
KLAMATH FOREST ALLIANCE 

February 28, 1994· • 

Alvin Lewis. 
1005 Kidder Creek Rd� 
Ft. Jones, CA 96032 

Dear Alvin: 

As per your request here are KFA's concerns about- the "Scott 
River Riparian Zone Inventory and.Evaiuation". Please_ forgive the 
delay - I've been overwhelmed with work. 

. . . ' • . • . • . . . . 

Our concerns can be classified most easily as those pertaining to 
the study itself-(Content)_arid those_ pertaining to its usefulness 
as a guide tQ choosing projects to help at risk fish stocks 
(Context). 

CONTERT 

• · * The evaluation of vegetation considered crown closure
only; Optimum vege.tation can consist of a dense stand of Willow.
Not withstanding your excellent comments on cottonwood, there was
no distinction made in the evaluations between overstory.cover.
(tall trees like cottonwood and pine) and. understory vegetation
(eg willow, hawthorn). Apparently, your "urtderstory" is equal to
ground cover?). While this is fine from a soil viewpoint from a
fisheries viewpoint (shade, large woody debris) information on
overstory and understory tree canopy - and a different defin,ition
of "optimum vegetati·on" would have_ been very useful in planning
interventions. Also.there was no distinction made between native
and exotic vegetation. From an ecosystem standpoint such a
distinction would have been useful.

* Evaluation_of the need for fencing apparently did not
consider whether_ investing in fencing would achieve· livestock 
exclusion for that· section or reach. It appec;irs that each bank .... 
was viewed independently. It is therefore impossible to.know if a 
given fencing project/investment would achieve cattle exclusion. 
This is important -information in.allocating limited fisheries 
.restoration dollars� • 

* Bank Stabilization :by rip-rap was the·only alternative
evaluated. I am told by scs per�onnel that there are 
alternatives. I believe both landowners and those allocating 
fisheries restoration funds should have a choice of all 
alternatives, including an indication_of costs and benefits. 

* Areas deemed to need bank- stabilization received 5.
points; slope planting and fencing 3_ points;·_ irrigation and. tree· 
or shrub planting 2 points. The differentiation in· points·awarded 
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If '·.�:ti� .. raos� ·;mp�:st�h'.t:tt,JJmi,ti�g ; {ac:t;Ofi is . fl9\'i Jei �hia:r::.: :i.,n general 
or at .�pec1_f1c. t1mes}?:t:hen perhaps ,w� .. $hould be spe_nding the 

: •. limited :.fisheries ·::.ces'.l�rati.ori ;dollar$' .Q·n. increas,ipg� flows ,and not: 
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I� 0c::9rioit{sion/ I '�bp� ·you.· real:i.�e th�t KFA' s'. itopposi tion" to· i:-ip� 
rap has only two componerits :- . . < ,- • • • . • • . 

. . 1. We believe limited· dollars. c:1nd an �quatic crisis mean we 
·.must·u�e.our_lirriited fisheries_restptation dolla:r;s strat!3gically ..
We_ are not·convinped that-investing in rip-rap is·ahigh pri<;>rity

• in •ti strategic· :approach- t9 the_ aqqatic crisis in .the Scott River ..
If .sediment,is-the limiting problem, we believe fisheries dollars

•. are b�:tter spen� up �lope. . • 
. . . . 

.. _2. Until tlJ,ere is a· Habitat .Conservation·Plan in p l.ace for 
the Bank . Swallow, treatment· and disturbance of bank swallow· ..•
habitat should be avoided .. • • • 

_We have no opposition tb using.agricultural dollars to stabilize
.banks with rip-rap as suggested in your study. 

We believe your study provides valuable information which ·will be
extremely useful in planning· strategic interverrtions to i benefit 

• anadro_mous fish and other aquatic resources. ·when coupied with 
information on spawning and rearing' it will help the . CRMP . p·4an
integrated projects which will have the· g�eatest benefit for ..
:fisheries· and represent a gc:::,od investment o_f limited fishertea 
restoration dollars .. The CRMP's :Fisheries Committee, of which I
am a member, intends to use it . in. that manner. · · 

• • • 

. : �lvih:,/ your ·work in Scott Valley �ver the years i:s ·a model of : • 
. dedication and perseverance. I per).!orially value it.very highly· 
and I k,IJOW- KF'A's dir�ctors and .activists value ·it: as. we;J•_,,We .•
support the effort of the RCD, SCS anc;:1 the Valley's agr:r.'(!�l'tural 
leaders'-to stabilize the River's· banks to the extent feasible 
wi �hout threataµing species _like the .Ban� Swallow�· H�wever, we 
cannot'.- support 1,f olle>wing . the priorities in the.· study � · • 
ti§lheties restoration money is the funding aource .. Take::the #1 .• 
·priori,ty :as an, example. From ·--what .we. know,. thi$ area· does n_ot no_w
support.spawning or rearing· (see attached-map-from 1992,spawning 
survey) .. It is simplytoo_full,of,sand� Ev�n·tiql,ding habitat '.is 

. sever,ely.·limited�_Investing_scarce fis-hierie�-t"fes.toratiori dollars
• at. that t-1.0cation simply_· doeei not: m·akE!' good. strategi9 sense·, .• 

• particularly for high pr feed it�ms • like ;ip,-rap.·. In my opinion, 
- fencing, c1nd veg�tation plantir:tg wo_ul4 m,ax:e. s�n$e at. that location

only, i'f both s:J,.des:_ of the river were fenced and the result. would 
be exclusj,on of. 'cattle from an qrea of·tlieriver•during critical 
periods. • • . ·· · ' · , : · · , • · 






















