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Appendix E
Responses to Comments on the Casitas RMP/EIS

E.1 INTRODUCTION

In July 2008, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) circulated a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) that was prepared to describe the potential environmental impacts of the
implementing the Lake Casitas Resource Management Plan (RMP). The purpose of the RMP is
to establish management objectives, guidelines, and actions for the Lake Casitas Recreation Area
(Park) and the 3,500 acres of Open Space Lands north of the Park, which together comprise the
Plan Area. The RMP, which will have a planning horizon of 25 years, will address the following
needs:

e Ensure safe storage and timely delivery of high-quality water to users while enhancing
natural resources and recreational opportunities.

e Protect natural resources while educating the public about the value of the resources and
good stewardship.

e Provide recreational opportunities to meet the demands of a growing, diverse population.
e Ensure recreational diversity and the quality of the recreational experience.

e Provide the framework for establishing new management agreement(s) with the managing
partner(s).

The RMP was developed and combined in this volume with the EIS to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

E.1.1 Public Comment Period

The public comment period for the Draft EIS began on July 28, 2008, and was initially set to end
on September 25, 2008. In response to public requests, the comment period was extended
through October 31, 2008.

During the comment period, the Draft EIS was available for review at the Reclamation Mid-
Pacific Regional Library in Sacramento, CA; Reclamation South-Central California Area Office
in Fresno, CA,; Ojai Ranger District Station in Ojai; E.P. Foster Public Library in Ventura, CA;
Reclamation Denver Office Library, Denver, CO; Natural Resources Library, U.S. Department
of the Interior, Washington, DC; and the project website
(http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=792).

Written comments on the Draft EIS were submitted by a federal agency, regional and local
agencies, and organizations and individuals. The comments, along with responses from
Reclamation, are presented in Sections E.2 through E.5 of this appendix.

E.1.2 Public Hearing

A public hearing for the Draft EIS was held on Thursday, August 28, 2008, from 6:30 to 9 PM at
the Oak View Community Center, 18 Valley Road, Oak View, CA. The hearing was advertised
by public notices in the Ventura County Star and Ojai Valley News. Reclamation also sent
notices to people who had signed attendance sheets at previous public meetings about the project
(described in Section 2.2.4 of the RMP) or requested notification in writing.
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The purpose of the hearing was to inform the public of the proposed actions and alternatives for
the RMP and to receive public comments. A slideshow was presented to summarize the RMP
and the NEPA process. Information stations staffed by personnel from Reclamation and their
consultant URS were provided to describe the study area and WROS designations for each
alternative, management actions for each alternative, and impacts for each alternative.

Forty-nine people registered on the sign-in sheet for the hearing. Written comments received
from the public hearing are presented and responded to in Section E.5 of this appendix. Spoken
comments received during the hearing are summarized and responded to in Section E.6.
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E2 COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

F-1  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Kathleen M. Goforth
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Responses to Comment F-1

F-1-1
A description of General Conformity and how it applies to the Resource Management Plan
(RMP) is provided below.

See also changes to text in Sections 3.2.3.1 and 4.2.3.1.

General Conformity

The Clean Air Act requires that non-attainment and maintenance areas (with respect to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards) prepare State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to achieve
the standards. Federal actions need to demonstrate conformity to any SIPs for the regional air
basin. The applicable SIP in Ventura County is the most recent Ventura County Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) plus all Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) rules and
regulations approved by the USEPA.

The General Conformity Rule (GCR) (Title 40 CFR Part 51.853) requires that the responsible
federal agency of an undertaking make a determination of conformity with the SIP. Each action
must be reviewed to determine whether it: (1) qualifies for an exemption listed in the GCR, (2)
results in emissions that are below GCR de minimis emissions thresholds, or (3) would produce
emissions above the GCR de minimis thresholds applicable to the specific area, requiring a
detailed air quality conformity analysis.

Ventura County has been designated as “serious” non-attainment for the federal 8-hour ozone
standard. Therefore, the GCR de minimis thresholds for the Lake Casitas Area are:

e VOC 50 tons per year
e NOx 50 tons per year

e CO Not applicable because the project area is in attainment of federal carbon monoxide
(CO) standards

e PMj, Not applicable because the project area is in attainment of federal PM;, standards.

Boat and vehicle emissions from visitors to Lake Casitas are summarized below and added to the
RMP/EIS text as Table 4.2-1. Boat emissions were estimated as described under Response to
Comment F-1-3 for comparison to the GCR de minimis emissions thresholds. In addition, visitor
vehicle emissions were also estimated. The average number of vehicles over the last 10 years is
184,445, obtained from Table 3.10-1 in the RMP/EIS. The vehicles travel from various cities
around Lake Casitas as was listed in Table 3.10-2, sorted by county and average percentage use
from each county.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) EMFAC2007 on-road emissions model was used
to estimate passenger vehicle criteria pollutant emissions based on vehicle travel estimates from
Table 3.10-1 in the RMP/EIS.

Future vehicle usage and boat usage is difficult to estimate due to the fluctuation in the annual
vehicle counts in recent years. For the purpose of estimating emissions in Table 4.2-1, we have
assumed a 22 percent increase in population growth between 2000 and 2020. This represents the
growth rate projected for Ventura County (2004, State of California). Note that the population
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growth rate for Los Angeles County, which is responsible for an average of about 33 percent of
visitors, is somewhat lower at only 14 percent (Section 3.10.2). We have further assumed
visitation (including vehicle and boat use) would be in proportion to population increase.

Table 4.2-1
Future Vehicle and Boat Emissions from Lake Casitas RMP (tons/year)
ROG CcO NOXx PMyq PM, s SO, CO,
Vehicle Emissions 1.78 12.39 093 | 037 0.222 0.039 | 4028.69
Boat Emissions 2.72 3.49 0.46 | 0.98 N/A | 0.002 107.23
TOTAL 4.49 15.88 1.39 | 1.35 0.222 0.040 | 4135.92
GCR De Minimis Thresholds 50 NA 50 NA NA NA NA

NA = not applicable

As reported in Table 4.2-1, with the assumptions listed above, emission rates are well below de
minimis thresholds. Assuming visitation would be double or triple the expected population
growth, emission rates would still be well under de minimis thresholds.

F-1-2

Construction Mitigation

The Lake Casitas RMP is a program-level document, and no information about individual
projects is available to quantify construction emissions. However, construction mitigation
measures will be implemented on site to minimize dust and exhaust emissions.

Section 4.2.3.2 has been modified to state that all construction activities would comply with
VCAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust, Rule 51, Nuisance, and Rule 50, Noise. In addition, the
following mitigation measures contained in the VCAPCD Air Quality Assessment Guidelines
will be implemented: Certain construction and maintenance mitigation measures are laid out in
Section 4.2 Mitigation Measure AQ-1. These construction and mitigation measures would be
considered as the basis of a mitigation program until more specific construction and maintenance
activities are developed.

