


  
 Streamside roads are more likely to deliver sediment generated by road-related causes than 

those outside a riparian buffer. 
  
 Roads with well-placed rolling dips are less likely then those with numerous culverts 

(particularly if they are undersized or prone to blockage by debris) to divert streams and deliver 
eroded road fill. 
 
 Roads with well-engineered outslopeing are less likely than those with miles of inside ditch 

and waterbars to deliver eroded fill and elevated flow. 
 
Several conclusions regarding roads in the Shasta River watershed are appropriate. 
 
 The road densities indicate a substantial degree of ground disturbance within individual sub-

basins, within individual assessment areas, and throughout the Shasta River watershed overall. 
  
 The density of seasonal roads (which is substantially greater than that of permanent or 

temporary roads) indicates a significant potential for minimally maintained crossings and other 
road-related facilities.  This suggests the possibility of failed crossings that go unfixed for some 
period.  Further, as a general matter, unsurfaced roads have a greater potential for surface erosion 
than do surfaced ones. 
 
Timber Harvest Implementation Actions 
 
The State is to identify implementation measures needed for pollutant loading reductions 
indicated in the TMDL, and to incorporate the TMDL itself in the Basin Plan (40 CFR 130.6).  
In addition, it is necessary to provide for follow-up monitoring to evaluate TMDL effectiveness 
and the need for revisions (EPA 1991).  This is particularly true for TMDLs, such as the Shasta 
River TMDL for Sediment and Temperature, which involve substantial uncertainty in the 
analysis. As noted in the discussion, the current Implementation/Action Plan is comprised, for 
the most part, with unenforceable language.  
 
The suggested use of existing permitting and enforcement tools (e.g. THP Review process, 
WDRs (and Waivers of same)) are not sufficient to address shortfalls that have been noted as 
part of this process by many agency and independent scientific review panels ( including the 
NCRWQCB itself).  The MAA with the Board of Forestry has been of little help in addressing 
the issues of beneficial use protection in timber harvest. In fact, the BOF is considering 
removing what protective rules exist now (5.1.10.1) (these rules sunset Dec. 06). Participation in 
the THP Review process is necessary to protect beneficial uses. For Regional Board staff 
obtaining desired results on the limited THPs that are reviewed (less than 50% of all THPs by 
Regional Board staff) in the THP Review (approval) process, which is an ongoing fight with 
CDF (and the BOF) - throughout the entire process) it would more efficient and more sound 
policy to have protective timber harvest standards amended into the Basin Plan. Specific 
regulation is necessary to eliminate areas of contention - as well as freeing up staff time to 
address a larger number of THPs.  
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Waste Discharge Requirement do not provide the necessary framework of enforceable standards, 
with amendment into the  Basin Plan,  to address sediment and temperature inputs in the context 
of timber harvest operations. 
 
Forest Practices 
 
Please note, in reference Implementation discussion:   Report of the Scientific Review Panel 
On California Forest Practice Rules and Salmonid Habitat, Prepared for The Resources Agency 
of California and the National Marine Fisheries Service, comprised of a selected panel of 
scientists, 1999, indicates that "the Forest Practice Rules" and their administration by the 
California Department of Forestry  "do not protect the beneficial uses of water." ""Silviculture is 
the leading source of impairment to water quality in the North Coast of California. Related to 
these water quality problems, California has a number of species, in particular salmon, that are 
endangered threatened or otherwise seriously at risk, due in very significant part to forestry 
activities that impair their spawning, breeding and rearing habitat." (Findings for the California 
Coastal Non-point Program and CZARA Action Plan, USEPA/NOAA, 1999) A Scientific Basis 
for the Prediction of Cumulative Watershed Effects, UC, Berkeley, June 2001, and finally the 
Final Report on Sediment Impairment and Effects on the Beneficial Uses of Elk River and Stitz, 
Bear, and Jordan Creeks, Concur, 2002, also support the findings noted above.  All of these 
noted scientific reviews indicate the Forest Practice Rules, including projects related to small 
landowners and Non-Industrial Timber Plans, are deficient in Cumulative Impacts Analysis and 
can not be counted on to protect the beneficial uses of water and meet Basin Plan water quality 
objectives. No study has shown that smaller timberland owners and/or Non-Industrial Timber 
Plans have lessened impacts related to pollutant inputs from timber harvest activity 
 
These documents, noted above, not only indicate impairment from current and historic forest 
practices, they provide analysis and prescriptive measures to be taken to address attainment of 
WQS.  These documents all point to, but do not address directly, the level a disturbance 
precedent to the deteriorated watersheds conditions present in the Shasta River. They do indicate 
that level of disturbance is a major factor and needs to be addressed if we are ever going to meet 
WQS. And, in fact, a TMDL is a vehicle designed to (in this case) make determinations 
regarding level of disturbance that is acceptable and related mandatory controls to meet WQS.  
 
Other references to review for appropriate regulatory guidelines are:  
 
Coho Recovery Guidelines (DFG)- Regulations specifically referenced for Timber Harvest 
activity in the form of an Incidental Take Permit (Draft 2112 - rules). The Coho listing under 
CESA is referenced in the Implementation/Action Plan document. All notation and/or reference 
to Coho Recovery proposed actions (timber harvest and well as other policy) is absent in terms 
of any nexus with enforceable language. 
 
Threatened and Impaired Rules (FPRs): These regulations are currently in place in the Forest 
Practice Rules and are intended to address beneficial use issues related to Forest Practices on 
listed/impaired watercourses. CDF has stated that these regulations are, in themselves, sufficient 
to protect beneficial uses. There is no documentation to support this claim by CDF. However, 
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these regulations are superior to the baseline of regulations that preceded the Threatened and 
Impaired Rules.  The Board of Forestry is considering removing these regulations at this time.  
 
Forest Practice Rules proposed language changes proposed by the NCRWQCB to the 
Board of Forestry (in several iterations): These proposed rules changes, written to address 
failure of the FPRs to protect beneficial uses, contain enforceable language that would produce 
positive changes towards attaining WQS. 
 
Implementation Proposal submitted to the NCRWQCB for the Garcia River TMDL by 
Coast Action Group: This proposal was submitted to the Regional Board as suggestions for 
rules imposition for beneficial use protection.  
 
The discussion in all of the above referenced documents  indicate: 1) Areas of failure of the 
Forest Practice Rules to address protection of beneficial uses, 2) Areas of necessary 
correction of Forest Practice  land use that will show positive trends, via rules (currently in 
place or suggested) for use in guiding implementation planning - with some  assurance of 
trends towards attaining WQS (for both Temperature and Sediment). Within all of these 
documents there is a significant (striking) degree of similarity in the description of actions 
necessary to be taken as enforceable guidelines for timber harvest activity on impaired waters of 
the north coast, and specifically the Shasta River Watershed.  
 
Recommendation: That the (above mentioned) readily available information be reviewed for 
development of comprehensive and enforceable language to be added to the 
Implementation/Action Plan of the Shasta River TMDL. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                               Sincerely,  
                                                                                    for Coast Action Group  
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