 
distributed for questions, there is a context in a meeting that does not occur on a 
card with a question on it.  This left citizens with the appearance that the Agency 
was merely going through the motions and not sincerely interested in addressing 
the concerns of the community. 

scope of project: 

Geographical limit: 
The Estuary Project takes place in the Russian River from the mouth to a little 
upstream of the town of Duncans Mills (Austin Creek), stated to be about six 
miles upstream of the Estuary (BO says 7 miles upstream).  Last October we took 
pictures of the river in Monte Rio the day before and the day after the mouth was 
open (October 5th and 6th).  This was part of a photo project we worked on all 
summer.  (Report attached to this document.) 

The pictures indicate a profound impact on Monte Rio Beach when the mouth is 
open or closed, the water being at least a foot higher when closed and at least 200 
extra feet of beach exposed when open.  Furthermore, there was a considerable 
amount of algae left on the beach when the mouth was opened, indicating 
amounts present in the water when mouth was closed.  (Monte Rio Beach is one 
of the worst impacted by algae with a great deal of Ludwigia as well.) These 
seem to fit the narrative standards for nutrients in the Basin Plan and need to be 
addressed. What is the fate of the algae during each of these circumstances? 
How does it affect the fish and the Estuary? What impact might this have on the 
availability of pathogens? The study area should be expanded to include Monte 
Rio Beach. 

The closing of the mouth slows the flow of water and turns the lower river into a 
lake? To what extent will (and has) this "lake" become a sink for pollutants that 
bioaccumulate in the biota and sediments to create a harmful environment for 
people and fish? In fact, we have concerns that the "dead zone" (anoxic zone) in 
the Estuary harbors many toxic pollutants. Are/will any studies be done to 
determine the extent of pollution in the Estuary, whether it is being reintroduced 
into the water column, and whether it is contaminating the fish (Are there any 
fish samples being studied?)? Also, to what extent does the anoxic bottom affect 

Estuary Scoping/RRWPC/6-21-10 Page 3 
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

the macro invertebrate food sources of the fish? Are there any other threatened 
or endangered species or species of concern in the Estuary? How will they be 
affected by this project? (We assume you will pay especial attention to the issue 
of the seals.) 

Bifurcation of Estuary Project and "Low Flow" Changes to D1610: 
We are concerned about the bifurcation of the Estuary Project EIR and changes to 
D1610 EIR. In Section 15003 (h): Policies, it states that, "The lead agency must 
consider the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts, when 
determining whether it will have a significant environmental effect." 

This project is based on requirements in the Biological Opinion, which is a legally 
binding document issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service. Page 241 of 
the BO presents the Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPA). It states that, 
"All eight modifications and additional actions must be implemented as one 
RPA." 

Item 1 directs SCWA to petition the State Board to change minimum bypass 
flows in Decision 1610 (D1610), and also calls for SCWA to complete all 
necessary environmental documentation to promote changes to D1610 minimum 
flows as per Section X.A.1 

Item 2 (page 242) includes the following: "SCWA will collaborate with NMFS 
and modify their estuary water level management in order to reduce marine 
influence...in the estuary during the summer and promote a higher water 
surface elevation in the estuary for purposes of enhancing the quality of rearing 
habitat for age 0+ and 1+ steelhead." 

Furthermore, the following statement appeared on page 231 of the BO: 
"Proposed project operations will likely have significant effects on the PCE of 
estuarine critical habitat for each salmonid species because flow management at 
WSD and CVD will create high inflows to the estuary during the low flow 
season and the sandbar breaching activities at the mouth will significantly 
affect water quality in the lowermost segment of the river." 

In fact, the NOP (page 3) states that, "NMFS' Russian River BO found that 
artificially elevated inflows to the Russian River Estuary during the low flow 
season (May through October) and historic artificial breaching practices have 
significant, adverse effects on the Russian River's estuarine rearing habitat for 
juvenile salmonids, particularly steelhead..NMFS' Russian River BO concludes 
that the combination of high inflows and breaching practices impact rearing 
habitat because they interfere with natural processes that would otherwise 
cause a freshwater lagoon to form behind the barrier beach. According to NMFS, 
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fresh or brackish water lagoons at the mouths of many streams in central and 
southern California often provide depths and water quality that are highly 
favorable to the survival of rearing salmon and steelhead." 

These statements appear to attest to the fact that there is a direct link between 
D1610 flow changes and the Estuary Project, thereby making it unacceptable to 
consider them in separate EIRs. 

Natural flows and breaching the mouth: 
In his article appearing in the June 3rd edition of the Sonoma County Gazette 
(attached), Dr. William Hearn, chief author of the Biological Opinion, repeatedly 
referred to "natural flows" that used to occur in the Russian River more than 100 
years ago and prior to the building of three major dams. He goes on to make the 
case that juvenile Steelhead appear to thrive in fresh water lagoon conditions and 
would have a much higher rate of survival if low flow conditions could be 
maintained. 

In our comments to SCWA and the State Board on the Petition to permanently 
change D1610, RRWPC submitted a document entitled: "Review of the Flow 
Proposal in the Russian River Draft Biological Assessment" by Prunuske Chatham 
and scientific review members, Daniel Malmon, William Murphy, and Bill Trush, 
all Ph.D's, September 24, 2004.  (Since we have already submitted the document 
to SCWA with our Comments on D1610 flows, we simply reference it now. It 
was attachment #12 in that packet.) 

They ask the critical question (page 17): "How are the Russian River's salmon and 
steelhead populations faring under the present 01610?" 

Page 21 of the document complains, "Not only is natural flow missing from the 
stated objectives (of Biological Assessment), but an increase in salmon and steelhead 
populations is not a clear objective either. Rather, an "improvement" of existing summer 
habitat and habitat protection under increased future water demand is the objective. The 
Draft BA does not assess the contemporary status of salmon and steelhead populations in 
the Russian River Basin. Are populations improving, still declining, or staying about 
the same under D161O? Is the goal of "improving" habitat sufficient to stabilize 
declining populations presently below historic numbers? The Draft BA never provides a 
quantitative goal for habitat improvement." 

RRWPC believes that this critique also applies to the Biological Opinion and 
comments made by Dr. William Hearn as to why the Estuary Project and the 
D1610 Petition are necessary.  This EIR should address these issues and verify 
the claims made to justify this project.  The relationship between flows, mouth 
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

closings, habitat resources, fish abundance and health, including reproductive 
health, all needs to be fully defined. 

RRWPC replied to the Bill Hearn article (Sonoma County Gazette, June 3, 2010, 
page 1) with this about "natural" flows: 

In order to promote the recovery of Coho and Steelhead, the article notes that federal 
officials recommend, "One of these steps {leading back to recovery} involves restoring a more 
natural flow regime for the Russian River, while being careful to not unduly impact water 
quality and other resources." 

The article refers to possible pre-dam river flows of 30 cubic feet per second (cfs), but is 
unclear about whether these flows occurred throughout the river system.  The article 
fails to assign impacts from all the changes in land use that has occurred in the last 100 
years, nor how going back to original flows, would impact the entire system. In fact, it is 
stated that Estuary rearing would help the survival of the species, but fail to mention 
that normal habitat in the tributaries has been decimated by legal and illegal water 
diversions, careless agricultural processes, timber harvesting, gravel mining, etc. Now 
they are left with fewer habitat options, and this scheme is an experiment and possibly a 
last ditch effort, to save species that may not have a chance otherwise. 

Actually, when Dr Hearn talks about going back to "natural flows", he doesn't explain 
that they are only recommending such flows for the lower river and not the entire 
system.  Flows north of Healdsburg will only be reduced to 12S cfs (which is our normal 
flow and with which we could probably be content). By assigning a theoretical 
historical flow of 30 cfs and then appear generous by saying they will allow us three 
times that amount, is manipulative and condescending and certainly not at all scientific. 