F-1-3
In addition to this response, see changes to text in Section 4.2.3.1.

Ozone Precursors and Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Boats and Boating Activities
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is formed in the atmosphere by a series of complex chemical
reactions and transformations in the presence of sunlight. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and reactive
organic compounds (ROCs) are precursors to the formation of ozone. Presently, ozone is the
major air pollutant of concern in Ventura County. Ventura County is in non-attainment for the
federal 8-hour ozone standard, and non-attainment for the state 1-hour ozone standard. The
majority of sources of ozone precursors and toxic air contaminants (TACs) are found in
urbanized areas.
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Ozone precursors NOx and ROCs and TACs from boats and boating activities were estimated
using CARB emission factors. Annual emissions were calculated for boats currently in use at
Lake Casitas and estimated for the planning horizon. The annual average number of boats using
the lake over the last 10 years, obtained from Table 3.10-1 in the RMP/EIS, is 31,049.

Emission factors were obtained from the CARB Off-Road model, which is an emissions
estimation model for many classes of off-road vehicles including construction, mining,
agricultural, and recreational equipment. The Off-Road model calculates criteria pollutants,
greenhouse gas, and TAC emissions.

All boats were assumed to be gasoline-fueled, with engines between 50 and 100 horsepower. The
emission factors in the Off-Road model are based on the inventory of vehicles or equipment for a
given county, air basin, or statewide, and incorporate all adopted regulations affecting the
emissions. When the Off-Road model is run for future years, for example, the emissions would
reflect the requirement that boats with engines newer than model year 2000 meet lower NOx and
hydrocarbon emissions.

It is not clear what the future boat usage level would be, since there has been some fluctuation in
usage over the recent years, as can be seen in Table 3.10-1. Future boat usage is estimated in a
manner similar to the way the future vehicle usage was estimated. That is, the increase in boat
use is assumed to be proportional to population growth. It should be noted that this provides
what is likely to be an overestimation of boat use because the Preferred Alternative (Alternative
2) would be managed for boat capacities similar to the current Water Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum (WROS) classifications.

Therefore, a worst-case future boat usage projection was used to estimate emissions that would
likely never be exceeded under the RMP Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). Projected NOX,
ROG, and TAC emissions from future boat use are summarized in Table 4.2-2 below.

Table 4.2-2
ROG, NOx, and TAC Emissions from Boats — Lake Casitas RMP
Boat Emissions — Horizon
Year (tons/year)
Nitrogen Oxides 0.46
Reactive Organic Gases 2.72
Acetaldehyde 1.34
Acrolein 0.32
Benzene 7.08
1,3-Butadiene 1.48
Chromium 3.64E-03
Formaldehyde 5.58
Manganese 3.64E-03
Nickel 3.64E-03
Styrene 0.24
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F-1-4
No naturally occurring asbestos or ultramafic rock has been identified in the vicinity of Lake
Casitas (CARB 2000).

F-1-5
Portions of this response have been added to the text in Sections 3.2.3.1, 3.2.3.2, and 3.1.2.1.

The Most Recent EPA and CARB Regulations for Boats

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board
(CARB) have instituted regulations for reducing hydrocarbons (HC) and nitrogen oxides (NOXx)
emitted from recreational marine engines. HC and NOx are precursors to ozone (smog)
formation, and recreational watercraft can contribute substantial emissions of ozone precursors.

The EPA rule “Final Rule: Control of Emissions from Nonroad Spark-Ignition Engines and
Equipment” (EPA 2008) has new air quality emission standards for HC, NOx, and carbon
monoxide (CO) for 2010 and newer outboard engines. By 2030, implementation of the new EPA
requirements is expected to reduce volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions for marine
engines by 70 percent and reduce CO emissions by 19 percent. The new EPA regulations are
expected to achieve more than a 60 percent reduction from 2006 EPA standards for the HC and
NOx emissions (www.epa.gov/oms/regs/nonroad/marinesi-equipld/420f08013.htm). The latest
EPA emission standards for NOx and HC are consistent with the 2008 CARB exhaust emission
standards.

CARB proposed air quality emission standards for marine outboard engines that were adopted in
1998 but were implemented in three stages in separate time frames — 2001, 2004, and 2008. The
latest CARB regulations (2008 CARB exhaust emission standards) require 2008 and newer
engines to meet strict HC and NOx emission standards.
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/recmarine/recmarine.htm).

Even the 2001 CARB exhaust emission standards required use of direct injection two-stroke and
four-stroke engines for compliance. All three stages (i.e., 2001, 2004, and 2008) will be
considered compliant engines in the RMP Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). To implement
these emission standards, CARB requires that each new engine be provided with a label that
features one to three stars. The number of stars indicates the exhaust emission standards the
engine complies with. One-star engines comply with 2001 exhaust emission standards, while
three-star engines comply with the 2008 exhaust emission standards (Appendix A: Proposed
Regulation Order, http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2008/marine08/marine08.htm).

The 2008 EPA emission standards (EPA 2008) and 2008 CARB exhaust emissions standards
restrict air quality emissions from recreational marine engines. Although these standards are
specifically protective of air quality, they also indirectly protect water quality. In other words, by
requiring use of the recreational marine engines that comply with the latest air quality standards,
the emissions standards will also protect water quality because the older two-stroke engines had
an the adverse effect on water quality.

A CARB study “Outboard Engine and Personal Watercraft Emissions to Air and Water: A
Laboratory Study” was published in January 2001. The study demonstrates that a direct injection
two-stroke engine will reduce BTEX emissions emitted into the water by 75 percent when
compared to a similar two-stroke carbureted engine. Similarly, the study demonstrated that a
four-stroke engine will reduce BTEX emissions emitted into the water by 94 to 96 percent when
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compared to a similar two-stroke carbureted engine. This study was conducted to support the
CARB regulatory effort adopted in 1998 for 2001 and newer engines (2001 CARB exhaust
emission standards).

To protect water and air quality, an additional management action has been added to the Final
RMP/EIS (see Section 4.1.7 and Section 4.2.3.1) and Table 2-2. At the end of a 3-year phase-out
period from the Record of Decision, all marine outboard engines allowed on Lake Casitas must
be compliant. That is, they must be 2001, 2004, or 2008 CARB-compliant as indicated by a one-,
two- or three-star CARB label. This will result in all non-compliant engines being replaced with
compliant engines by the end of the 3-year phase-out period.

