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Comment Code Comment Response Change in
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CC_LT_1019_013-1 Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal No

and Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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PUBLIC HEARING ON THE KLAMATH DAM
REMOVAL DRAFT EIS/EIR
---000---

YREKA, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011

MR. MARK LOVELACE: Hello, I'm Mark Lovelace,
M-a-r-k L-0-v-e-l-a-c-e. I'm the chair of the Humboldt
Board of Supervisors.

Humboldt County is a rural coastal county

dependent upon our natural resources industries, including

CC_MC_1020_005

timber, fishing, ranching, and agriculture. | comment 1 - Approves of Dam Removal

We are signatory to these agreements. We

support Alternative 2, full dam removal, because we have

lived with the economic and environmental impacts of these

dames.

These dams were put in place years before CEQA,

before NEPA, before the Clean Water Act, before the

Endangered Species Act. There was no analysis of the

environmental impacts or the social impacts or the

economic impacts before these dams were putin place. The

downstream communities didn't get a chance to have their

voices heard before the wealth of the river was taken and

redistributed from them.

They have lived with greatly reduced flows,

increased temperatures, disease, and the corresponding
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decline of salmon, which is the life blood of the river.

We have seen the decline of our commercial

fisheries, our tribal fisheries, our recreational

fisheries, all without any analysis. We didn't get that

benefit, we didn't get a chance before it was taken.

We have seen the loss of our commercial

processing facilities and hundreds of fishing boats, every

one of them, a small, private family business, hundreds of

them gone, they didn't get a chance to speak up.

The EIR/EIS showed that dam removal is good for

the river, it's good for the salmon, and it's good for

jobs.

We have heard a lot of statements here about,

you know, whether it's good or not. This is a record,
this is data, this is not anecdotes, this is not
statements, this is data, it's based on study. The
government can't make decisions based on anecdotes.
That record shows that it would be good for

jobs, not just downstream, but in the upper basin, too.
It will increase fish abundance by unlocking 62 miles of
Coho habitat, 420 miles of Chinook habitat.

The facts show that over the long term, it will

create 1,928 new jobs in commercial fishing, sport
fishing, recreational, and in irrigated agriculture, and

the additional labor income of those new jobs will be in
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the tens of millions of dollars annually.

In the upper basin, it will create more

hunting trips, 3,634 more hunting trips a year.

The removal, itself, will create 1400 good

paying jobs in the middle stretch.

All told, dam removal will result in an

estimated 4600 jobs over the next 15 years.

That is based upon study and analysis. That is

not based upon just statements.

Our downstream communities have seen our

natural wealth taken and redistributed over the last
hundred years with no analysis, no mitigation, and no
concern for the tremendous impacts that we have
experienced.

THE FACILITATOR: Supervisor Lovelace, thank

you very much. If you would like to submit the comments
up here, that will complete your testimony.

MR. MARK LOVELACE: We will be providing

testimony.
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Comment Author Lovelace, Mark

Agency/Assoc. County of Humboldt, Board of Supervisors

Submittal Date October 20, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CC_MC_1020 _005-1 & Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal, No

Others Oppose Dam Removal.
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Lovelace, Mark
County of Humboldt, Board of Supervisors
November 17, 2011

Comment Code

CC_LT_1117_021-1

CC_LT_1117_021-2 &
&
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Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal,
Others Oppose Dam Removal.

We agree that the regional economic impacts for Humboldt county
may be understated, due to inability to quantify the economic
impacts of the Action alternatives on the steelhead fishery and the
Yurok Tribe’s commercial and guide fisheries. These latter
fisheries are qualitatively addressed on p. 3.15-43, 3.15-59,
3.15-81, 3.15-83 and 3.15-87 (steelhead fishery) and p. 3.15-47,
3.15-63, 3.15-81, 3.15-83 and 3.15-87 (Yurok fisheries).

