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R-2 County of Ventura Public Works Department Transportation Division, Nazir Lalani 
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Responses to Comment R-2 

R-2-1 
It is in the best interest of the public to maintain the roads in the Open Space Lands as public 
right of way. 

The Ventura County General Plan (last amended on September 9, 2008) states that the minimally 
acceptable level of service (LOS) for SR 33 between the north end of Ojai Freeway and City of 
Ojai is LOS E. According to the County of Ventura Public Works Agency Transportation 
Division “SR 118 and SR 33 Procedures for Initial Screening” (Revised September 2007), there 
are segments of SR 33 between the end of the freeway and the City of Ojai that operate at LOS F 
during peak-hour periods in the peak direction. 

The Ojai Valley Area Plan (last amended in November 15, 2005) mentions that SR 33 shall be 
limited to two lanes between Oak View and the City of Ojai. Therefore, there are no plans to 
increase the numbers of lanes on that section of SR 33. In addition, the plan states that SR 33 
south of Oak View might increase the number of lanes so as to accommodate the traffic 
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projected to occur under the City of Ojai General Plan. The plan also states that modification to 
SR 33 would be required in the vicinity of Casitas Springs. However, there is no other mention 
of increasing the number of lanes for SR 33 south of Oak View or any modifications to SR 33 in 
the vicinity of Casitas Springs in the South Coast Association of Governments (SCAG) 2008 
RTP or the SCAG 2008 RTIP. 

Because no plans exist to increase the numbers of lanes on the already heavily impacted SR 33, 
Reclamation has included the following two mitigation measures in the RMP (Section 4.10.7):  

• Mitigation TR-2a. This measure will direct visitors to use the alternative route from Ojai 
Freeway (SR 33) to Casitas Vista Road to Santa Ana Road. The mitigation will include 
posting of signs with the help of Ventura County on SR 150 and SR 33, requiring visitors to 
take the alternative route.  

• Mitigation TR-2b. On remaining sections of SR 33, it should be noted that traffic impacts 
should not be applicable because visitors to Lake Casitas will be traveling opposite to the 
peak traffic direction at peak hours. Visitors will be traveling northbound during the morning 
peak hours (6:30 AM to 9:00 AM) and will be traveling southbound during the evening peak 
hours (3:30 PM to 6:30 PM). 

Mitigation Measures TR-2a and TR-2b will also be enforced at the Lake Casitas entrance and 
exit, which will direct extra traffic to Santa Ana Road.  

See the changes to the text in Sections 4.10.7.4 and 4.10.7.5 regarding Mitigation Measures TR-
2a and TR-2b. 

R-2-2 
The County of Ventura “Initial Study Assessment Guidelines” (October 2008) states that all 
projects that generate traffic would contribute to cumulative traffic impacts and would be 
required to pay the County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TMIF). The Lake Casitas RMP/EIS is 
a program-level document, and the available information about traffic flow over the planning 
period is insufficient. When each project is funded and planned, a project-level document will be 
prepared and the traffic impacts will be assessed. At that time, it will be determined whether 
individual projects would be responsible for the TMIF. 

R-2-3 
Text was added to the Final EIS in Section 2.5.3 (fifth bullet) as recommended in the comment. 

R-2-4 
The comments received on the Draft RMP/EIS are presented in this appendix. 
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R-3 Environmental Coalition, Janis McCormick 
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Responses to Comment R-3 

R-3-1 
In Comment R-3-1, four discussion items are presented relating to the seismic hazard to Casitas 
Dam represented by the Red Mountain fault. We have addressed these items below: 
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• Our review of published maps (Jennings, 1994) indicates that the trace of the Red Mountain 
fault presented on Figure 3-3-5 is correctly located and does not require revision. 

• At its closest point, the California Geologic Survey map of the Red Mountain fault trace is 
approximately 1.9 miles southeast of the dam site. Although the north-dipping thrust plane 
could be inferred to extend under the dam at depth, in our opinion, the potential for this fault 
to rupture at the dam site is negligible. 

• We agree that Casitas Dam is potentially subject to severe seismic loading. However, based 
on our review of the published literature, the maximum credible earthquake on the Red 
Mountain thrust fault is a magnitude 7.0 (Mw) (O’Connell, 1999, Woodward-Clyde, 1998), 
and is not 7.5 as indicated in the comment. 

