Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'87



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'88



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'89



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'go



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'gl



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\CACHUMA RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B\APPENDIX B.DOC\10-MAY-10WOAK B'92



Appendix B
Responses to Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS

Responses to Comment R-2

R-2-1-R-2-3

These introductory comments are addressed in subsequent responses to specific comments in this
letter. In particular, see the responses to Comments R-2-5, R-2-6, R-2-8, R-2-10, R-2-12, and R-
2-17.

R-2-4

Reclamation recognizes the statement in footnote 2 of the comment that SYRWCD has
incorporated ID#1’s comments by reference. Please see the responses to Comments R-1-1
through R-1-26. The response to Comment R-1-26 discusses downstream uses.
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The RMP states in Section 1.1: “All recreational uses and improvements at the lake must be
consistent with the original purpose of the Cachuma Project. They must not interfere with
reservoir operations, which are focused on providing a reliable annual yield of high-quality water
primarily for agricultural and municipal use. Recreational uses and improvements must also not
interfere with protection of endangered species, particularly Southern California steelhead.” The
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS is protective of water quality in Cachuma Lake.

R-2-5

The history of SYRWCD’s involvement in the Cachuma Project is noted. Final EIS Section 1.1
has been revised to include information about the authorization and objective of the Cachuma
Project.

The Draft EIS proposes three alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action
and are compatible with the objectives to operate Cachuma Lake for water delivery and water
releases for steelhead protection. The range of impacts from the No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1), Enhanced Recreation Alternative (Preferred Alternative), and Expanded
Recreation Alternative (Alternative 3) is described in Section 4. Cumulative impacts, including
those affecting areas downstream of Lake Cachuma, are also discussed where appropriate. In
some cases, discussion of downstream cumulative impacts has been added as a result of public
comments on the Draft EIS, but the additional information does not change the overall findings
of the Draft EIS analysis.

See the response to Comment R-1-1 in regard to recreation.

The Final EIS has been revised to include new Section 2.9, which discusses the reasons that an
alternative that would reduce recreational opportunities in the Plan Area was eliminated from
detailed study.

R-2-6
See the responses to Comments R-1-1 and R-1-18 in regard to the issues of recreation
opportunities and endangered steelhead, respectively.

Additional information about the history, purpose, and facilities associated with the Cachuma
Project has been added to Section 1.1 of the Final EIS. This information is provided to clarify the
relationship between operations and activities in the Plan Area and Reclamation’s water release
requirements for fisheries protection and water rights downstream of Bradbury Dam. A separate
environmental evaluation (Final Environmental Impact Report: Consideration of Modifications
to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310 (Applications 11331
and 11332) to Protect Public Trust VValues and Downstream Water Rights on the Santa Ynez
River below Bradbury Dam (Cachuma Reservoir)) is under way to address the exact flow regime
needed for Reclamation to satisfy the requirements of the Biological Opinion and downstream
water rights in accordance with SWRCB orders. Therefore, the information added to the Final
EIS is intended to provide context to Plan Area operations and activities rather than to serve as
an exhaustive account of the Cachuma Project, SWRCB decisions on the project, and the various
proceedings and settlements described in the comment.
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See also the response to Comment R-2-5.

R-2-7

The proposed action is implementation of an RMP (EIS Section 1.3). The No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1) would not implement an RMP and would continue the current course and status
of management actions. Two action alternatives are proposed for implementing an RMP:
Alternative 2 (the Preferred Alternative) and Alternative 3. The Preferred Alternative was
selected after the issuance of the public draft and review of public comments. This is in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e). All three alternatives are evaluated and analyzed in Section
4 of the EIS, including the proposed action as implemented by Alternative 2 or 3.

As described in Section 2.2, the development of the RMP alternatives followed the RMP
planning process steps outlined in Reclamation’s Resource Management Plan Guidebook. This
analytical route is consistent with NEPA requirements. “The statutory and regulatory
requirements that an agency must consider ‘appropriate’ and ‘reasonable’ alternatives does not
dictate the minimum number of alternatives that an agency must consider” (Native Ecosystems
Council v. U.S. Forest Service [No. 04- 35274, 35 ELR 20226, 9th Cir., November 7, 2005]).

R-2-8

The Draft EIS proposes three alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action
and are compatible with the objective to operate Cachuma Lake for water delivery. The
alternatives represent a reasonable range of actions and have a corresponding range of impacts
that are fully analyzed in Section 4. The alternatives satisfy the Congressional mandate that “in
investigating and planning any Federal ... water resource project, full consideration shall be
given to the opportunities, if any, which the project affords for outdoor recreation and for fish
and wildlife enhancement” (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
XXVIII). Failure to consider opportunities for outdoor recreation would be inconsistent with
Reclamation’s Congressional mandate and would not satisfy the purpose and need of the
proposed action. Moreover, Cachuma Lake has provided opportunities for outdoor recreation for
over 50 years, and those opportunities still exist.