F-1-6

RMP/EIS Section 4.4.3.2 has been revised to include discussions of potential impacts on wildlife
caused by expansion of camping and day-use facilities, including potential impacts related to
habitat fragmentation and disruption of wildlife corridors. The impact discussion in Section
4.4.5.2 under the “Trail Use” subheading also incorporates a discussion of potential effects on
habitat fragmentation and wildlife corridors.

F-1-7
See also changes to text in Sections 3.2.3.2 and 4.2.3.4.

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

This discussion presents some regulatory and policy background on greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and climate change, followed by a presentation of the projected GHG emissions from
the proposed project to disclose potential impacts from the project.

Assembly Bill 32

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels
by 2020. This reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG
emissions that will be phased in starting in 2012.

To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop and implement regulations to
reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. AB 32 also specifies that regulations
adopted in response to AB 1493, which called for CARB to develop and implement regulations
to reduce GHGs emitted from passenger vehicles, be used to address vehicular GHG emissions.
However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if the AB 1493 regulations cannot be
implemented, then CARB should develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions
under the authorization of AB 32.

AB 32 requires that CARB adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990
emissions levels and disclose how it arrives at the cap; institute a schedule to meet the emissions
cap; and develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the state
achieves the reductions in GHG emissions necessary to meet the cap. AB 32 also includes
guidance to institute emissions reductions in an economically efficient manner and conditions to
ensure that businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by the reductions.
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Scoping Plans

CARB is the lead agency for implementing AB 32, which set the major milestones for
establishing the program. AB 32 requires the CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan containing the
main strategies that will be used to achieve reductions in GHG emissions in California. On June
26, 2008, CARB staff presented the initial draft of the AB 32 Scoping Plan to its Board for
review. CARB has been revising this draft Scoping Plan based on continuing analysis and public
input, which resulted in the development of the Proposed Scoping Plan, released in November
2008. The measures in the Proposed Scoping Plan will be developed over the next 3 years and be
in place by 2012.

Climate Change

GHG emissions are now being considered as a relatively new issue in documents because of
their impacts to climate change. Currently no standard, widely used methodologies or
significance criteria exist to address climate change impacts from GHG emissions. Air districts
have generally provided guidance on analysis methodologies and significance criteria for criteria
pollutant and toxic air contaminant impacts, but they have not yet established guidelines for
GHG emissions and their impacts.

Recently, CARB prepared proposed draft GHG significance thresholds, which are sector-specific
in terms of what types of activities generate the GHG emissions. Included in the proposed draft
document are industrial sources and commercial/residential sources. The CARB is still
conducting workshops and soliciting comments regarding the proposed thresholds for these two
sectors.

Impacts from the Proposed Project

Carbon dioxide (CO,, a GHG) emissions from boats and vehicles were estimated using the
CARB Off-Road model and EMFAC2007 emission factors, as discussed above for criteria
pollutant emissions. The following table shows estimated emissions for boats and vehicles based
on peak-use levels and assuming that future visitor use is proportional to estimated population
growth. The emissions are presented on an annual basis. As discussed above for Table 4.2-2, this
is likely an overestimate based on the WROS zone boat capacities included in the Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 2).

Present and Future Vehicle and Boat GHG Emissions from
Lake Casitas RMP (CO, tons/year)

Present GHG Future GHG
Vehicle Emissions 3326.82 4028.69
Boat Emissions 87.89 107.23
TOTAL 3414.71 4135.92
GCR De Minimis Thresholds NA NA

NA = not applicable

As a general approach for many projects, contributions to cumulative impacts from a project are
considered significant, since climate change is a global problem and all activities together around
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the globe that emit greenhouse gases are contributing to the significant impact of climate change.
However, without significance thresholds, evaluating whether or not one project itself will
contribute significantly to climate change is speculative. As such, it cannot be concluded whether
or not project impacts are significant.

Global Climate Change and RMP Future Conditions

California water planners are concerned about climate change and its potential effects on the
state’s water resources. There are many potential ways in which climate change can affect the
water resources, including changes to precipitation as well as increases in extreme wet and dry
conditions, decreased snowpack; variability in annual runoff, sea-level rises, and ecosystem
challenges.

These changes will increase the vulnerability of California’s water resources and might require
changes to the current operations procedures. The California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) is currently addressing the issues of global climate change and the impacts it will have
on water resources, in accordance with Executive Order S-3-05. The Executive Order established
GHG emissions targets for California and required biennial reports on potential climate change
effects in several areas, including water resources. The DWR released the state’s California
Water Plan Update 2005 that examined potential climate changes impacts to California’s water
management systems, and presented resource management strategies to deal with the potential
impacts. The DWR released the public draft of the California Water Plan Update 2009 in
January 2009. This draft plan looks at emerging effects of climate change on the state’s water
resources and builds upon the managements strategies laid out in the California Water Plan
Update 2005.

The DWR released a technical memorandum report called Progress on Incorporating Climate
Change into Management of California’s Water Resources in July 2006. The technical
memorandum examined the present progress and future directions for the topic. It focused on
assessment methodologies and preliminary study results. The technical memorandum primarily
focused on the potential effects of climate change in the Central VValley water management
systems. The available data at this time are insufficient to estimate the effects of global climate
change on the water levels, recreational carrying capacity, changes to the ecosystem, and water
supply needs at Lake Casitas. However, the technical memorandum looks at overall trends in
regions of California close to Lake Casitas.

Three potential climate change effects could affect water availability and future ecosystem
conditions at Lake Casitas:

e Changes in precipitation and runoff
e Increased future demand for drinking water and agricultural needs
e Possible effects to the aquatic ecosystem and endangered species

The technical memorandum lays out direct correlations between decreased snowpack and global
climate change. However, because the inflow of water into Lake Casitas is not the result of
snowpack, this effect will not be an issue at Lake Casitas.
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Changes in precipitation and runoff

The technical memorandum presented various climate studies that analyzed the trends in total
annual precipitation in the western United States. The National Weather Service’s Climate
Prediction Center provided data showing that the annual precipitation has increased in much of
California, the Colorado Basin, and the West since the mid-1960s. The technical memorandum
also analyzed data collected by former state climatologist James Goodridge. The technical
memorandum looked at statewide annual average precipitation from 1890-2002.

It appears that there may have been an upward trend in the state’s precipitation over the last 50
years. However, when the data are sorted into three regions by latitude as follows: North (from
California-Oregon border to 39 degrees latitude; Central (39 to 35 degrees latitude and South
(from 35 degrees latitude to the California-Mexico border), the data analysis shows that the
annual precipitation tends to decrease with decreasing latitude. Therefore, precipitation in the
central and the southern portion of the State appear to have slightly decreasing trends from 1890
to 2002. According to this analysis, Lake Casitas would fall into the southern portion based on its
latitude, and would have experienced decreasing precipitation in recent years.