• We agree that a series of studies that Reclamation conducted in 1998 concluded that the 
alluvial foundation of Casitas Dam was susceptible to liquefaction in the event of an 
earthquake, and that damage resulting from this liquefaction could lead to failure of the dam 
(Wilson, 1998a, Woodward Clyde, 1998). The result of these studies was the construction of 
three separate mitigation measures to improve the seismic stability of the dam. These 
measures were completed in November 2000 and consisted of the following: 

(1) Stabilizing the downstream slope of the dam by excavating a massive shear key down to 
bedrock, and backfilling this excavation with engineered fill  

(2) Buttressing the downstream portion of the dam by constructing an earthen berm on top of 
the shear key  

(3) Placing additional earth material on the downstream face of the dam to widen the dam 
crest from 40 to 100 feet  

• These measures acted to provide resistance to liquefaction-induced movements within the 
downstream foundation alluvium, buttress the downstream portion of the dam, and prevent 
the catastrophic release of the reservoir that could potentially result from instability of the 
upstream slope. Directly stabilizing the upstream slope was determined to be unfeasible, as 
this would require draining of the reservoir. Two- and three-dimensional post-liquefaction 
analyses and finite-difference deformation analyses were employed to demonstrate the 
seismic stability of the new dam configuration (URS/Greiner Woodward-Clyde, 1999). 

• In the unlikely event that a seismic event would threaten the seismic stability of the new dam 
configuration, the primary safety threat would be to downstream receptors and not recreation 
users at lake level. 

R-3-2 
See the response to Comment F-1-7. 

R-3-3 
In a programmatic planning document, it is not appropriate to estimate a maximum size of a 
possible amphitheater without a specific location identified. When and if an amphitheater project 
is tiered from this programmatic EIS and advanced for implementation, the design alternatives 
(shaped by public input) will be evaluated for environmental impacts including, but not limited 
to, air quality, traffic, roads, and biological resources. As stated previously, any of the actions 
under the proposed Action Alternatives are subject to available funds and public demand.  
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R-3-4 
The Navarretia ojaiensis population in the Plan Area is now referenced throughout the RMP/EIS 
document. All relevant sections (3.4.6.1, 4.4.5.4, 4.4.7., Table A-1, Table A-4) describing 
sensitive biological resources and mitigation for potential impacts to sensitive biological 
resources have been updated to reflect the presence of the plant. Proposed mitigation includes 
fencing the known population and designing all project-level plans to avoid impacts to the 
population. 

R-3-5 
Quantification of Criteria Pollutant Emissions 
Ventura County is designated in “serious” non-attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard. 
Because ozone is a secondary pollutant, projected vehicular emissions can be compared to 
thresholds for the ozone precursors: NOx and ROCs, to determine whether the project will have 
a significant effect on the environment. As described in the Response to Comment R-1-40, the 
estimated vehicle emissions will be less than the General Conformity de minimis thresholds, but 
the data are insufficient to compare vehicle emissions to the VCAPCD significance thresholds  

R-3-6 
The primary scenic resources identified in the Lake Casitas Plan Area are characterized by 
mountain ridgelines and rugged canyons with the backdrop of the lake itself. All of these 
resources are dependent on daylight for viewing. Glare from additional RVs and more intensive 
camping would not affect these views. None of the public comments during scoping expressed 
concern regarding increased glare from recreational vehicles.  
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R-4 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Alicia Stratton, 
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Responses to Comment R-4 

R-4-1 
Potential Air Quality Impacts from Maximum Visitor Usage 
The Lake Casitas Resource Management Plan (RMP) is a program-level document; therefore, 
construction emissions have not been quantified. When each project is funded and planned, a 
project-level document will be prepared and construction emissions will be quantified at that 
time. Even though construction emissions are not quantified at this time, a dust mitigation plan 
has been prepared as described in Response to Comment F-1-2 to address potential impacts from 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. 

A description of criteria pollutant emissions from future motor vehicle usage is presented in the 
response to Comment F-1-1. Table 4.2-1 presents the results of the criteria pollutant emissions. 

R-4-2 
See the response to Comment F-1-2. 

R-4-3 
See the response to Comment F-1-7. 

R-4-4 
See the response to Comment F-1-1. 
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E.4 COMMENTS FROM LOCAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

L-1 Pat Baggerly, Environmental Coalition Ventura 

 

Responses to Comment L-1 

L-1-1 
See the response to Comment F-1-7. 