Furthermore, the article states that while normal low flow had been 12S cfs, ACTUAL 
flows commonly ran 120 to 180 cfs, therefore "low flow" should be 70 to 8S cfs. No 
scientific data was provided anywhere demonstrating how the ideal of 70 cfs was 
arrived at. In fact, at the June 9th meeting in Guerneville, Dr. Hearn kept moving the 
goal post by first saying that flows would actually be about 8S cfs, and then he said 90 
cfs., and then 100-110 cfs.  Since the only formal change in the Petition is 70 cfs., there is 
no regulatory meaning to the other suggested flows. 

The phrase, "not duly impact water quality" has not been defined and no specific 
regulatory standards are offered. It merely states that the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board provided oversight on water quality monitoring.  Yet, nutrient 
monitoring conducted last year by SCWA incorporated excessive detection limits, which 
resulted in worthless data.  Temperature was extremely high, but no concern expressed 
even though some steelhead and Chinook may remain in the system in the summer 
time. Our impression is that the Regional Board was involved in setting up the 
monitoring program and then afterwards actually paid little attention to the process. 

Estuary Scoping/RRWPC/6-21-10 Page 6 
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Another aspect to this situation is the link between low flows and Estuary 
closure. Our attachments submitted to SCWA with the Permanent Change 
Petition to D1610 comments included a chart of the mouth closures (#7). In 
looking at the chart, it is clear that the trend in the last ten years or so has been 
for the mouth to remain open most of the time in July and August no matter 
what the flow. I believe that there were few closures in 2009 between June and 
September, although summer flows averaged as low as 63 cfs in August. 

For example, 2002 was a low flow year and the mouth was open most of the time 
until Oct. 1st, but for two very brief closures in May and June.  2003 was open 
through September.  2004 was open until October, but for three brief openings in 
April, May, July/August.  200S was open all year until mid-September. 2006 was 
open all year until late October.  2007 was open all summer (May through 
September) until mid-October.  2008 was closed much of May, but had only two 
closures for about a week each during June through September.  These statistics 
seem to dispute the NOP claim that frequently the mouth closes in the summer 
time, at least in the last ten years. We wonder if the barrier beach would be 
constructed if the first mouth opening comes in September? 

In any case, Dr. Hearn's comments seem to prove the argument that there is an 
indisputable symbiotic link between the Estuary Project and decreased flows. 
Therefore, CEQA and NEPA documents on these two projects (Estuary and 
D1610) should be merged. 

Flooding justifies need for low flows: 
Another circumstance linking the Estuary Project to the D1610 revision is the 
estuary flooding which in turn triggers the need to artificially open the mouth 
when water levels exceed seven feet.  This flooding is directly related to Russian 
River flows and is the central reason for requiring SCWA to petition the State to 
change D1610 and reduce lower river flows by 4S% (12S cfs. To 70 cfs).  To imply 
that summer flow levels in the lower river are too high and are harming the 
threatened fish is really misleading, since the true immediate concern is for the 
flooding of a limited number of properties. 

A report has been prepared showing about 90 properties that may be subject to 
inundation at various levels.  Further study needs to be conducted because many 
of the properties listed only flood when water levels go over 10-12'; numerous 
properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped, and some are abandoned. We 
suggest that more meaningful research be done sooner rather than later, so we 
can see if the flow problem can be resolved by simply lifting a few structures out 
of the flood plain, rather than subjecting a whole river to minimal flows and 
potentially significant water quality problems.  (Dr. Hearn has admitted that 
flows might be able to remain at 12S cfs if the flood issue could be addressed.) 

Estuary Scoping/RRWPC/6-21-10 Page 7 
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 (cont.) 

What is the role of ocean conditions in the Estuary Project? 
In response to a question about the Coho Broodstock Program, we recently 
learned that no Coho returned last year in spite of a great deal of tributary work 
to improve conditions.  The explanation from a key Fish and Game official was 
that poor ocean conditions probably accounted for the disappointing results. 
Could these conditions include acidification? Could they include other water 
quality problems? Will water quality problems in the ocean be addressed as part 
of this project? 

Ocean conditions also help govern when the mouth opens and closes.  Since we 
noted a possible trend in the mouth remaining open in summer under numerous 
flow conditions, one would think that conditions may be different in the ocean to 
explain this. What studies will be conducted to better understand the ocean's 
role in the opening and closing of the mouth? 

Also, there has been a lot mentioned in the media the last several years about 
global warming and rising sea levels. What role could this be playing in the long 
term management of this project? 

RRWPC incorporates by reference our entire packet of comments (2S pages) and 
32 attachments concerning the Petition for the Permanent Change to D1610 
submitted to the State and SCWA on May 13, 2010. 

Attachments: 

Photographic Report on Water Quality Conditions in Russian River 

"Why Change Summer Flows in the Russian River" by Dr William Hearn, 
iSonoma County Gazette, June 3, 2010 

Estuary Scoping/RRWPC/6-21-10 Page 8 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 1 

WHY? 

Change Summer flows in the Russian River?! 
By Dr. Bill Hearn. 
NationaZ Marine Fisheries Service 

There is considerable buzz in the lower Russian River community about the effects of reducing the river's 
summer flows. Will water quality be impacted? Will we have to drag our kayaks through the shallows? 
And what about the seals at Jenner; will new water level management plans drive them out? Are flow 
reductions really necessary. should the Jenner estuary become pond-like. and who is behind it? 

For at least two decades. the degradation. restoration. and protection of the Russian River. its fisheries. 
water quality. and recreational resources have been hot topics in Sonoma County. Much has been 
accomplished to protect the river from the county's human population growth and development. However. 
the river's coho salmon population is now nearly extinct. and the river's several steelhead populations are a 
mere. small remnant of what they were 50 years ago. With responsibility for promoting the protection and 
recovery of salmon and steelhead listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). NOAA's 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has found several causes for these species declines. and it has 
identified steps that will likely promote their recovery. One of these steps involves restoring a more natural 
flow regime for the Russian River. while being careful to not unduly impact water quality and other 
resources. 

Why Change Things? 
To understand the importance of a natural summer flow regime. it is necessary to consider what is 
"natural". The Mediterranean climate along California's central and southern coast produces a predictable 
"drought" lasting 5 months or longer every year. In this area. stream flows naturally drop to very low levels 
by early fall. 

Along our coast where rivers flow into the ocean. ocean wave action typically forms barrier beaches across 
river mouths. so that rivers become naturally cut off from the ocean. When separated from the ocean by a 
barrier beach. the most downstream segment of the river forms a freshwater or somewhat salty (brackish) 
lagoon that can provide extremely important rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. 

The water quality dynamics of these lagoons are complex and dependent on inflow. geology. and ocean 
processes. Sometimes it can take several weeks for high quality conditions to become established. 
Nevertheless. researchers have found that a disproportionately large number of returning adult steelhead are 
reared for extended periods in these "closed lagoons" compared to the survival and return of adults that 
were reared mainly in headwater tributaries. 

The ocean survival of lagoon reared steelhead is higher because the juveniles are able to grow quicker and 
larger in the highly productive lagoon environment. 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
                   

        

       
     

         
 

      
      

      
   

    
 

   
       

      
        

       
    

       
   

    
    

     

    
  

  
      

        
  

             

       
       

        
 

     
       

          
      

        
   

       
    

  

      
     

     
  

       
  

    
      

       
    

    

         
     

Scoping Comment Letter 15 

Attachment 1 (cont.) 


 o es along the esttary 
are threatened by water backing up at the barrier beach so the sand bar is mechanically breached with a 

During the early years of Sonoma County. natural summer flow in the Russian River was relatively low 
(approximately 30 cfs during August and September). The mouth of the river at Jenner often closed during 
summer months. This is not surprising given how low tributary stream flows are during summer. even in 
undeveloped watersheds. 