The Peterson and Hackett/Hansen reports do not focus
specifically on the effects of the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement
Agreement (KHSA) or Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement
(KBRA). However, some of the data sources that informed those
reports were also used in the Draft EIS/EIR. The Gallo report does
focus on major features of the KHSA and KBRA (e.g.,
construction, restoration) but does not (as Dr. Gallo himself notes)
address all of the economic impacts associated with the two
agreements. The Draft EIS/EIR is more comprehensive in this
regard and is based on more definitive dam removal cost
estimates, KBRA cost estimates, fishery projections and other
information that were largely unavailable at the time of the Gallo
report.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No

No
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MR. MIKE MALLORY: Good evening, my name is

Comment 1 - Real Estate

Mike Mallory, M-a-I-I-o-r-y, and I'm the Siskiyou County

Assessor Reporter, and as the Siskiyou Assessor Recorder,

| feel that | have an obligation to express my grave

concerns about the dam removal real estate evaluation

report as incorporated in the EIR/EIS.

| became involved in this process about 14

months ago, in July of 2010, when | opened my office -- my

decision -- it was also encouraged by the board of

supervisors to do so to facilitate this process -- opened

it up to all sales information, publicly available

property information, maps, and also availability of my

appraisal staff to talk to the contract appraisers about

the nuances associated with all the different appraisal

areas in the county. | felt good about the meeting that

we had at that time but, boy, was | naive.

You know, 14 months later, | can see what

happened. We were all forward down to this point, and |

see that the team carefully orchestrated the study to le

ad

to a minimal value impact from dam removal, which amounts

to a paltry 2.9 million dollars for the actual property
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owners, and an estimate of about 2.2 million for the

county tax rolls in the reduction.

This was accomplished by way of a very detailed

eleven-page statement of work which is, essentially, scope

of work, that was put together by the team which gave the

contract appraiser, who was the highest level, a master's,

an MAI appraiser, which stands for Masters Institute of

appraisal, gave him very little latitude to utilize his

expertise.

Um, as you have heard before from Mr. Kent and

Mr. Rickard, the valuation date that was utilized in this

report of April, 2008, that coincides with the secretarial

determination is at least two to three years late.

| think Mr. Kent went over that, and Mr. Kent

and Mr. Rickard spoke of the fact that the improved

properties were totally left out of this analysis. Um,

this conveniently excludes properties that have the

greatest potential for value loss.

Um, the team picked the actual affected

properties, and | feel that that should have been the sole

responsibility of the contract appraiser.

And valuation in the after-condition was made

in the hypothetical assumption that the dams had been

removed and the land had been restored to their native
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condition. That just would not happen. It needed to be

appraised at the point where the mud clots start to show

up.

So I'm jumping ahead here because I'm running

out of time.

As an elected official, | am curious that |

was not provided with a statement of worth that the real

estate team worked with, and | feel that I've been

deceived, as I've told our board of supervisors.

Thank you.
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Mallory, Mike
County of Siskiyou
October 20, 2011

Comment Code

CC_MC_1020_017-1 &
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Comment Response

The scope of work was not intended to identify appraised values
for individual properties. The evaluation assignment was 1) to
determine the impact of the removal of the dams in Siskiyou
County on the value of parcels influenced by the lakes in
aggregate and 2) to determine the impact of removal on the tax
role of Siskiyou County. The statement of work identified the after
condition as removal of the dams with drainage of the lakes. It
recognized that the river would return to a free flowing condition
along the Klamath canyon floor and that the lands beneath the
reservoir would be restored to a native condition. The scope of
work provided for the determination of the market value in
aggregate in the before condition for both parcels influenced by
the lakes and other parcels not influenced by the lakes. The after
conditions, in which the lakes are drained and restored to native
vegetation, are based on similar properties in the vicinity along the
existing Klamath River. Values considered are base property
values.

Master Response RE-1 Real Estate Evaluation Report.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No