L-1-2 
The discrepancy in dates was a printing/editorial error. The intended closing date of the comment 
period was September 26, 2008. 
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L-2 Ventura Audubon, Jack Gillooly 

 

Response to Comment L-2 

L-2-1 
See the response to Comment R-1-40 for a discussion of conformity with air quality standards.  

L-2-2 
In Section 4, cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of each resource impact discussion 
where applicable. For example, see Section 4-4.8 for Biological Resource cumulative impacts. 
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L-3 Ventura Ear, Nose and Throat Medical Group, Inc., John Edison 

 

Responses to Comment L-3 

L-3-1 
The commenter’s support for creating additional hiking trails is noted.  
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L-4  Ventura Audubon Society, Jack Gillooly  
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Responses to Comment L-4 

L-4-1 
See the responses to Comments R-1-4, R-1-52, and R-3-3. 

L-4-2 
In Section 4, each resource area discussion contains a subsection addressing impacts common to 
all alternatives. These subsections address impacts that are common to the No Action and other 
alternatives. These impacts are those that are current (resulting from on-going recreational 
pursuits) and would occur with or without implementation of the RMP. 

As stated in other responses above, this is a Tier 1 document and uses a programmatic approach 
to impact analysis. Many impacts are not quantifiable at this Tier 1 level and thus quantified 
baseline data would not be appropriate for impacts that cannot be quantified. Section 1602.16 of 
CEQ NEPA Regulations states that within the affected environment sections “data and analysis 
in a statement shall be commensurate with the importance of an impact.” The descriptions shall 
be no longer than is necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives. 

L-4-3 
See the response to Comment F-1-5. A 3-year phase out period of older non-compliant engines 
has been added to the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). See Table 2-2 and Section 4.1.7 in 
the Final EIS. 

L-4-4 
See the response to Comment R-4-1. 

L-4-5 
The intention of this discussion was to identify the types of recreational facilities at other 
recreational lakes in the region. It is not intended to justify or compare potential facilities to the 
alternatives presented in the Casitas RMP/EIS.  

It is correct that the amphitheater would be unique relative to the offerings of other lakes in the 
region. That is why this regional setting is provided. It allows an overview of the region. 

L-4-6 
The WROS system discussed in this section has been used throughout California and has been 
well received. The WROS classifications applicable to Lake Casitas are described and shown in 
Figures 2-1, 2-3, and 2-4. Verification of these ratings has been certified by Aukerman and Haas, 
the developers of the WROS system. 

Recommended boating capacity coefficients for WROS classification are shown in Table 4.9-1C 
(Aukerman and Haas). As explained in Section 4.9.2, these coefficients are based on safety, boat 
speeds, size, and other factors considering expert opinions, published literature, and professional 
judgment. 

L-4-7 
As stated previously, the RMP/EIS is a programmatic document that identifies a preferred 
alternative with proposed management actions. It is a guidance document from which 
management strategies with managing partner(s) will be developed. Quantifiable environmental 
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impacts for all proposed actions under the alternatives are not possible until Tier 2 documents are 
developed as projects are funded and demand allows. For further clarification see the responses 
to Comments R-1-4 and L-4-2. 

Also see the responses to Comments F-1-1, F-1-3, F-1-5, and F-1-7 for quantification (where 
possible) regarding water quality and air quality potential impacts. Mitigation measures and 
management plans, including a storm water management plan, buffer zones around drainages in 
Open Space Lands, and prescribed burn management plans, are all included in the RMP/EIS. 

L-4-8 
The Biological Resources Section 3.4.5.1 now addresses migratory birds, their potential habitat, 
and uses of the Plan Area more explicitly. All spring and fall migrants are identified in Table A-
2. Potential impacts to migratory birds (during breeding or nesting) would be addressed at the 
project level when project footprints and affected habitats can be identified. Appropriate 
management improvements and mitigation would be developed in project-level documents to 
address specific proposed activities and the anticipated impacts from each. 

L-4-9 
The listing for great blue heron in Table A-2 now includes “breeds in the Plan Area.” The 
existing great blue heron rookeries in the Plan Area are already in high-traffic areas (near Santa 
Ana Road), and extension of the Lake Shore Trail around the lake perimeter is not proposed in 
the Preferred Alternative.  