However. for the past 100 years the mainstem Russian River has had a remarkably different and artificial 
flow regime during summer months. Water supply and summer flows have progressively increased 
beginning with the construction of the Potter Valley Hydroelectric Project in 1909. With that project. Eel 
River flows are diverted to the upper Russian River. The construction of Lake Pillsbury (1921). Lake 
Mendocino (1959). and Lake Sonoma (1981) further and greatly increased water supply and summer flows 
in the Russian River. 

In 1986 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order D-1610 set minimum summer flows in the 
river. including a minimum flow of 125 cfs at the Hacienda Bridge in Forestville. Yet summer flows have 
not been maintained at 125 cfs during normal water years. rather they have been closer to about 180 to 220 
cfs. In normal water years. summer flows in the Russian River have been 6 to 7 times higher than natural. 

This is great for boating. but it disrupts the natural formation of a lagoon between Jenner and Duncans 
Mills. Under natural lower inflows. the river would flow straight through the barrier beach (not over it). 
However. when flows are six times the natural flow. the water backs up behind the beach. threatens 
flooding. and thus requires someone to breach the beach. 

The result is a tidal. unstable environment that is more salty. shallower than a more natural "ponded" 
system. and relatively poor quality habitat for rearing salmonids. The very high summer flows also degrade 
the quality of coldwater rearing habitat for steelhead between Ukiah and Cloverdale. 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

Nowhere else along the coast of California are rivers discharging highly elevated. artificial flows (over 100 
cfs) to the ocean during summer with resulting impacts to listed species. 

Through a Biological Opinion (BiOp) issued in September 2008. NMFS directed Sonoma County Water 
Agency (SCWA) to petition the SWRCB to reduce minimum stream flows in the Russian River from late 
spring through early fall. The exact minimum flow would be determined during an interim period of 
approximately seven years. 

 ater  gency staff seining during estuary studies of water quality and fish habitat 

The BiOp states that a minimum flow of about 70 cfs at the Hacienda Bridge together with a 10 to 15 cfs 
operational buffer flow would result in an 80 to 85 cfs flow that may achieve multiple objectives of 
protecting lagoon habitat near Jenner. while retaining boating flows in the lower river and avoiding 
significant water quality impacts. 

A 10 to 15 cfs operational buffer is needed by SCWA in order to ensure compliance with any minimum 
flow standard. Thus with a 70 cfs minimum flow. flows would generally be in the vicinity of about 80 to 85 
cfs. 

The BiOp states that during the approximately seven year interim period. SCWA should seek temporary 
changes in minimum flows so that water quality. boating and other potential effects of a 70 cfs minimum 
flow and alternatives can be adequately assessed. After this period of study and assessment. with input 
from the public and involved agencies such as SCWA. Department of Fish & Game. and NMFS. the 
SWRCB will be able to determine the best minimum flow for the Russian River and its resources. and then 
make a permanent change to D-1610. This will be a long process. with substantial environmental 
assessment and opportunities for public comment. 

Concerns about Flow and Estuary Changes 
Concern by some members of the public about reduced summer flows and new approaches to managing 
water levels in the river's estuary generally fall into three areas: impacts to water quality. boating. and the 
harbor seals at Jenner. 

Unease about water quality impacts is due to the simple fact that pollutants can become concentrated at 
lower flows. Contaminants (e.g.. pesticides and pharmaceuticals). excessive nutrients that promote algae 
growth. and pathogens (e.g.. fecal coliform) are in the river. Urban waste treatment facilities along the 
Russian River do not discharge to the river between mid-May and October 1. 

However. faulty septic systems as well as human and animal contact do periodically cause high levels of 
pathogens under both normal (125 cfs minimum) and dry year (85 cfs minimum) summer flows. Pollution 
from faulty septic systems and other sources must be stopped at its source. 

Flushing pollution to the ocean with highly elevated. artificial flows is causing harm to listed salmonids and 
is contrary to rational water management policy. Dilution is not the solution to pollution. especially in a 

deep cut to prevent flooding these homes 

A
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 1 (cont.) 

Mediterranean climate. 

To help address the effects of alternative low minimum flows. SCWA will be monitoring and analyzing the 
effects of alternative summer flows on diverse water quality parameters. The Regional Water Vuality 
Control Board is providing oversight. 

River kayaking and canoeing are usually swift water recreation activities. In general. the quality of a river 
boating experience increases with flow-up to a point. However. high artificial flows that facilitate a high 
quality. summer boating experience can come with a high ecological and societal cost. Yet. summer 
boating in the Russian River can likely be preserved by identifying a flow that minimizes the need for 
boaters to drag their boats through shallow riffles. 

Preliminary evaluations suggest that a flow in the range of 75 to 90 cfs at Hacienda Bridge creates such 
conditions. and that this is probably within the range of flows needed to create a closed lagoon at Jenner. 
Note that 75 to 90 cfs is still roughly three times higher than pre-dam summer flows for the lower Russian 
River. NMFS BiOp anticipated the need for additional evaluation of boating flows and flows needed to 
create a closed lagoon. That evaluation will be occurring during the approximately seven years prior to the 
change in D-1610. 

Concerns about new water level management practices in the estuary on seals include apprehension that 
heavy equipment will frighten or even run over animals. and fears that with a closed lagoon. seals will be 
displaced from the mouth of the river where hundreds of animals congregate during various times of the 
year. 

SCWA has been operating heavy machinery for many years on the beach at Jenner without significant 
adverse effects on harbor seals. The new management plan simply calls for making a shallower and longer 
"slot" at an angle to the ocean. 

Harbor Seals live at the mouth of the Russian River where food is plentiful  low from the river to the sea 
follows a natural path until the barrier beach is formed The Biological Opinion requires creating an 
overflow channel similar to the natural path - as opposed to the straight deep cute - to allow river water to 
flow into the ocean but no ocean water to flow back into the lagoon 

NMFS is charged with protecting both harbor seals under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and 
salmon listed under the ESA. NMFS issued an Incidental Harassment Authorization under the MMPA to 
SCWA and through the permit process. NMFS marine mammal specialists identified limits for beach 
management actions and required monitoring in order to protect seals. 

NMFS also requires SCWA to conduct extensive long-term monitoring of estuarine water quality and 
biological productivity. Changes in estuarine water level management must be done in a manner that 
ensures the harbor seal population will remain stable and healthy. while reducing impacts to listed 
salmonids. 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 2 

Russian River 
Watershed Protection 

Committee
 2009 Photo Project 

By Brenda Adelman for RRWPC 

Report: June 21, 2010 



  

  

  

  

 

 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 

Attachment 2 (cont.) 


By Brenda Adelman for RRWPC 

In late May, 2009, in anticipation of very low summer  
fows as measured  at the Hacienda Bridge, I started 
taking photographs from  the Hacienda Bridge, the 
Guerneville (Old) Bridge, and the Monte Rio Bridge and  
Beach every week until early October, but for one week.   
Several other photographers assisted, including Laurie  
Ross, Larry Hanson, Shula Zuckerman, Kim Pistey, Tom  
Meldau, Shane McColgin, and Community Clean Water  
Institute volunteers. 