Additional predictions about the effects of climate change on California’s water resources
typically consider periods on the order of 40 to 50 years. According to an October 2008 DWR
report, “Based upon historical data and modeling, DWR projects that the Sierra snowpack will
experience a 25 to 40 percent reduction from its historic average by 2050” (DWR 2008a). These
projections are over 40 years in the future and represent a wide percentage range for snowpack
reduction. Another DWR document, the April 2008 Climate Change Adaption White Paper,
states: “The climate patterns that these systems were based upon are different now — and
continue to change at an accelerated pace. Global climate change has resulted in less predictable
precipitation and runoff patterns” (DWR 2008b).

While the Sierra Nevada contains the snowpack that most of California depends on, the
predictions apply to a very large area. In a third study, two model scenarios project both wetter
and drier conditions relative to current climate. In regard to the model scenarios, the study states:
“Impacts under either projection case cannot be regarded as more likely than the other. The range
of assessed impacts is too broad to guide selection of mitigation projects” (Brekke et al. 2004).

With predictions on such large scales, and with such high levels of uncertainty, the relative size
of the activities and facilities envisioned under the RMP is too small and the planning horizon of
the RMP is too short to make predictions that would be accurate enough to apply to water inflow
in the RMP planning horizon.

Future Water Demand

California’s water supply future will be determined by two principal factors, the conditions of
the state’s water resources and water demand. Water demand factors that would be directly
affected by climate change would be potential changes in evapotranspiration, and environmental
water demand in California. Evapotranspiration refers to the vaporization of water from soil and
plant surfaces (i.e., evaporation) and vaporization that occurs in plants leaves with water
diffusing through pores to the ambient air (i.e., transpiration). The technical memorandum stated
that increased temperatures will increase the evapotranspiration rates and related water demand
where other factors remain unchanged. Since the water from Lake Casitas is used partly for
agricultural purposes, an increase in evapotranspiration could mean an increase in agricultural
water demand.
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In addition, the technical memorandum states that the domestic water use typically increases
with increasing temperature. The water at Lake Casitas is used for drinking water purposes.
Global climate might cause an increase in drinking water demand, thereby possibly affecting the
water demand and related levels at Lake Casitas.

Aquatic Ecosystem Changes

The DWR 2006 technical memorandum estimates that increased air temperatures as the result of
climate change will likely cause increases in water temperatures at California’s lakes and
waterways. Increased water temperatures might affect the aquatic ecosystem, especially for
aquatic species that are sensitive to changes in water temperature. Increases in water temperature
might also cause a decrease in dissolved oxygen demand concentrations, which would likely
increase production of algae and some aquatic weeds. According to the technical memorandum,
when the water source does not come from snowpack, the water temperature will likely be
warmer in the dry season than at present. Climate change could make the waters too warm for
fish acclimated to cooler temperatures in the summer. The increase in water temperatures might
make it difficult for the fish to survive.

The future effect of global climate change on Lake Casitas cannot be predicted with any
accuracy. The potential effects listed above may occur, but it is not possible at this time to
estimate when they might occur or whether they would occur within the planning horizon of this
RMP. The Fisheries Management Plan will be updated as necessary to include adaptive
management as future conditions dictate.

Fire Management

In a manner similar to predictions for water resources, predictions have been made for the effect
of Climate Change on California’s vegetative communities. These projections are over large
areas and habitat types. In a document published by Cal Fire in 2003 titled “Forests and Climate
Change,” predictions were made about the future distribution and health of California’s forests:
“Evaluations of these potential impacts of climate change are based on modeled scenarios and
therefore contain significant uncertainties in quantification and relationship of variables.
However, the basic premise is that climate change can alter both the function of forests and other
natural processes.” (Cal Fire 2003) While computer models can aid in predicting future forest
patterns based on climate, the predictions carry a certain amount of error and the predictions
cover the entire State of California. “When we run the models for 100 years out into the future,
we get woody expansion in the West and increased fire,” says Neilson” (USFF 2004).

With predictions on such large scales as discussed for water resources, the relative size of this
project is too small and the time period in which it would take place is too short to make
predictions for the Plan Area. However, while the impacts from climate change on the Plan Area
may be too difficult to predict on such a small time scale and in such a small area, adaptive
management will be employed. Adaptive management by definition is the linking of new data to
actions and measures to achieve the overall project goals. The Lake Casitas RMP will
incorporate multiple adaptive management plans such as the adaptive vegetation management
plan.

Reduction in Boat Emissions
At the end of a 3-year phase out, all boats will be required to comply with recent CARB
regulations for lowering recreational watercraft emissions. These CARB regulations require
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engine manufacturers building 2001 and newer engines to meet lower emissions limits. An
engine meeting this emission regulation, for example a new direct injection two-stroke engine,
will normally have a label sticker (with one to three stars) on its engine cover indicating that it
meets CARB emission regulations for 2001, 2004, and 2008 for vessel engine manufacturers
(www.dbw.ca.gov/environmental/twostroke, accessed 1/12/09). The 3-year phase out of non-
compliant engines will be implemented at Lake Casitas. Any engine that has a one-, two- or
three-star label will be considered compliant.

The new regulations and phase out will also likely result in lower CO, emissions, and at Lake
Casitas this will take effect almost immediately rather than an eventual phase-in of the new,
clean engines as the older boats are slowly replaced by newer ones at lakes without such
restrictions.

Additional Potential Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures

The following lists present some examples of feasible measures that could be implemented to
reduce CO, emissions from vehicles and boats. The measures are categorized into groups of
boating, passenger vehicles, and park maintenance and infrastructure. These measures would be
evaluated for applicability as each project gets funded and planned, and could be included as
mitigation at the project-level analysis.

Boating
e Comply with Boating Management plan, which will monitor speed limits and traffic patterns,
and compatibility with WROS zones.

Passenger Vehicles
e Limit trailhead access by vehicle

e Limit parking expansion to the existing parking areas

e Prohibit motorized dirt bikes

e Give reservation preference to visitors with hybrid or high fuel economy vehicles
¢ Improve vehicle access/alleviate congestion near park entrances

e Add dedicated lane for existing campers returning to camp

Park Maintenance and Infrastructure
e Compact fluorescent lighting

e Tank-less water heaters

e Solar panels for power

e Clean park maintenance fleet vehicles (electric vehicles, golf carts, or CNG)
e Use electric-powered landscaping/maintenance equipment

If funding is available, several energy-saving measures currently in use in “green” buildings and
housing could be implemented in the park infrastructure to reduce GHG emissions. Compact
fluorescent lighting could replace incandescent bulbs, tank-less water heaters would reduce
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energy loss from conventional hot water tanks, and solar panels could be constructed for power
needs within the park.