The level of detail requested by the question regarding bird populations in specific areas around 
the lake is appropriate to project-level documents. More detailed studies on bird impacts may be 
conducted when projects get approved and funded. Currently, grebe and other water-dependent 
bird populations in the Plan Area appear to be stable, and conversations with park staff indicate 
that population numbers depend more on water level and food supply than on human disturbance 
level. 

L-4-10 
Exact project locations are not known for many proposed actions, i.e., amphitheater, open space 
trails, and relocation of storage area. 

As described in the Draft RMP/EIS, the goal of this programmatic document is to identify 
current sensitive habitat so that when designing future actions/projects under this RMP, sensitive 
habitat can be avoided. At the time project locations are known, the overlays referred to can be 
produced. 

L-4-11 
This level of details is not required in a Tier 1 Programmatic document. Relative abundance data 
for wildlife species in the vicinity of the lake may be addressed if appropriate in subsequent 
project-specific environmental documents. 

Predicting the response that a given wildlife population will have to a human disturbance is a 
complex process, as wildlife response is often site-specific and may change over time given the 
exact nature of the disturbance. As a result, specific mitigation measures are best developed in 
conjunction with specific project plans. The Mitigation Measures developed in Section 4.4.7 (BI-
1 through BI-6) of this programmatic document emphasize the process that would best be 
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implemented to develop successful project-specific mitigation. This process emphasizes on-site 
population studies and long-term monitoring which would allow adaptive mitigation measures to 
be developed. From a vegetation perspective, oak planting and native plant restoration efforts 
across the state have proven effective as mitigation for human impacts, and replacement ratios 
with target replacement ratios for removed trees is standard practice. 

L-4-12 
Alternative 1 is defined as the No Action Alternative and is described in Section 2.6.1. Current 
resource management direction would continue unchanged. Therefore, where no management 
program exists currently, i.e., vegetation or restoration plans, none would be produced under the 
No Action Alternative. This is the whole basis for describing a no action alternative. It allows a 
comparison of current level of impacts and reasonably foreseeable no action impacts to the 
Action Alternatives. (Section 1502.14 and 1502.16 of CEQ NEPA Regulations) 

In compliance with NEPA regulations, mitigations are proposed for the Action Alternatives, not 
for the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative would not add the management actions 
or facilities included in the Action Alternatives, and therefore mitigation measures are not 
required. 

L-4-13 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) does not allow body contact. If an amphitheater is 
funded and built, mitigation measures and proper siting would be required to prevent Significant 
Impacts. On balance, biological impacts would be less for Alternative 2 than Alternative 1 (No 
Action). 

L-4-14 
Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative and includes several natural resource management 
plans to balance enhanced recreation opportunities. Feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified. As stated in numerous responses, any future actions or addition of facilities would 
require Tier 2 environmental documents to address site-specific impacts. 

L-4-15 
Cumulative impacts are addressed for the resources that would contribute to regional impacts. 
Not all impacts contribute to regional cumulative impacts, e.g., hazardous materials, visual 
resources, soils and geology. 

In general, cumulative impacts are not quantified because RMP/EIS project specific impacts 
cannot be quantified until Tier 2 documents are produced for specific Actions. For those 
cumulative impacts that can be addressed, refer to the responses to Comments L-4-7, R-2-2, 
F-1-7, and L-4-2. 

L-4-16 
Alternative 1 does not include various natural resource management plans, e.g., habitat and 
vegetation management plans. Thus, impacts from Alternative 1 may contribute to cumulative 
impacts. 

L-4-17 
See the changes to Section 4.9.7. 
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The public scoping report (2007) was referenced several times in the Draft RMP/EIS, e.g., 
Section 2.2.4 and 3.9.3. The issues raised during public scoping are summarized in Section 3.9.3. 

The adverse impacts referred to in the last paragraph are focused on the quality of the recreation 
experience. Potential impacts related to habitat degradation are addressed in Sections 4.2, 4.4, 
and 4.5, and other parts of Section 4. No Action impacts are included in Section 4. These impacts 
include those listed under common impacts. By definition, No Action would not add any new 
management actions beyond the already planned recreational improvements. Therefore, there are 
no new impacts and no requirements for mitigation and under the No Action Alternative, new 
recreational opportunities would be limited. Natural resource management plans are not included 
in the No Action Alternative because they do not currently exist. Please note that the No Action 
Alternative by definition provides the benchmark to compare to the Action Alternatives.  