Photographs were  taken between the end of May 
and the end of September between Steelhead Beach 
and Monte Rio Beach.  We also received a few photos  
from  supporters and have included one picture  from  
the Duncans Mills area  as well. We  ended up with 
thousands of photos and this report offers just a sample  
of representative scenes we shot. 

Our goal was to photograph water quality problems,  
mostly in the form of nuisance algae and Ludwigia and  
also to show the water levels as the summer progressed.   
The two dams at Guerneville and Vacation Beach kept  
waters consistently  high in  that area all  summer.   The  
area where fow changes were most visible was the Kid's  
Beach in Monte Rio, which is east of the bridge.  That  
was also the area with some of the worst algae.  Over the  
course of the summer we saw many different kinds of  
attached and unattached algae and offer a representative  
sample in the pictures.  We  don't know the names of 
what we found, but hope some more  knowledgeable 
than ourselves will be able to identify them. 

We  also tracked water quality monitoring reports  
as well as pathogen exceedances and beach postings.   
Furthermore,  we include fow data as measured  at 
Hacienda.  There are no other fow gauges for the lower  
river that we know about.  Unfortunately, the nutrient  
data for the entire year included inappropriate protocols  
and is very inadequate for scientifcally determining the  
extent of the problem.  Hopefully this will be corrected  
in 2010. 

This report is divided into several sections including,  
algae, Ludwigia, water levels and impact on beaches, 
both by fow control and opening of mouth.  We include  
two sets of before  and after pictures,  upstream  and 
downstream  of the Monte Rio Bridge showing the 
impact of opening the mouth of the river.  Two of the  
pictures were taken on October 5th just as the mouth was  
being opened, and two were  taken the very next day.   
The difference is profound.   

After the breaching, when the water went way down,  
the beaches where  the water had been were  covered  
with algae.  I talked to  Regional Board staff  about the  
algae and was told they would take samples. I was later  
informed that toxic blue-green algae had been found in  
the area of the Kids' beach at Monte Rio. 

We  include Hacienda fow data here,  which we 
obtained from  Sonoma County  Water Agency.    All  of 
the fows through Sept. 30, 2009, had been verifed by  
USGS. The October fows had not yet been verifed.   
Over the course of the summer, of the 130 days total, 57  
days the fow was under 85 cfs, and 31 days were under  
70 cfs. The lowest fow was 47 cfs on August 17, 2009. 

A  few  of the pictures  state Ipathogen exceedence".   
This means that weekly monitoring at Monte Rio 
Beach for pathogens was out of compliance on that 
date. The temperature  data came from  Hacienda or 
Johnson's Beach monitoring sites and averaged about 
20 to 25 Celsius, which is far too high for salmonids.   
Temperatures diminish considerably in the fall however. 

RRWPC  requests  that the enclosed photographs not be 
used for any purpose other than as evidence for consideration  
of changes to Decision 1610, either Temporary or Permanent.   
They may also be used by North Coast Regional Board staff  
for scientifc evidence of water quality impairment of the 
lower Russian River.  We do not allow these photos to be used  
for any commercial  purpose without written permission.   
Where  no photo credits  are  given, pictures  were  taken by 
Brenda Adelman. 

RWPC Photo Project - Page 2 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 2 (cont.) 

Photo 0228 was taken one day later (Oct. 6, 2009) of the same scene (magnifcation a bit different however.)  In this  
picture you can see fat rectangular cement structure with plant behind it and beach all exposed behind. 

On the right you can see the sand bar jutting way out with signs that had been far into the water on Oct. 5th, now  
far back on the sand.  The line in the sand behind the signs is where the water had been the day before.  Also, you  
can see sand bar jutting way out beyond bushes in upper right of photo.  Although you can't see it in this picture,  
that beach is covered in algae where the water had been. 
Hacienda fow:  102 cfs (not verifed by USGS) 

RWPC Photo Project - Page 3 

Photographic Report on 2009 Water Quality 
Conditions in Lower Russian River: 

Response to proposed 45% cut in summer flows. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A
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II. MOUTH BREACHING & FLOW IMPACTS 

Breaching of Mouth: impacts on Monte Rio Beach: looking west.. 

Photo 0145 was taken from the Monte Rio Bridge in the afternoon on Oct. 5, 2009 around 4 pm. looking west.  
Notice signs on mid-right of photo, far into the water.  On far left notice accentuated plant on cement structure and  
plants submerged behind it.  The water here was much higher than I had seen all summer at this location. 
Hacienda fow:   92 cfs (not yet verifed by USGS)  



 

   

    

 
 

 

      

 

       

 

 

 

 

 
 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 2 (cont.) Attachment 2 (cont.) 

Breaching of Mouth:  impacts on Monte Rio Beach: looking east.. Low flow impacts on Monte Rio Beach: 

Photo 0165: This picture was taken about 4 pm on Oct. 5th. The water line is right behind white wood platform. 
Bushes along the bank and Ludwigia go far out beyond water line. 

Photo 5845: This is  another comparison of the same  
beach scene looking east. This picture was taken earlier  
in the season on July 11, 2009. Water levels are more than  
October 6th  but less than October 5th  when the mouth 
was closed. The mouth was open when this picture was  
taken. 
Hacienda Flow:   112 cfs  
Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 23 Celsius 

Photo 7924: This picture  contrasts with 5845 in that 
you can see that the river level is much lower (mouth  
open in both pictures). This was the most visible bridge  
location where we can see the impact of fow levels on  
the river.  It was taken on Aug. 15, 2009 
Hacienda Flow: 50 cfs 
Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 25 Celsius 

III. ALGAE: 

Photo 0239: This was taken around 2:30 pm on Oct. 6th after breaching of the mouth. You can see white platform  
far back on sand and sand bar juts out beyond Ludwigia. 

Photo 0329: This is essentially a blow up of photo 0228  
on page 3 (upper right of photo) and taken Oct. 6, 2009 at  
Monte Rio Beach looking west. It shows prevalent algae  
in water and on beach AFTER opening of the mouth of  
the river. You can also see water line from prior day in  
bottom right corner. 

Photo 0387: taken by Bill Clark behind his Duncans 
Mills vacation home on July 31, 2009 in the morning. 
Hacienda fow: 76 cfs 
Monte Rio Pathogen exceedence    

RWPC Photo Project - Page 4 RWPC Photo Project - Page 5 
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 

Attachment 2 (cont.) 


Photo 0407: This was taken at the Monte Rio Kid's  
Beach while down at the beach, also on Aug. 22nd. 
I believe that this is a different kind of algae than  
what was seen in the prior picture. 
Hacienda fow: 64 cfs 
Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 23.64 Celsius 

Photos 6814 and 7239: These photos were both taken  
at the Kid's Beach (from the beach) in Monte Rio. 6814  
was taken on Aug. 2, 2009 and 7239 was taken on Aug.  
8th . They were both from the same area. 
Hacienda fow: 71 cfs and 64 cfs 
Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 23.35 Celsius 

Photo 4752: This photo was taken from the Monte Rio  
Bridge looking west on June 22, 2009. The whole water  
column seems to be subject to a large algal bloom. In 
subsequent visits, it was not nearly so iridescent green. 
Hacienda fow: 157 cfs 
Temperature: 

Photo 0326: This picture was taken on Aug. 22nd from  
the Monte Rio Bridge looking east towards  the Kid's 
Beach. As I looked down into the water in the middle  
of the bridge, the foating algae could be seen going by. 

Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 23 Celsius 

RWPC Photo Project - Page 6 

Hacienda fow: 64 cfs 
Temperature: (Johnson's Beach) 23.63 Celsius 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 2 (cont.)