In addition, park maintenance vehicles could be electric, use compressed natural gas fuel, or at
least be hybrid.

F-1-8

The proposed management actions are included in Table 2-2. Specifically, refer to Alternative 2,
which is the Preferred Alternative. Reclamation is the lead federal agency, and the local land
managing partner(s) for Plan Implementation have not yet been identified. The local managing
partner(s) will be identified in the Management Agreement that will define management and
fiscal responsibilities for Reclamation and the local partner(s).

Demand and available funding will dictate which proposed actions in the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 2) will be implemented. The funding of these potential actions will include
recreation fees generated on site, additional federal funds as available, and other state and local
funds. The proposed actions contained in this Tier 1 programmatic document would be
implemented: when there is sufficient demand/need for the proposed action and when potential
impacts, as identified in a future Tier 2, project level, environmental analysis, can be mitigated
when mitigation is necessary. Funding will include the funds necessary for mitigation measures.

F-1-9

Measures to enforce RMP guidelines will be provided in the Management Agreement(s) to be
negotiated in accordance with the RMP/EIS. The Agreements would require the local managing
partner to provide compliance and implementation of Reclamation-approved guidelines. Such
compliance issues will be included in the Tier 2 environmental documents that will be required
before implementation of a major activity. If the project is approved, then the local manager has
the responsibility to comply with the RMP guidelines and requirements of the Tier 2
environmental analysis.

F-1-10

Pets brought into the park have the potential to disrupt the experience of other visitors through
unmanaged behavior, including attacks on other pets and humans, threatening behavior, chasing,
causing property damage, creating excessive noise, dumping trash cans, and leaving waste. All
dog owners are subject to leash and nuisance laws and are legally required to pick up after their
pets. Violation of these or any other Ventura County Animal regulations can result in fines
and/or misdemeanor charges to the owners. These regulations will be included in interpretive
information provided to the public.

F-1-11

The acquisition and management of these vehicles would require coordination with a local transit
agency. Further analysis of passenger demand that may result from an action contained in the
RMP would need to be assessed to determine feasibility of such a service. This would be
evaluated in a Tier 2 document.

F-1-12
The scope and size of the water park has not yet been determined. A tier 2 document would be
necessary to address this level of detail.
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E.3 COMMENTS FROM REGIONAL AGENCIES

R-1  Casitas Municipal Water District, James W. Word
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Responses to Comment R-1

R-1-1
The comment is noted. Please see the responses below.

R-1-2

The commenter has expressed concerns that actions proposed in the RMP/EIS are contrary to
direction in Title IV of the Reclamation Development Act of 1974. In response, several points
are pertinent:

(Sec 401) The Act included in its purpose to "provide for protection of the quality of water in
Lake Casitas and to provide for preservation and enhancement of public outdoor recreation."
The RMP is consistent with these congressionally authorized purposes.

(Sec 403) The Open Space Lands are to be administered in accordance with Section 4 of the
Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 and Reclamation may issue licenses, permits,
or leases, or take other action as required for proper management of the Open Space
Lands. These lands may be managed by Casitas Municipal Water District (CMWD) or any
other authorized non-federal public body. The Act provides Reclamation the discretion to
determine how best to manage the lands, including allowing management by a non-federal
manager. Also note that Section 4 of the Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965
provides for the lease of facilities and lands to non-federal public bodies, where they agree to
administer Project land and water areas. At this time, there is no intent to lease Open Space
Lands. In summary, there is flexibility in the language of both acts. However, as described in
the Draft RMP/EIS, the selection of a manager for the Plan Area (including Open Space
Lands) has not been made and is not a subject for the RMP/EIS.
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e With respect to remaining homes in the open space: One of the three remaining parcels with
structures is in a lifetime lease, consistent with the terms of Title IV. Two parcels are
unoccupied, and one is undergoing evaluation as an historic resource. If the structures are in
acceptable condition and are no longer subject to a lifetime lease, the remaining structures
may be used for one or more of the following: interpretive center, visitor center,
administrative center, or community/small meeting center. These uses are consistent with
proper management of the Open Space Lands under Section 403 of Title IV.

e With respect to public access without consideration of impacts: Public access to Open Space
Land is consistent with the stated purpose in Title IV Section 401 "provide for preservation
and enhancement of public outdoor recreation.” Impacts related to public access to the
Open Space Lands are described in Sections 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10.

In addition, Section 2.2.3 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to reference the Federal Water
Project Recreation Act (Public Law 89-72, 89th Congress, S.1229, July 9, 1965, 79 Stat. 213,
214; as amended by Public Law 93-251, March 7, 1974, 88 Stat. 33, Sec. 77 and Public Law
102-575, October 30, 1992, 106 Stat. 4690, Title XXVII1), which states that opportunities for
outdoor recreation and for fish and wildlife enhancement are approved, primary purposes of
Reclamation projects.

R-1-3

The comment does not identify which of the listed 11 management objectives these projects are
inconsistent with or define the nature of the inconsistency. Additional review of the Final EIS
does not show inconsistency with management objectives. Each potential project under the
alternatives has been evaluated for its level of impact as defined by the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (Beneficial, No Impact, Minor Adverse, and Major Adverse). Each of the
proposed actions is subject to funding availability and project-level environmental analysis. Also
see additional responses below.

R-1-4

The Draft RMP/EIS is a programmatic document. Projects and actions implementing the
Preferred Alternative will undergo future environmental analysis required by NEPA that will tier
from this programmatic EIS. Tiered environmental documents will adequately provide the
specific information necessary to evaluate the environmental consequences of the second-tiered
project.

This document has been prepared to fully disclose the general environmental consequences of a
long-term program. It presents information at a broad planning level of detail. The precise
magnitude of impacts cannot be identified at this early planning stage. To make adequate
determinations of project-specific consequences, additional information is required. Future
NEPA documents will be prepared to handle the site-specific analysis.

R-1-5

Section 1.1 has been modified to clarify that the 1956 Repayment Contract provided for transfer
to CMWD the operation and maintenance of project works, and associated property necessary
for such operation and maintenance, for the delivery of water.

The report “Ventura River Project, California — A Report on the Feasibility of Water
Development” (Reclamation 1954) is now referenced in Section 1.1 and a reference to
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recreational benefits is included. The document is also referenced in Section 5. The recreational
benefits described in the RMP address existing conditions and a 25-year planning horizon.

A description of fire protection activities and agreements has been added to Sections 2.5.3 and
2.6.2 of the RMP/EIS.

R-1-6

The discussion of the 1954 feasibility report and repayment contract in Section 1.1 has been
modified as discussed in the response to Comment R-1-5. Also refer to the response to Comment
R-1-2.

R-1-7
See the responses to Comments R-1-2 and R-1-6.