Refer to L-4-15 for further discussion of cumulative impacts for the Action Alternatives. 

L-4-18 
Refer to the response to Comment L-4-15 for discussion of quantifiable cumulative impacts. 

The impact discussion for each resource category is based on the information available at this 
Tier 1 level of a programmatic document. Section 1508.28 of CEQ NEPA Regulations states that 
Tier 1 documents are appropriate for a “program or plan” and that they should focus on issues 
that are ripe for discussion. Subsequent Tier 2 narrower statements and analysis should 
concentrate on issues specific to the subsequent site-specific projects.  

The definition of irreversible changes is stated in Section 4.12 in accordance with CEQ NEPA 
Regulations. NEPA requires that environmental analysis include identification of “…any 
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed 
action should it be implemented.” Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related 
to the use of nonrenewable resources and the effects that the use of these resources have on 
future generations. Irreversible effects primarily result from use or destruction of a specific 
resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame. 
Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot 
be restored as a result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the 
disturbance of a cultural site). 

The comment seems to focus on long-term negative consequences. The focus on this section is, 
however, on an irreversible commitment of non-renewable resources. 

L-4-19 
See the response to Comment R-1-2 for discussion of charter documents and authority to allow 
recreational uses on the lake and within the watershed (Section 401 of Title IV). See the 
responses to Comments R-1-5 and R-1-6 for further discussion of operating agreements. 

The purpose of this RMP/EIS is to provide a long-term management plan for the Plan Area. 
Future management agreements regarding specific areas or uses within the Plan Area will use 
this document as a framework, but are not the subject of this RMP/EIS. 

L-4-20 
None of the activities in the Preferred Alternative are mandated by charter or operational 
agreement between Reclamation and CMWD. Future managing partner(s) are not identified in 
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the RMP/EIS but would be identified in the long-term management agreements. The long-term 
agreement would describe implementation procedures for the RMP/EIS, including 
responsibilities and funding for construction and operation of any new facilities. 

L-4-21 
Body contact was evaluated under Alternative 3 and has not been included in the Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 2). During public scoping and other public meetings, both positive and 
negative comments have been received regarding recreation on Open Space Lands. 

L-4-22 
See the response to Comment R-1-2. Title IV of the Reclamation Act of 1974 does not exclude 
recreation. As stated in Section 401, it is intended to “provide for protection of water quality and 
provide preservation and enhancement of public outdoor recreation.” Any recreational uses in 
Open Space Lands would be managed with the same care as current recreational uses adjacent to 
the lake. 

L-4-23 
See the response to Comment R-1-10 for discussion of prescribed burning and mitigation 
measures for fuel treatment activities. 

Active habitat restoration is now included as a component in the proposed annual weed 
eradication program (Sections 2.7.2 and 2.7.5, and Table 2-2). Weed eradication strategies will 
be proposed in all project-level environmental documents and will be tailored to the unique 
conditions in each project area. Factors such as weed species composition and density will 
determine which method or combination of methods (including restoration) is most appropriate 
for the site. Recreation trail construction and maintenance and monitoring of prescribed burning 
on Open Space lands is addressed in the response to Comment R-1-27. Currently no housing 
tracts are in or near the Open Space lands. 

L-4-24 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would provide limited day use and joint use hiker/biker 
trails, but not equestrian use. See the response to Comment R-1-27 for more discussion of 
protection of water quality and trail maintenance. The fire management plan would address fire 
safety. 

L-4-25 
Body contact will not be allowed in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). Also, see the 
response to Comment R-1-28. For recreation use on Open Space Lands see the response to 
Comment L-4-22. 

L-4-26 
The comment is noted. As stated above, the RMP/EIS a Tier 1/programmatic document. 
Additional environmental documentation 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. 
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L-5 Academy of Model Aeronautics (AMA) Chapter 173 Ventura County, Timothy Moran 
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Responses to Comment L-5 

L-5-1 
See the responses to Comments L-5-2 and L-5-3. 

L-5-2 
“Moderately remote” is consistent with the WROS classification. 

L-5-3 
The text of Mitigation Measure BI-2 has been modified to indicate that no plans have been made 
to relocate the model airstrip. Radio-controlled airplanes will continue under their current 
schedule of using the airstrip two weekdays (Tuesday and Thursday) and on weekends (Saturday 
and Sunday) from 8:00 AM to 11:00 AM. Existing special events such as Float and Fly will also 
be allowed; however, activities at the model airstrip may not be expanded beyond the current 
schedule, as described above, during non-event weeks.  