ALGAE continued 

Photo 6980: This picture  was taken from  Hacienda 
Bridge on Aug. 2, 2009 Looking west (downstream),  
the hill on the right is where the pipe is located and the  
algae is right down below. 
Hacienda fow: 71 cfs 
Temperature: 22 C 

Photo 0369: This was taken at the footings of the 
Vacation Beach Dam (from the road) soon  after it was  
taken down. The picture was taken on Oct. 6, 2009. The  
algae are very bright green as you can see, but we don't  
know what it is. Regional Board staff verifed that it is  
not blue-green algae. 
Hacienda fow: 102 cfs 

Photo 8100: This picture was taken from the Hacienda  
Bridge on the North side and looking over to the right. 
There  is a huge outcropping  of Ludwigia on this 
bend and immediately downstream  is the large  mat 
of attached algae. This picture was taken on Aug. 16,  
2009. 
Hacienda fow: 51 cfs    
Temperature: 23 C 

Johnson's  Beach algae photographed by Shula 
Zuckerman on September 27, 2009. The picture speaks  
for itself. 
Hacienda fow: 69 cfs 

Temperature: 21 C 


Photo 3542: Picture of foating and submerged algae  
taken by Laurie Ross in the Steelhead Beach area  on 
August 18, 2009 
Hacienda fow: 51 cfs    

Temperature: 23 C 
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Steelhead Beach: Photo 7-31c looking downstream on July 31, 2009. You can see seven outcroppings in this  
picture along the bank. Hacienda fow on that date was 76 cfs. Picture taken by Tom Meldau and Shane McColgin. 
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Photo 3552: Steelhead Beach algae taken by 
Laurie Ross on August 16, 2009 
Hacienda fow: 51 cfs    
Temperature: 23 C 

IV. LUDWIGIA 

This invasive plant has overrun much of the Laguna  
and is now evident throughout  the entire  lower 
Russian River watershed. The Laguna Foundation  
eradicated it fairly successfully a few years ago in  
one area  (near Stony Point west of Cotati), but it 
rapidly came back full force when not maintained. 
It now flls the entire channel. 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 


Attachment 2 (cont.) 


Photo 3311: taken by Laurie Ross in the Steelhead 
Beach area. This picture shows both Ludwigia and the  
attached foating and attached tubular algal plant under  
the water's  surface. July 20, 2009 at west Steelhead 
Beach area, I found the same kind of growth at Hacienda  
looking south from the bridge on the right bank.  Photo 
6327 was taken July 19, 2009. 
Hacienda fow: 69 cfs    
Temperature: 23 C 

Ludwigia is found in outgrowths from the bank  
along the whole lower river.  We  photographed 
downstream  of SCWA  facilities,  but we know it 
occurs upstream as well, although not as prevalent  
as the lower section of the river.  We  include 
representative  photos here  going down the river 
from Mirabel (Steelhead Beach) to Monte Rio. 

Scoping Comment Letter 15 
Attachment 2 (cont.) 

Sunset Sunset Beach Ludwigia pictures taken by  Hacienda Beach: 
Larry Hanson (Photos 0098, 0024, 0026). 

Photos 0024 and 0026 were  taken west of the main 
Sunset Beach on July 25, 2009 
Hacienda fow: 71 cfs 

Photo 8091 was taken on August 16,  2009 (Hacienda 
fow: 51 cfs) and shows a large outcropping just north of  
the Hacienda Bridge looking down to the right. 

Photo 0098 was taken on July 4, 2009 in about the same  
location 
Hacienda fow: 128 cfs 

Photo 8384 was taken looking south on the Hacienda  
Bridge towards the right bank on August 22, 2009.   
Hacienda fow: 64 cfs 

Photo 6684: Hacienda Bridge looking downstream  
at the left bank. Picture taken July 26, 2009  This is an 
outcropping of Ludwigia right next to outcropping of  
submerged attached algae. 
Hacienda fow: 74 cfs. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 15 

Attachment 2 (cont.) 


Oddfellow's Bridge: 

Photo 30002 taken by Kim Pistey,  I believe at the 

Oddfellow's Bridge. (I was unable to contact her to 

verify.)  The picture was taken in late August. 


North bank between Russian River County  
Sanitation District and Monte  Rio Beach: 
Photo 3200:  taken by CCWI volunteer.  Not sure  
of date, but I had noticed area  and it had been pretty  
consistently the same all summer. 

Old uerneville Bridge: (looking east): 
Photo 6246: taken July 18, 2009. 
Hacienda Flow: 81 cfs. 

Dubrava Beach: 

Photo (#8)  taken September 5, 2009 by Shula 

Zuckerman. 


Monte Rio id's Beach: 
Photo 6591 taken July 25, 2009. 
Hacienda Flow: 71 cfs 

Researched and prepared by volunteers for: 
Russian River Watershed Protection Committee 
PO Box 501 
Guerneville, CA 95446 
rrwpc@comcast.net 
www.rrwpc.org 

© June 2010 Russian River Watershed protection Committee. All rights reserved. 

Graphic design and layout by Sonoma County Gazette Publisher Vesta Copestakes 
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Scoping Comment Letter 16 

Katie Blank 

From: Larry Hanson Ilarryjhanson@comcast.netj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 10:36 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Scoping comments on the Estuary Project 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

June 21, 2010 

Jessica Martini-Lamb 

estuaryproject@esassoc.com 

Scoping comments on the Estuary Project 

Scientific analysis has been compromised 

The conclusion of the B0 has been compromised by not sticking to a scientific analysis, and instead, including political 
decisions to influence a possible different outcome if a true scientific analysis were made. The Russian River flows back 
up into an estuary when the mouth naturally closes threatening to flood some existing low-lying houses and septic 
systems. The decision about what happens to these houses should be left to the government agencies that have that 
purview. This should not be part of N0AA's scientific analysis. 

A political decision that was made is by allowing a flooding situation of a few houses to change a different scientific 
outcome affecting the whole river system. This is not scientific, nor is it reasonable. 

The biological and scientific evaluation has been piece-mealed. 

Even though the estuary B0 is kept as a separate analysis from the low flow B0, the first is dependent upon the latter 
and, therefore, should be analyzed together. The conclusion that lower flows were historic and therefore we need to go 
back to them is based on a streambed and hydrology that no longer exists for the Russian River. Before significant 
impacts took place, the river meandered most of its length with debris structures creating large holes. Even in lower flow 
summers, there was likely plenty of water for the fish. The unimpacted watershed retained and released water throughout 
the year, unlike our current impacted one that allows much of the water to run off during winter flows. It was a much 
different regime and we cannot completely go back to it. I am questioning the drastic reduction of the RR flows, not the 
slight reductions that would ameliorate the problems for salmonids in the upper RR.  

The artificial breaching of the RR mouth needs to stop altogether. The B0 reduces the amount of breaching which is 
good, but not good enough. 
My recommendation is that the barrier at the mouth needs to be removed which will allow a more free flow of sand 
movement to naturalize the system. Along with this could be a slight reduction of RR flow which would be monitored 
closely. The diagonal trench could be the next step if necessary. The last step would be dealing with the houses and 
septic systems by raising or removing-a one-time process verses continual and costly breaching several times a year, 
year in and year out, that severely affects the marine animals and other aspects of the river system. 

Thank you for giving my critique and suggestions consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Hanson 

Manager, Northern California River Watch 

mailto:estuaryproject@esassoc.com
http:www.rrwpc.org
mailto:rrwpc@comcast.net


�

 
 

 

   
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
  

      
  

    
  

 
  

    
  

 
  

   

  
   

  

  

     

 
  

 

Scoping Comment Letter 17 Scoping Comment Letter 17 (cont.) 