The words “day-to-day” have been deleted from the first paragraph of Section 2.4.2 of the Final
EIS. A long-term management agreement will provide the more specific “day-to-day” measures
needed to implement the Plan.

R-1-8

Changes to text in Section 4.9.3 have been made to indicate that implementation of Capital
Improvement Plan provisions are subject to availability of funding, and completion of Tier 2
environmental analysis.

R-1-9
Reclamation will consider concerns raised by the managing partner(s) when amending the RMP.

R-1-10

The text in Section 2.5.4 has been changed to read, “fuel treatments such as prescribed burning
will be evaluated annually to determine the feasibility of protecting the lake area from a
catastrophic wildfire by proactively treating landscape fuels.”

To further describe the context for prescribed burning, language has been added to Section
3.8.3.5 emphasizing the high risk of catastrophic wildfire in the vicinity of the lake and the
detrimental effects of catastrophic burns on water quality (through increased sedimentation and
reduced groundwater storage capacity). Prescribed burns are explained as measures implemented
to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfires and thus protect resources such as water quality. The
following best management practices (BMPS) to protect water quality during prescribed burns
are now listed in Section 3.8.3.5:

e Vegetation between 15 and 20 years of age should be converted back to age zero, preferably
by prescribed burning.

e A vegetated buffer should be left between all burn areas and adjacent riparian features to
limit the movement of sediment and ash into waters.

e Individual burns should be kept small and cool to minimize the potential for the fire to escape
or kill live trees.
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R-1-11
See the changes to text in Section 2.6.2 regarding agreements pertaining to authorization of
helipads and fire protection activities.

See the changes to text in Section 2.6.4 for a description of helipads and fire incident command
facilities.

Limited day use hiking refers to use of existing public roads, as identified in the response to
Comment R-1-25.

The comment about the need for better communication and decision making is noted.

R-1-12

Infrastructure, services, and facility upgrades are addressed under Section 2.5.3, which describes
common infrastructure, operational improvements, and management actions for all alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative. Public access under Section 2.6.4 for the No Action
Alternative would remain the same as for current conditions. See the text changes in Section
2.6.4. Under current conditions, public access is allowed on county-maintained roads within the
Open Space. Roads in the Plan Area, including Open Space Lands, are shown in Figures 2-1
through 2-4.

For additional descriptions to helipads and hand crew training, see the text changes in Sections
2.5.3and 2.6.4.

The recent cooperative Fire Protection Agreement is referenced in Section 2.6.2.

R-1-13

See the response to Comment R-1-11, above. The manager of the Open Space Lands would also
be responsible for building and maintenance of trails, consistent with Reclamation guidelines for
protection of the Open Space Lands. The potential impacts from trail development are addressed
in Sections 4.1.5.1 and 4.1.6.1. Potential impacts are identified as major. Mitigation measures
include applying BMPs and using buffer zones to surround all drainages. See also Mitigation
Measure WQ-2 in Section 4.1.7. With application of these measures, impacts would be reduced
to less than major. Trails in Open Space Lands allowed under the Preferred Alternative will be
open to day use only. Limitation to day use only should reduce potential for homeless
encampments and other unintended uses.

The relocation of the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service (Forest Service)
fire station has been removed from the Plan for the following reasons:

1) No alternative sites have been identified.

(2 Relocation may occur in phases, which may extend beyond the planning horizon
of the RMP.

3) Funding is uncertain.

If the relocation becomes feasible within the planning horizon, a separate environmental
document will be prepared.
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R-1-14

The comment is correct that, with the exception of a boating management plan, all other actions
are common to all alternatives. The text of Sections 2.5.2 and 2.7.2 has been revised as
recommended.

R-1-15

The actions included in Alternative 3 were the result of public response and thus have been
included and analyzed. In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code (body contact
rule), body contact recreation is not allowed in any reservoir that supplies municipal drinking
water, with exceptions for reservoirs with prior body contact or by exception. In some cases,
exemption has been allowed but only granted in cases where it can be shown that water, once
treated, will continue to meet state and federal water quality standards. Although Alternative 3
included body contact, Alternative 2 (with no body contact) has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative.

R-1-16

The conversion of campsites for compatibility with RVs, yurts, and tents is included in
Alternative 2. The distinction between Alternatives 2 and 3 regarding the converted campsites is
in the numbers. Under Alternative 2 some campsites would be converted, and in Alternative 3
the majority would be.

R-1-17
See the text changes in Section 3.1.1.2.

R-1-18
Section 3.4.4 has been revised to indicate that five ponds in the Open Space Lands are under the
jurisdiction of the State Dam Safety program and to describe Ponds 2 and 3.

R-1-19
See the response to Comment R-1-2.

R-1-20
See the response to Comment R-1-2.

Relocation of the fire station has been removed from the final RMP.

R-1-21
The Preferred Alternative does not allow grazing in the Open Space Lands. The draft RMP did
not contain proposals under any alternatives for grazing activities.

R-1-22

A fire management plan would be developed and coordinated with Reclamation and the
managing partner(s), and would include identification of water quality and other environmental
impacts and mitigations consistent with the management objectives of the RMP.

The proposed fire management plan meets management objectives by including long-term
strategies, approaches, and implementation policies to protect and manage natural resources
while minimizing erosion to protect water quality. The plan also includes detailed safety and
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emergency procedures and planning for public information for prescribed burns. The text in
Section 3.8.3.5 has been amended as recommended to include consideration of these objectives.

Prescribed burning would be compared to mechanical treatments, such as mulching. This could
be effective in reducing fire risk by redistributing the fuels closer to the ground, or by reducing
the total amount of fuels. Many treatments such as mulching have been found to be
unrealistically expensive or time-consuming and have limited applicability. Normally mulching
is used as a one-time precursor to prescribed burning. A mulching operation is intended to break
up fuels into small pieces and would require the use of specialized equipment. Surface treatments
such as mulching open stands to wind and sun and the forest can become drier longer than it does
with a mix of trees and bushes. After mulching the land will have more grasses and other fuels,
creating a higher potential for hot, intense, and fast-moving surface fire. It is safer to suppress
but still a threat to adjacent structures.

R-1-23
The paragraph on safety of dams has been moved to Section 3.3.1.

R-1-24
See text changes to Section 3.9.2.2.

R-1-25

The improved roads include Superior Road off SR 33, Chismahoo Road, and Santa Ana Road
where it connects former residential streets in the Open Space Lands as well as provides access
to the Lake Casitas Recreational Area.

Limited day-use hiking refers to use of existing public roads as identified in the response to
Comment R-1-25, and is within the parameters of the management objectives. As such, the
limited use would ensure the balance between recreational opportunities and the continued

storage and delivery of high-quality water.