Additionally, the local model airplane club and its members will be required to submit a 
monitoring report to the local managing partner every 2 years. The reports will have input from 
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local rangers and other available sources and describe any disturbances to campers or wildlife 
from activities at the airstrip. Based on these 2-year reviews, changes may be made to 
restrictions and regulations regarding the model airstrip. 

L-5-4 and L-5-5 
As discussed in the response to Comment L-5-3 above, the relocation of the model airstrip has 
been removed from the Preferred Alternative. During the public scoping meeting held in 2003, 
some concern was expressed about noise disturbance to campers using areas near the airstrip. 
However, after investigating the alleged concern with local officials and reviewing the public 
scoping document which summarized the concerns about the Lake Casitas RMP, it appears that 
this concern is held by the minority and is not an overriding issue. See the preceding response for 
additional information on requirement of periodic monitoring reports. 

 

L-5-6 
See the text changes to the language of Mitigation Measure BI-2. 

L-5-7 and L-5-8 
See the response to Comment L-5-3 above. Qualitative observations of grebes at Lake Casitas by 
rangers indicate that the population has been stable or has increased over the last 5 years, 
suggesting that disturbance from model airplanes is not impacting the birds. Furthermore, local 
authorities have indicated that the food supply and water level in the lake are the main factors 
influencing grebe populations.  

L-5-9 
The comment is noted. See the response to Comment L-5-3. 
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E.5 COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS 

I-1 Christopher Anacker 

 

Responses to Comment I-1 

I-1-1 
Relocation of the storage area is included in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 

I-1-2 
Comment noted. 
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Subsequent to certification of the RMP, a long-term management agreement would deal with 
implementation and funding. 

I-1-3 
See the response to Comment R-1-13. 

I-1-4 
See the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 
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I-2 Connie Biggers (1 of 2) 

Responses to Comment I-2 

I-2-1 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) includes limited day use in Open Space Lands. 

I-2-2 
 Please refer to the water quality section of the Final EIS. Body contact will not be allowed. 

I-2-3 
Body contact will not be allowed in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 
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I-2-4 
See the responses to Comments R-2-1 and R-2-2. 

I-2-5 
The Preferred Alternative in the Final RMP/EIS is Alternative 2.  

I-2-6 
The Preferred Alternative does not decrease the size of the Plan Area or area available for 
recreation. 

Included with the proposed management actions are management plans to address issues like 
security that may result from the implementation of some of the actions under the alternatives. 

I-2-7 
No body contact is allowed in the Preferred Alternative. Also see responses to Comments R-2-1 
and R-1-40.  

I-2-8 
The Preferred Alternative seeks to balance recreation use with resource protection. 
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I-3 Connie Biggers (2 of 2) 

 

Responses to Comment I-3 

I-3-1 through I-3-7 
See the responses to Comments I-2-1 through I-2-8. 
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I-4 Richard Handley 
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Responses to Comment I-4 

I-4-1 
See the responses to Comments R-1-2. 

I-4-2 
See the response to Comment L-4-9. 

I-4-3 
Comment noted. Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative. 
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I-5 Leanna Kennedy 

 

Responses to Comment I-5 

I-5-1 
The comment is noted. See Section 2.7 for a description of the management actions included 
under the Preferred Alternative. 

I-5-2 through I-5-4 
The comments are noted. 
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I-6 Benjamin and Judith Lary 

Responses to Comment I-6 

I-6-1 
Body contact will not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative. Also, see the response to 
comment R-1-24 for a discussion of quagga mussel protection procedures. 



Appendix E 
Responses to Comments on the Casitas RMP/EIS 

 X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CASITAS\_FIRST ADMIN FINAL\APPENDICES\APPENDIX E\APPENDIX E_COMMENTS AND RESPONSES.DOC\14-DEC-09\\OAK  E-95 

I-7 Bill Miley 

Responses to Comment I-7 

I-7-1 
Comment noted. See management actions in the Preferred Alternative (2). 
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I-8 Shirley Palmer 

Responses to Comment I-8 

I-8-1 
The Preferred Alternative does not include body contact. 
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I-9 Deborah Lee Clark 

Responses to Comment I-9 

I-9-1 
The Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS is Alternative 2 and does not include body contact. 
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I-10 Jayne Pendergast 

Responses to Comment I-10 

I-10-1 
The comment is noted. Also see the response to Comment I-9-1. 
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I-11 Ernest Rischar 

Responses to Comment I-11 

I-11-1 
Comment noted. Refer to the Preferred Alternative (2). 
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I-12 Jennifer Ware 

Responses to Comment I-12 

I-12-1 
See the responses to Comments R-2-1 and R-2-2 in regard to traffic concerns. 