Katie Blank 

From: Don McEnhill Irrkeeper@sonic.netj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 12:34 PM 
To: Jessica Martini Lamb; estuaryproject 
Subject: Estuary Management EIR scoping comments 
Attachments: Estuary Scoping comments.pdf; ATT98393.htm 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Please let us know if you have any trouble opening or reading our comments. 

Sincerely.
 
Don 


June 21, 2010 

Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist 
404 Aviation Boulevard 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
via email, estuaryproiect@esassoc.com 

Re: Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Russian River Estuary Management Project (Estuary Project) 

Dear Ms Martini-Lamb, 

I am submitting these comments on behalf of our 1400 members and in support of our 
mission to work with the community to advocate, educate and uphold the environmental 
laws to ensure the protection and restoration of the Russian River for the health and benefit 
of all who use and enjoy it. 

The Estuary Project (Project) is in response to the Russian River Biological Opinion (BO) 
issued in September 2008. The BO issued a list of Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPA) 
that are required for the Sonoma County Water Agency to undertake. The suite of RPA 
actions is clearly linked and constitutes a project under CEQA definitions. The Project EIR 
should be reviewed in conjunction with proposed reduction in flows per the petition to the 
State Water Resources Control Board to modify Decision 1610 (Petition). It could be quite 
appropriate to undergo separate environmental reviews for this Project and the Petition but 
cumulatively they have to be considered together. 

Regarding the Project scoping issues to be reviewed we offer the following comments that 
should be reviewed in the upcoming EIR under CEQA. 

What is the potential effect on marine organisms that currently utilize the estuary when the 
estuary is maintained as a closed lagoon? What will be the effect on Dungeness crab and 
other marine species that have been documented by seine netting by SCWA staff? 

A jetty built with rocks and then overlaid with concrete lies under the sandbar at the mouth 
of the river. Regarding this jetty, what effect does it have on percolation rates and ability to 
control the estuary water levels when the mouth closes? Could removing this jetty increase 
the percolation through the sandbar and increase optimization of estuary water levels? What 
effect does the jetty have on sandbar mechanics and height and shape? Reviewing our 
pictures of the jetty at various sandbar conditions it appears that the jetty creates depositional 
area for sand on the estuary side of the sandbar, does the jetty help increase the sandbar 
height and what effect does this have on estuary management goals? 

Several low-lying structures cause the need for artificial breaching the sandbar to avoid 
flooding, including the Sonoma Coast State Parks visitor center and Jenner Post Office. How 

PO Box 1335 Healdsburg, CA 95448 � 707-433-1958 � Fax 707-433-1989 � info@russianriverkeeper.org 
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Scoping Comment Letter 17 (cont.) 

could estuary management be improved by raising these structures to a higher elevation? In 
some of the related studies and reports for the BO it was noted that managing the estuary at a 
higher level than 8ft could be beneficial, this should be studied. In studying the potential 
biologic benefits to operating the estuary higher than 8ft, wouldn’t a grater range of estuary 
levels produce deeper pools and higher forage opportunities for Salmon and Steelhead? 
Considering how low-lying structures in other areas have been elevated to reduce the 
flooding potential is this feasible? What are potential sources of funding to raise these 
structures?  

The NOP states that the alternatives analysis will consider a no project alternative and the 
estuary management alternatives identified in the BO. However some west coast estuaries 
that have existing populations of ESA listed Salmon and Steelhead are not closed estuaries 
but remain open all summer to ocean tides. The EIR should review all west coast estuaries 
and an alternative should be added that considers an always-open estuary as a viable 
alternative since some west coast estuaries operate well for salmon in this manner. 

One of the BO objectives says, “SCWA will manage water surface elevations in the Russian 
River estuary by conserving beach sands and…” in light of this statement, how will this 
Project conserve beach sands? As this subject is raised in the BO we would expect the Project 
EIR to examine the composition and origin of the material that makes up the beach sand at 
the river mouth. Our understanding is that the sand is comprised of material washed down 
the Russian River so it would seem that examining and understanding the sediment budget 
of the Russian River would be important for this EIR. In addition, although gravel-mining 
firms claim they are only taking what they term “recharge”, our consultants inform us their 
methodology is questionable for determining actual inflows and outflows. The modeling 
employed to determine sediment flux are also limited by having to run sand and gravel 
separately, which can understand actual sediment transport. In light if this it would seem 
proper for the Project EIR to independently review the sediment flux calculations provided 
by the gravel mining firms to ensure that gravel mining will not impact sediment supply to 
the sandbar at the river mouth. 

The “lagoon” area that backs up when the sandbar is closed and prior to 8ft in Jenner extends 
well upstream of Duncans Mills the proposed Project Area. In the past we have noted the 
backup extending to Northwood/ Bohemian Grove swimming hole so the Project area 
should cover the entire area that could be influenced by the Project. 

The project EIR should examine the BO recommendation that the “lagoon” be breached after 
October 15th, since juvenile steelhead should be large enough to withstand salt-water 
conditions. It is our understanding that juvenile steelhead need to undergo acclimatization of 
salt water and that the fish undergo physiological changes to allow them to survive in salt 
water. If the estuary (lagoon) achieves a freshwater condition and then is suddenly breached 
in October, will those juveniles be able to withstand an abrupt change from fresh to salt 
water? 

We are gravely concerned about proposals for monitoring water quality in the estuary. 
Changing the estuary from a generally open system to a closed system could decrease flow 
and circulation and allow pollutants to accumulate. Past water quality monitoring of normal 
flow and estuary management conditions was very limited and focused primarily on periods 
before during and just after breach events. Little reliable and comparable data exists for 
ambient water quality or nutrients for the past flows and estuary management. At a recent 

Scoping Comment Letter 17 (cont.) 

public meeting by SCWA the EIR preparer, SCWA claimed that this Project EIR will not 
examine water quality issues and that those would be covered under the EIR for the Petition 
to modify Decision 1610. Under CEQA the estuary management Project and Petition are both 
part of a larger project, responding to the BO so we would either expect one big EIR or both 
Projects covered under a Programmatic EIR. To separate the Project and Petition EIR’s would 
violate CEQA so we expect this EIR to fully examine impacts to water quality from changes 
in inflows as well as propose mitigations. Water quality issues must be studied for all marine 
and freshwater organisms that have used or will use the estuary and not just for Salmon and 
Steelhead. 

Lastly, one of the biggest issues facing coastal estuaries is global warming and sea level rise. 
It is projected on various maps that the sandbar at the river mouth will be under water at 
some point in the near future. The EIR has to consider the impact of sea level rise on estuary 
management and especially water quality. If the sandbar is regularly overtopped during 
wind events or normal tides due to sea level rise the entire condition this EIR strives for 
might not be attainable in the future. Additionally global warming is changing the water 
quality of the Ocean and leading to increasing acidification. What effect will this have on 
salmon and steelhead food sources in the estuary? Would the water quality conditions that 
the Project is seeking even be possible under new conditions posed by global warming and 
sea level rise? 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments on this Project EIR. 

Sincerely, 

Don McEnhill 
Executive Director 
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Scoping Comment Letter 18 

Katie Blank 

From: Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation Isonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.netj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 12:41 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: re: Surfrider Scoping Comments 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation 
The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the 

protection and enjoyment of our world's oceans, waves and beaches, The Surfrider 
Foundation now maintains over 50,000 members and 90 chapters worldwide, 

Comments and Concerns for the Notice of Preparation for the Environmental Impact Report on the Russian 
River Estuary Management Project: 

1. 	 Deterioration of water quality in the estuary. river mouth. and surf area  including possible additional 
pollution from nutrients. regulated and emerging toxins. bacteria. temperature. invasive species. and 
algae with proposed lower flows and modified breaching practices. 