R-1-26

The statement cited in the comment was a summary of public input. Section 3.9.3 has been
clarified to indicate that certain public comments requested some level of access to Open Space
Lands. The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would allow limited access to Open Space
Lands, as described in Section 2.7.2, and is not in conflict with management objectives (see
response to Comment R-1-2).

R-1-27

Text in Section 4.1.5.1 now includes language that addresses the application of BMPs to trail
creation and maintenance from the perspective of water quality. This additional language states
that all trails created in the Open Space Lands, as proposed under Alternative 2, would comply
with the U.S. Forest Service’s “Trail Construction and Maintenance Notebook” (2004), which
includes detailed and feasible trail creation and maintenance measures that protect water quality
and address debris management through sound construction of trails. Examples of trail creation
and maintenance BMPs that have proven effective include:

e The construction of grade dips along the trail surface to prevent trail erosion and halt
sediment transport, and
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e Recommendations about trail aspect and slope intended to limit the amount of time water
stays on a trail surface

Additional mitigation measures are also proposed for new trail construction and maintenance in
the Open Space Lands and these include:

e Revegetation of trail sidewalls after trail construction where the area of disturbance extends
beyond the edge of the trail

e Placement of all trails outside of a 50- to 150-foot buffer (larger buffer on steeper slopes)
surrounding drainages in the Open Space Lands

e Regular management and repair of failing trails

e Placement of trash cans at trail heads and informational signs reminding visitors to, “pack-it-
in, pack-it-out.”

Although Alternative 3 is not the Preferred Alternative, it would also include all of the above-
specified BMPs and mitigation measures.

R-1-28

The financial impact to water customers, and the surrounding communities, for the upgrade of
the existing filtration system would have been examined at the time the water filtration project
was tiered from this programmatic document and analyzed in detail sufficient to satisfy public
concern as well as NEPA policy. Because body contact is not included in the final RMP, this
analysis will not be required.

R-1-29

Reclamation has already removed structures and septic systems from all but three parcels in the
Open Space Lands. Refer to the response to Comment R-1-2 for discussion of the remaining
structures. The Impact WQ-5 presented in the Draft RMP/EIS has been removed because it is
part of the existing environment.

R-1-30

See the response to Comment R-1-10, which addresses the impacts of prescribed burning on
water quality. Section 3.8.3.5 specifically now includes a discussion of the risk catastrophic
wildfires pose for sediment transport and water quality, and the mitigating effect small periodic
fuel treatments, such as prescribed burns, can have on the impacts associated with the larger
wildfire events. Section 4.1.3.8 has been added to the RMP to address the impact of fuel
treatments, including prescribed burning, on water quality. Impacts related to the use of fuel
treatments are summarized in new Impact WQ-5, and Mitigation Measure WQ-5 recommends
the following mitigation for potential impacts:

e Planting native vegetation

e Controlling non-native plant species with herbicides
e Actively managing adjacent fuel hazards

R-1-31

The text of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the responsible agency is the managing
partner(s). That agency has not yet been identified. The fire management and vegetation
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management plans are part of the RMP. However, within these plans, potential impacts and
mitigations will be addressed as part of adaptive management.

The text of Section 4.1.5.1 has been revised to discuss actions that will be taken to protect water
quality.

R-1-32
The reference has been added as recommended.

R-1-33

The last sentence in Section 4.7.3 now reads, “Due to the temporary and infrequent occurrences
of prescribed burning activities and the active revegetation effort proposed for recently burned
areas, the visual disruption from prescribed burning would be a minor adverse impact.”

Refer to the responses to Comments R-1-10 and R-1-30 for a more detailed discussion of
prescribed burning, anticipated impacts, and proposed mitigation for those impacts. Specifically
regarding the visual impact of smoke, all burning will be coordinated with the managing
partner(s) and other agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service and the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection. Mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce the duration
and impact of smoke. These measures will be further detailed in the Fire Management Plan.

R-1-34
The recommended text has been added to Section 4.8.3.

R-1-35
Protection of water quality is addressed in Response R-1-30.

Impact LU-1 in Section 4.8.7.1 has been expanded to specify that BMPs to prevent soil erosion
and protect water quality will include leaving a vegetated buffer around water features that feed
Lake Casitas. This would eliminate the potential need for aerial fire retardant to be used in the
Plan Area (see discussion of catastrophic wildfires in Section 3.8.3.5), and will protect the
gathering and transport of water from land to lake during any prescribed activity.

R-1-36
See text changes in Section 4.9.3.

R-1-37
Pertinent documents are referenced in Section 1.1 and Section 5. Also, refer to Response R-1-5.

R-1-38

The RMP/EIS is a programmatic document. A range of alternatives, and range of actions under
these alternatives, is provided to allow for a range of growth that could occur in the recreation
area (see Sections 3.9.5.4 and 3.10.2 for estimates of growth in recreational demand). The
implementation of planning actions and projects depends on what use patterns and access issues
will occur in the future. The size and scale of proposed actions need to allow flexibility to
accommodate unknown future trends and visitor needs.

The environmental analysis of potential future activities and facilities is specific where possible
and where a footprint has been identified. Where the exact footprint of an activity or facility has
not been determined, the RMP/EIS makes informed projections about what types of effects could
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result from construction and operation of an action. For example, the location of the
amphitheater proposed for both Action Alternatives has not been determined, but Impact R-5
identifies the foreseeable noise-related effects related to operation of the amphitheater, and
Mitigation R-5 lists measures that would be implemented to reduce disturbances to Park visitors
and amphitheater guests.

In some cases, information about effects and potential mitigation has been added to the Final EIS
as a result of public comments. Section 4.9.7 of the Final EIS has been revised to discuss effects
that could result from the conversion of tent campsites to multiple-use sites that would
accommodate tents, RVs, and yurts (see Impact R-6). A corresponding mitigation measure has
also been added to reduce potential impacts from tent campsite conversion. Sections 4.1.7, 4.2.7,
4.2.8,4.3.7,4.4.7,4.8.7, and 4.10.7 of the Final EIS have also been amended to include
clarification about potential effects and mitigation measures for proposed management actions.

The approach described above is referred to as “tiering.” Tiering is a method of gearing each EIS
to the appropriate stage of development, incorporating by reference what has gone before
(Section 1502.20 CEQ NEPA Regulations) (NEPA Handbook — Third Edition 2006). This
programmatic document constitutes a Tier 1 document and, as stated above, is specific to the
extent that the footprint and details of various actions are known.