I-12-2 
The response to Comment R-1-13 discusses use of Open Space Lands. 
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E.6 COMMENTS FROM AUGUST 28, 2008, PUBLIC HEARING 

PH (Public Hearing) Comment 1 
The first scoping meeting was held in 1999, and the second one was held in 2003, which was 
five years ago. I am concerned about the time lag, because changes have occurred in the past five 
years that may not be reflected in the RMP/EIS. 

Response to PH Comment 1 
As described in Section 2.2.4, public scoping meetings were held in 1999, 2003, and 2006. The 
June 2006 meeting focused on the three conceptual alternatives presented. The RMP/EIS reflects 
the issues that were presented at all public meetings, along with the study area conditions that 
existed at the time the Draft RMP/EIS was circulated for public review (July 2008). The Final 
RMP/EIS has been further updated with current data including air quality status, and biological 
species occurrences, as well as current concerns such as climate change and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

PH Comment 2 
Why didn’t you consider greenhouse gases in the RMP/EIS? There are a lot of projects proposed 
in the RMP/EIS, and there is no mention of the cumulative impacts. 

Response to PH Comment 2 
The Final RMP/EIS has been updated to include information about climate change, greenhouse 
gases, and related cumulative impacts, as described in the response to Comment F-1-7. 

PH Comment 3 
When will the traffic impacts be analyzed for these alternatives? We have very special traffic 
issues with Lake Casitas. It’s a level of service for SR 33. Also, we have a growth management 
plan in the City of Ojai that limits the number of units that are built. This has been developed 
over 30 years (the time that I have lived here), and any proposal to increase visitation has to fall 
into the components that are already in place for the valley. 

Response to PH Comment 3 
Mitigation for traffic impacts from RMP actions and the relationship with local planning are 
discussed in Final RMP/EIS Section 4.10.7 and the responses to Comments R-2-1 and R-2-2. 

PH Comment 4 
The notice for this meeting indicated that this meeting would be conducted in cooperation with 
the Casitas board. I also understand that the Casitas Board has its own plan for developing the 
Casitas recreation Area. Were or are those elements being built into this RMP/EIS? Or will they 
be individually identified? Also, has the Casitas Board updated their plan for water operations? 

Response to PH Comment 4 
The statement in the meeting notice that the meeting would be conducted in cooperation with the 
Casitas Municipal Water District (CMWD) was incorrect. Although Reclamation has consulted 
with CMWD on the development of the RMP, the RMP/EIS is a federal plan that has been 
developed by Reclamation to address resource management alternatives for the Park and 
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adjacent Open Space Lands as appropriate for water quality, recreation, and natural resource 
management opportunities. The RMP does not affect or propose changes to the operation of 
Lake Casitas and its water delivery facilities for water supply.    

PH Comment 5 
I am concerned that developing “resort-type campgrounds” and attracting additional RVs will be 
too much for the Santa Ana Road to handle. Also concerned that attracting large boats to the 
Lake are too big for the lake to handle. 

Response to PH Comment 5 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. Although some tent campsites would be converted to 
accommodate multiple uses (tents, RVs, and yurts), the resort-type development proposed for 
Alternative 3 will not be implemented as part of the Preferred Alternative. The existing 
minimum and maximum boat sizes (6 feet with special use permit and 35 feet, respectively) will 
remain the same under the Preferred Alternative.  

PH Comment 6 
I share comments about improving the facilities at Lake Casitas and the impacts on traffic. 
Making the lake more attractive to LA area people simply means more traffic, more air pollution, 
and less facilities available to the valley residents whose taxes have supported the lake, and 
whose people were bumped out of the lake itself to make room for the lake. I also think we’re 
better off with the Casitas Board and the citizens of this community administering this lake 
because they live here and they know what’s going on. I don’t want the watershed opened up to 
all kinds of traffic when we have enough problems with runoff from the watershed. Anytime you 
open it up to the public, you’re going to increase those problems and there is nothing you can do 
to mitigate them.  