2. 	 No baseline data provided for above mentioned toxins. No existing evidence that lowering flows will be 
safe for humans or the environment. 

3. 	 Lack of comprehensive testing of water quality at river mouth and ocean environment in EIR. Public not 
notified of exact list of toxins that will be tested and all locations testing will be completed. 

4. 	 No alternative plan provided should harmful water quality impacts from low flow be discovered in the 
interval. 

5. 	 Inadequate data and consideration of diversion on summer water flows. Water contractors have been 
told water deliveries would be normal this year even with lower flows. 

6. 	 No consideration in EIR of impact of lower flow on surfing at the river mouth as well as surfing areas 
south of the river including North Side Goat Rock. South Goat. Blind Beach. and the Far Cove. These 
premier Sonoma County surf recreation areas depend greatly on the influx of new sand and gravel. The 
combination of modifying breaching practices and lower flows will remove the possibility of surfing 
these areas. 

7. 	 No consideration in EIR of beach erosion and subsequent beach access from reduced sand and gravel 
outflows. 

8. 	 Failure to include negative impact on other species such as marine mammals. water fowl. and sea birds 
due to new proposed estuary management practices and construction of outlet channel in EIR. 

The Surfing Community of Sonoma County requests that the impact on the wave and 
water quality in the ocean environment be considered in the Environmental Impact 

Scoping Comment Letter 18 (cont.) 

Report on the Russian River Estuary Management Project. The Surfrider Foundation 
promotes responsible acts to preserve, restore, and protect the salmon population. 

Please direct any inquiries on this matter to 
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider 
sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net 

2 

mailto:sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net
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Scoping Comment Letter 19 

Katie Blank 

From: Carol Vellutini Icarolvsr@sonic.netj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 1:51 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Scoping comments on SCWA's Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Russian River 

Estuary 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb 
404 Aviation Blvd. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403  

June 21, 2010  

Scoping comments on SCWA's Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the Russian River 
Estuary 

I attended a scoping meeting in Santa Rosa on the Russian River Management Project. First of all let 
me say that I extremely object to meetings where the public is asked to comment and then the SCWA 
states that the public has to break up and circulate to various stations. The audience that night 
wanted to hear what everyone had to say and protested the format. The audience was allowed to 
stay intact longer but the shift to stations in my opinion did not work and the public that night did not 
circulate to stations. The public benefits from hearing what others have to say and the responses. I 
have never understood the Water Agency's reason for breaking into stations as the focus. Please 
note that I am protesting the station method. The public wants to hear everyone speak and benefits 
from an exchange of ideas and comments. 

I have lived in Sonoma County all my life. The Russian River has had many human impacts. The 
cumulative effect of these impacts have been studied. However, I am not clear on how, in 2010, all 
these impacts are affecting the flow. The legal and illegal diversions, careless agricultural practices, 
timber harvesting, gravel mining, etc. all effect flow and the normal habitat in the tributaries. The 
tributaries in some cases are severely degraded. The relationship between flows, mouth closings, 
habitat resources need to be fully defined. The rainfall in the last ten years has affected the 
tributaries. Fish populations are down or not present in many tributaries. How will our changing 
climate affect the interface of the tributaries, the river and the ocean? 

Studies have been done on other rivers north and south of the Russian river. In my opinion the 
Russian River has more human impact currently than other nearby rivers, but I do not have any 
statistics on that. The three major dams and artificial regulating the flow of the river have an impact. I 
would ask for more historical data on the mouth closures and flows of the river. Why are the natural 
flows on the lower river being assigned at one point 30 cfs and then the flow north of Healdsburg 
assigned 125 cfs? Where is the science behind this amount? The entire system has to be taken into 
account. 

The migration of the mouth of the river north and south has been discussed by locals. The railroad 
also had an impact at the mouth. Photos need to be included of the historical north and south 

Scoping Comment Letter 19 (cont.) 

migration of the mouth of the river. I have traveled to other rivers up north and many have closed 
mouths in the summer. These rivers are not manipulated artificially. I have seen a report that shows 
about 90 properties on the Russian River that may be subject to inundation at various water levels. 
How many actual buildings would flood as opposed to bare land? Is that when the water level is 10' to 
12'? If some structures were lifted out of the flood plain how many are we talking about? Do you 
artificially subject the entire river to minimum flows for a few structures? Could you research that? 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,   

Carol Vellutini 

Carol Vellutini 
610 Willrush St. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
707-546-6308 
carolvsr@sonic.net 

2 
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Scoping Comment Letter 20 

Katie Blank 

From: 	 Debbie Hultman IDHULTMAN@dfg.ca.govj 
Sent: 	 Monday, June 21, 2010 2:09 PM 
To: 	 estuaryproject 
Subject: 	 Russian River Estuary Management Project 
Attachments: 	 Russian River Estuary Management Project-SCH�2010052024-Martin-

McKannay061710EL.pdf 

Ms. Martini-Lamb, 

Please see the attached letter. Original to follow. 

hank you, 

Debbie Hultman, Office echnician
 
Department of Fish � �ame 

Bay Delta Region 

Habitat �onservation �nit
 
�707� �44-554� phone
 

Scoping Comment Letter 20 (cont.) 
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Scoping Comment Letter 21 

Katie Blank 

From: Brian Hines Ibrian@ncsr.comj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 3:59 PM 
To: estuaryproject; Kent MacIntosh; Mike Fitzpatrick; Mike 0rton; Nick Morello; Rick Jorgensen; 

Brian Hines; Brian Arata; Jerry Arrigoni; Julie Carlson; Nick Wheeler; Rick Baker; 'Carlo 
Bongio'; Julie Carlson 

Subject: RETU Estuary Plan Comment Letter 
Attachments: Estuary Plan Comment.pdf 

Attached please find the Redwood Empire Chapter of Trout Unlimited's comment letter on the Russian River 
Estuary Plan. 
Thank you. 

Scoping Comment Letter 21 (cont.) 

Redwood Empire Trout Unlimited 
P.O. Box 3237 


Santa Rosa, CA  95402-3237 


June 17, 2010 

Sonoma County Water Agency 
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb, Principal Environmental Specialist 
404 Aviation Boulevard 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Russian River Estuary 
Management Project (Estuary Project) 

We are writing to you to express our support for the Sonoma County Water 
Agencies 2010 Estuary Project. If successful, the proposed project has the potential to 
increase estuarine habitat for ESA listed Coho salmon and Steelhead. 

While conducting the project, Redwood Empire Trout Unlimited would like the 
Sonoma County Water Agency to take into consideration the following comments for 
various aspects of its Estuary Project. 

�	 Extend the Upper Estuary monitoring to include the Austin Creek confluence to 
the Hwy 116 Bridge. Review of the SCWA’s ‘Russian River Fish and Macro­
Invertebrate Study, 2003­2005’ illustrates that a large portion of the salmonid and 
steelhead sample distribution is found within the Upper Estuary/Cassini reach.  
Past in-stream habitat improvements of lower Austin Creek have created rearing 
and migration opportunities which the Estuary Adaptive Management Plan may 
enhance. Expanded and continual monitoring of this area is vital in verifying 
that it can remain suitable migration and rearing habitat for Austin Creek 
Salmonid and Steelhead within this reach. 

�	 Re-prioritize the removal of the jetty located at the mouth of the estuary.  Use the 
rock and other appropriate demolition debris to create additional habitat 
structures within the Estuary. 

�	 Restore the Open Space District properties in the Middle Reach/Bridgehaven 
area and similar low lying areas to create flooded/backchannel habitat.  Monitor 
and consider additional adaptive management options to promote sustainable 
Benthic and Macro invertebrate habitat consistent with periodic inundated 
estuarine habitat. 
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Scoping Comment Letter 21 (cont.) 