Tier 2 documents must be prepared before implementation of any future actions that would result
in new facilities, ground disturbances, or environmental impacts beyond the programmatic
analysis provided in this document. Where this Tier 1 document fully evaluates site-specific
impacts, the Tier 2 document would summarize the Tier 1 findings and include any additional
information needed for environmental clearance of the proposed management action. Where this
Tier 1 document is less specific (such as for the amphitheater or conversion of tent campsites to
multiple-use sites), the Tier 2 document would have to address the impacts specific to the
footprint and details of the proposed action that are not known when this Tier 1 document is
prepared.

Section 1502.14(e) of the CEQ NEPA Regulations requires an agency to identify a preferred
alternative in the draft statement if one exists. It then requires identification of the preferred
alternative in the final unless another law prohibits it. In accordance with Section 1502.14(e), the
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) is identified in the Final EIS.

R-1-39
See the response to Comment R-1-4 for a discussion of the level of detail appropriate for a Tier 1
programmatic document.

Mitigation measures in WQ-2 are those that are feasible and may be needed beyond BMPs that
would be included in the project design.

The more specific magnitude of impacts and magnitude of impact reduction would be identified
in a Tier 2 project specific document. At the programmatic level the objective for mitigation
measures is to identify feasible measures that have been shown to be effective with similar types
of impacts.
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R-1-40

Violations of Federal, State or Local (VCAPCD) Significance Thresholds

Emissions from vehicles traveling to Lake Casitas over the last 10 years as well as projected
vehicle emissions in the horizon years are calculated as described in the response to Comment F-
1-1. The criteria pollutant emissions from vehicles are presented in Table 4.2-1.

Sufficient information is not available to project future vehicle use on a daily basis. Annual
projections were based on average annual visitor use numbers from the last 10 years. Future
annual emissions were compared to the General Conformity de minimis thresholds in the
responses to Comments F-1-1 and R-4-4, as shown in Table 4.2-1. However, a daily emissions
comparison to the VCAPCD significance thresholds is not possible at this time. If and when each
project presented in the RMP gets funded and planned, daily emissions will be estimated and
compared to the VCAPCD significance thresholds presented in Section 3.3 of the Ventura
County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines.

R-1-41

Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative. As described in Sections 4.3.4 and 4.4.4, there would
be few impacts beyond existing conditions. Impacts are limited because the only new facilities
would result from the Capital Improvement Plan. Otherwise, campsites, trails, and public access
remain the same.

Boat use is projected to be relatively unchanged (see Section 4.9.2). Therefore, impacts beyond
existing conditions are not anticipated.

R-1-42
See the response to Comment R-1-44 for discussion of the scope of a programmatic EIS.
Additional responses include:

e Types of impacts are described in Section 4.4.5.1, e.g., vegetation disturbance, trampling,
spread of invasive species, removal of sensitive habitat, spreading of pathogens (sudden oak
death).

e Location of facilities such as an amphitheater, trails, etc. would be the subject of the Tier 2
document. Various alternative locations would be explored. The purpose of the Tier 1
programmatic document is to identify sensitive habitat and plan to avoid it in the planning
process.

e Refer to Section 4.9.2 for boat use and WROS zones. Very little increase in boat use is
anticipated. Thus, impacts are considered minor.

e Minor impacts due to increased runoff could only be quantified (as pointed out by the
commenter) when project specifics in the Tier 2 document are known.

e Section 4.4.5.4 points out that special-status species would be further evaluated for Tier 2
documents and addressed in a Trail Management plan to avoid sensitive areas.

R-1-43

Alternative 3 is not the Preferred Alternative; therefore, swim beaches that were assumed to
move the impact on grebe breeding activity from minor to major would not be constructed. The
trail proposed under Alternative 3 in the southwestern portion of the lake is located in an
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undeveloped portion of the Plan Area, where it is anticipated that any black bears and/or
mountain lions would most likely occur. Trail construction proposed under Alternative 2 would
not border the southwestern portion of the lake, but would be in the Open Space lands, which are
in closer proximity to existing developed areas.

R-1-44

See the responses to Comments R-2-1 and R-2-2 for a further discussion of Mitigation Measures
TR-2a and TR-2b and possible future contributions to the County Traffic Mitigation Fee. In
addition, also note that the programmatic RMP/EIS is not a confirmation of, or commitment to
implement projects. It is a planning document providing guidance for future management
comparing three different alternatives, describing what projects would be allowable under each.
These projects are included based on current use trends and public input. They may or may not
be implemented, based on available funding and public demand. Moreover, there is wide
flexibility in the criteria by which they may be interpreted and designed.

In a manner consistent with Section 1508.28 of the Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ)
NEPA Regulations, actions (projects) would not be "ripe for discussion™ unless they had been
tiered from the programmatic document. The purpose of tiering is to individualize a specific and
defined project for a focused environmental impact analysis, including traffic modeling and
compliance with all standards and policies. It is untimely and out of the scope of this
programmatic document, which serves as guidance to future management, to quantify traffic
impacts for specific projects that have not yet been quantified.

R-1-45
See the response to Comment F-1-7.

R-1-46

See the response to Comment R-1-29. One of the three remaining parcels with structures and
septic systems is in a lifetime lease that must remain in place under the terms of the agreement.
Two of the parcels are unoccupied. The parcels are much further removed from drainages than
all of the other existing recreational sources of potential contaminants.

R-1-47

See the response to Comment R-1-3. Also, see BMPs and additional mitigation that requires
buffer zone restrictions around drainages in Open Space Lands (WQ-2). Day-use hiking and
biking (equestrian use is not included) in the Preferred Alternative for the Final EIS would not
introduce impacts any greater than already exist for recreational activities right next to the lake.

R-1-48
The Preferred Alternative includes only limited day use on primitive trails with a permit and in
accordance with safety and fire restrictions that apply throughout the rest of the park.

R-1-49
Comments are noted and incorporated by reference. No recreational development at the Borrow
area is included in the Final RMP/EIS.
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R-1-50

Comments are noted and incorporated by reference. Some have been addressed in the Public
Draft. Additional comments are noted here. The final RMP Plan does not include body
contact/swimming areas.

R-1-51
See the responses to Comments R-1-13 and R-1-2. The relocation of the Station Canyon Fire
Station is not included in the Preferred Alternative.

R-1-52

The size of the amphitheater has not been identified in the document. There is no reference to
5,000 person capacity. If the amphitheater becomes funded, the size may very well be much
smaller than this comment indicates. As stated previously, all proposed actions are subject to
available funding as well as public demand. Moreover, each project under the Preferred
Alternative, forwarded for implementation, will undergo a separate and focused environmental
impact analysis that will include public input. The specific size, scope, and design features of any
proposed amphitheater are out of the scope of this document. However, the concept of the
amphitheater remains in the RMP/EIS.

R-1-53
Comments are noted. However, please note that the lake perimeter trail is not included in the
Preferred Alternative.

R-1-54
The concluding comments are noted. Specific comments are addressed in the previous responses.
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