Response to PH Comment 6 
As stated in the response to PH Comment 5, the resort-type development proposed for 
Alternative 3 will not be implemented as part of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative would not substantially expand recreation in the Plan Area, and it includes several 
natural resource management plans to balance enhanced recreation opportunities. Moreover, 
proposed actions would be subject to available funding as well as public demand. Projects 
implemented under the Preferred Alternative would require separate and focused environmental 
impact analyses that will include public input. 

Mitigation for traffic impacts from RMP actions is discussed in Final RMP/EIS Section 4.10.7 
and the responses to Comments R-2-1 and R-2-2. 

PH Comment 7 
I also don’t want to see anyone jet ski in this lake because it provides our drinking water. 

Response to PH Comment 7 
No personal watercraft would be allowed under the Preferred Alternative. 

PH Comment 8 
When Lake Casitas was built in the 1950s, it was found that the watershed right around the lake 
was zoned for 10,000 single-family homes. Because of the work of a number of individuals, 
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there was an Act of Congress that created the Teague Memorial Watershed so that there 
wouldn’t be 10,000 single-family homes built around the lake. And there were a couple dozen 
homes that were in the watershed that have been demolished gradually over time in the last forty 
years to keep the watershed pristine, and to keep the water quality in the lake pristine. And so, 
other people in this group would be nervous about hooking up that watershed that has been kept 
clean in the last 40 years to recreational activities that could lead to a deterioration of water 
quality. 

Response to PH Comment 8 
The Preferred Alternative would allow limited, low-impact day use in the Open Space Lands as 
described in Final RMP/EIS Section 2.7.2. Any recreational uses in Open Space Lands would be 
managed with the same care as current recreational uses adjacent to the lake. 

PH Comment 9 
I would like to make sure that your documents address any species issues as well as making 
species in the Casitas watershed and along Rincon Creek a top priority. 

Response to PH Comment 9 
The comment is noted. The Final RMP/EIS addresses existing biological conditions and 
potential RMP-related actions and impacts in Sections 3.4 and 4.4, respectively. 

PH Comment 10 
Does the managerial role mentioned in the RMP/EIS mean that you are the landlord of the 
concessions that are at Lake Casitas? I am concerned that regulations regarding the quagga 
mussel will be relaxed with some of the changes that are being proposed. These regulations are 
very effective at preventing the spread of the quagga mussel, which is a very serious problem 
that’s taking place in the Western states. 

Response to PH Comment 10 
The local managing partner, under a management agreement executed under the RMP, would be 
responsible for concession agreements. The RMP will provide the overall resource and 
recreation management direction and framework for the Plan Area. Final RMP/EIS Section 2.4.2 
describes the roles of Reclamation and the local managing partner in implementing the 
management direction laid out in the RMP.  

CMWD has instituted rigorous procedures that meet all California Fish and Game Code Section 
2302 requirements to detect and prevent quagga mussels and other introduced invertebrates from 
entering Lake Casitas. The RMP does not propose any changes to the inspection procedures. 

PH Comment 11 
Will there be any change in who manages the facility? Is there not a contract now between the 
Casitas Municipal Water District and the Bureau of Reclamation to manage the lake using all of 
the criteria that are in the contract, and does this contract exist for some extended period of time 
in the future? 

Response to PH Comment 11 
CMWD currently manages the Plan Area pursuant to the 1956 agreement for the Ventura River 
Project, as described in Final RMP/EIS Section 1.1. The 1956 agreement did not account for the 
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conditions that exist today in the Plan Area or provide management direction in more than a 
general way. Reclamation, as the owner of the land, is obligated to provide updated resource 
management plans for its facilities every 10 years to account for changing conditions and 
legal/regulatory requirements. As part of that process, Reclamation will negotiate a new 
agreement with the managing partner(s) for the Plan Area. The managing partner(s) may consist 
of one or more entities. The managing partner(s) will have overall responsibility for managing 
public access, recreation, infrastructure and public services, and natural resources in the Plan 
Area. The RMP will provide the overall resource and recreation management direction and 
framework for the Plan Area. Hence, it will be a guidance document for the managing partner(s) 
for the Plan Area’s operations and planning. Also see the responses to Comments R-1-5 and  
R-1-6. 

 