�	 Re-prioritize the elevation, re-location or removal of the private properties 
located in Jenner between the 8’-8.5’ flood levels.  If the adaptive management 
plan results are found to be positive while maintaining a proposed 7’ flood level; 
consideration should be given to maintaining a higher estuarine water level to 
increase and sustain suitable estuary rearing habitat. Proposed water flow 
decrease from upriver could have the potential to increase estuary water 
temperatures. Additional water depth may be needed to ensure that water 
temperatures remain below potential lethal levels. The end goal of the plan 
should be to cease mouth breaching operations entirely which we consider to be 
TAKE under the ESA. 

�	 Re-introduce historic native estuary vegetation to the lower reach to further 
support and provide salmonid rearing and Benthic and Macro invertebrate 
habitat. 

�	 We would also be interested in seeing an accounting of the cost to breach the 
estuary as it seems to be an unusual subsidy in these lean Sonoma County 
budget times. The subsidy benefits only a few property owners that have chosen 
to build in the recognized flood plain.  Funding is available for the elevation of 
structures on the Russian River as has been done in many locations upstream. 
The Redwood Empire Chapter of Trout Unlimited has been advocating the 
elevation of these structures since at least 1992. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present to you our thoughts regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Russian River Estuary Management Project. Feel 
free to contact us if you have any questions or would like to discuss these items in 
depth. 

Sincerely, 
REDWOOD EMPIRE CHAPTER 
TROUT UNLIMITED 

Rick Baker, Past-President 
Board of Directors 

Scoping Comment Letter 22 

Katie Blank 

From: Josh Berry Ijosh@savethewaves.orgj 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 4:19 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: 0bservations on Russian River Estuary Project 
Attachments: RussianRiver-STW-June21.pdf 

Dear Sonoma County Water Agency, 

Attached is a letter from Save The Waves Coalition, representing our surfing members' interest in protecting the limited 
surfing recreational resources available at the mouth of the Russian River, in regards to how the Russian River Estuary 
Project would effect the recreational resource there. Today a hard copy of this letter has also been mailed to SCWA. 

Sincerely, 

Josh Berry 
Environmental Director 
Save The Waves Coalition 
http://www.savethewaves.org 
josh@savethewaves.org 
831.426.6169 office 
415.578.8388 mobile 

mailto:josh@savethewaves.org
http:http://www.savethewaves.org
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Scoping Comment Letter 22 (cont.) 

June 21, 2010 

Sonoma County Water Agency 

404 Aviation Boulevard 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 


Re: Russian River Estuary Management Project (DEIR) 

Dear Sonoma County Water Agency, 

This letter contains our organization’s comments and observations about the 
Sonoma County Water Agency’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the 
Russian River Estuary. At the request of local Sonoma County surfers who 
frequent the popular surf spot at the mouth of the Russian River in Jenner, we 
have investigated the project from surfers’ perspective. In this letter Save The 
Waves Coalition would like to comment on the Estuary Project and insert citizen 
interests and rights that have been ignored in this estuary project’s design and 
public review process. 

Save The Waves Coalition is a nonprofit 501(c)3 organization based in 

Davenport, California and our mission is to protect and preserve the coastal 

environment from development, with an emphasis on the surf zone, and to 

educate the public about the value of the surf zone. 


Due to the proposed Estuary Project’s changes to the way the mouth of the 
Russian River is artificially breached, as well as the relocation of the breach and 
the design of the breach channel to a location farther north of the historic breach 
location, surfers are very concerned that the Estuary Project will have a negative 
impact on the quality of the surfing wave at the mouth of the Russian River, 
effectively destroying this surf spot for at least 4 months out of the year. Our 
concern is that this project destroys a naturally occurring recreational opportunity 
that is already in limited availability on the California coast, especially on the 
Sonoma County coast. 

In the California Coastal Act, Section 30213 states: "Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, 
provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred." Surfing and surf spots (locations where ocean waves are ridden for 
the sport of surfing) are a prime example of these low cost visitor and 
recreational facilities, since a naturally occurring surf spot is exceptionally low-
cost to society, provided for free by nature, while also providing and in fact 

PO Box 183 3500 Coast Highway Davenport, CA 95017 831.426.6169 www.savethewaves.org 

Scoping Comment Letter 22 (cont.) 

creating a well-developed and rich local surfing economy and culture. 

The California Coastal Act, Section 30220 further states: "Coastal areas suited 
for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland 
water areas shall be protected for such uses." Surfing is a key example of this, as 
it can only be practiced in the ocean and never at inland areas; surf spots in 
California only exist on the Pacific Coast and must, according to our organization 
and the opinion of our supporters, be protected as they are publicly available in 
very limited supply. 

The mouth of the Russian River is a well-known, occasionally fantastic surf spot 
and is legally protected under the Coastal Act. Save The Waves Coalition 
respectfully insists that the SCWA Russian River Estuary Project EIR must 
clearly and directly address the very real concerns of surfers who could lose a 
limited recreational resource if this project is executed as designed. Local surfers 
inform our organization that to date their concerns and interests have not been 
satisfactorily addressed by the SCWA nor by the public comment and meeting 
process. 

Our organization, our members and our supporters recognize and respect the 
importance of providing freshwater lagoon habitat for fish populations, and we 
strongly believe that this project can protect wild fish habitat while also favorably 
protecting the very limited surfing resources located at the mouth of the Russian 
River. We look forward to the more inclusionary involvement and participation of 
surfers’ interests in the Russian River Estuary Project. 

Sincerely, 

Josh Berry 
Environmental Director 
Save The Waves Coalition 

PO Box 183 3500 Coast Highway Davenport, CA 95017 831.426.6169 www.savethewaves.org 

http:www.savethewaves.org
http:www.savethewaves.org
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Katie Blank 

Scoping Comment Letter 24 
Attachment 
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From: David Keller Idkeller@eelriver.orgj 
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 2:36 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Address correction for notices 

To: Jessica Martini-Lamb, SCWA 
Staff at ESA 

From: David Keller 
Bay Area Director 
Friends of the Eel River

       1327  I St. 
Petaluma, CA 94952

       (707) 763-9336

 dkeller@eelriver.org
 

We recently received the N0P for the DEIR for the Russian River Estuary Management Project. It was addressed to me, 
but mailed to the main F0ER offices, newly relocated at P0 Box 2039, Sausalito, CA 94966 from the old Garberville 
address. 

Please change your files for mail sent to me, so that they will be sent to my current address in Petaluma, as listed above. 

Thank you for your attention to this. 

David 

mailto:dkeller@eelriver.org
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Change to Distribution List 2 

Katie Blank 

From: Vickie Gerber Ivgerber@cityofnovato.orgj 
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 5:23 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Name change/mailing list 

Categories: Green Category 

Jessica, 

Could you please change our City Manager's name from Daniel E. Keen to Michael S. Frank on future mailings from the 
Sonoma County Water Agency? 

Many thanks, 

Vickie Gerber 
Executive Secretary/Deputy City Clerk 
City of Novato 
75 Rowland Way 
Novato, CA 94945 
415.899.8905 
vgerber@cityofnovato.org 

N0TICE: The information contained in this email and any document attached hereto is intended only for the named recipient(s). If you are not the intended 
recipient, nor the employee or agent responsible for delivering this message in confidence to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that you have 
received this transmittal in error, and any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this transmittal or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this transmittal and/or attachments in error, please notify me immediately by reply e-mail and then delete this message, including any attachments. 

Scoping Comment 25 

Scoping Comment 26 

mailto:vgerber@cityofnovato.org
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