The comment states that the EIS should have evaluated alternatives involving reduced
recreational activities and management actions that would result in protection and enhancement
of downstream water supplies. First, Alternative 2, the Preferred Alternative, would not
substantially expand recreation; further, implementation of any new activity or facility would
only take place if demand warranted and if funding was available. Reclamation considers the
Preferred Alternative protective of water quality and downstream water supply. This issue is
discussed in more detail in regard to subsequent specific comments, such as the responses to
Comments R-2-10 and R-2-16. Second, alternatives involving reduced recreational activities
would not be consistent with the Congressional mandate set forth in the Federal Water Project
Recreation Act. As stated previously, Section 2.9 discusses the reasons that an alternative that
would reduce recreational opportunities in the Plan Area was eliminated from detailed study. The
RMP has not contrived “a purpose so slender as to define competing ‘reasonable alternatives’ out
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of consideration” (as the comment quotes from Davis v. Mineta) but rather defined a purpose and
need and set of alternatives that are consistent with Reclamation’s authorizing legislation.

R-2-9

This introductory comment does not clarify how the scoping process for the RMP/EIS is at issue.
Specific issues related to downstream water supply and endangered species protection are
addressed in the responses to Comments R-2-10 and R-2-11, below, and in the response to
Comments R-1-17 and R-1-18.

The EIS summarizes the development of the RMP alternatives in accordance with the RMP
planning process steps outlined in the RMP Guidebook in EIS Section 2.2. Reclamation
conducted several public scoping meetings in 2002 and 2003, and the primary issues that
emerged from those meetings are summarized in EIS Section 2.2.1 and Table 2-1. Detailed
information about the public scoping process is provided in the Public Scoping Report (URS
2006a), which is incorporated by reference into the EIS in Section 2.2.4. A discussion of the
public outreach efforts and activities for the Draft RMP/EIS has been added to Section 2.2.4 of
the Final EIS.

R-2-10

Downstream water supply and endangered species protection and enhancement were generally
identified as issues to be considered in the development of the RMP alternatives. EIS Section
2.2.1 identifies “Water Quality” and “Natural Resource Management and Protection” as primary
issues to be addressed in the RMP. These are broad categories that do not specify water quality
downstream and protection of endangered species but are intended to encompass them. Section
2.2.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to specifically include downstream water quality and
endangered species protection in the planning principles for the RMP alternatives.

Section 1.1 acknowledges the concerns expressed in the comment, stating: “[R]ecreational uses
and improvements at the lake must be consistent with the original purpose of the Cachuma
Project. They must not interfere with reservoir operations, which are focused on providing a
reliable annual yield of high-quality water primarily for agricultural and municipal use.
Recreational uses and improvements must also not interfere with protection of endangered
species, particularly Southern California steelhead.”

See the response to Comment R-2-8 in regard to the statement that the RMP includes
recreational activities at the cost of Reclamation’s obligation to operate Cachuma Lake for water
delivery.

In response to the issue raised in footnote 7 of this comment, the Scoping Report was originally
prepared as a freestanding document. In 2006, Reclamation and its subconsultant URS included
the Scoping Report as an appendix in an administrative draft version of the RMP/EIS. Due to the
quantity of comments received during public scoping, however, it was later decided that the
Scoping Report should be maintained as a separate document. Therefore, the 2006 version does
not contain any substantive differences from the original version of the Scoping Report reviewed
by the commenter.
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R-2-11

Reclamation acknowledges the approval and implementation of the 2004 Final EIS/EIR for the
Fisheries Management Plan/Biological Opinion as well as the development of the NMFS
Steelhead Recovery Plan and accompanying outline. Sections 3.4.4.2 and 4.4.7 of the Final EIS
have been revised to discuss the 2007 Recovery Plan Outline, the plan in development, and the
conformity of RMP fisheries management actions with Recovery Plan provisions.

As stated in EIS Section 1.1, the 3-foot increase in the maximum lake level (which was an
outcome of the 2004 Final EIS/EIR) was assumed as part of current and future conditions. The
RMP alternatives incorporate the surcharge requirement but do not propose any change in water
release regimes. The RMP is a recreation planning document and has no authority over water
supply operations. Specific release requirements in downstream waters and facilities such as the
Hilton Creek Watering System are not related to the implementation of the RMP.

As stated in the response to Comment R-1-08, the Final EIS has been updated to include
additional data for biological resources, water quality, air quality, greenhouse gases and climate
change, and other resources. The additional data do not change the impact findings of the Final
EIS.

See the responses to Comments R-2-12 and R-2-13 in regard to the issue of invasive mussels.

R-2-12

The potential damage that could result from an invasive mussel infestation is well documented,
as indicated in the comment. The comment cites the California Science Advisory Panel’s
description of the threat posed by invasive mussels and the recommendation of “aggressive
measures including closing lakes to boating until eradication efforts are completed” (California
Science Advisory Panel 2007). The report recommends closing lakes to boating if the
waterbodies have existing infestations. To date, no invasive mussels have been detected at
Cachuma Lake. The California Science Advisory Panel report also states: “California and federal
agencies should institute a mandatory boat inspection and cleaning system before allowing entry
to high priority water bodies in California where access is under state or federal control.” As
described in Final RMP/EIS Section 3.9.9.2, a vessel inspection and quarantine program is in
place at Cachuma Lake. Other measures could be considered based on best management
practices as new information becomes available (see Final RMP/EIS Section 4.1.7).

The comment cites various other links from the CDFG’s Invasive Species Program web page for
quagga and zebra mussels. It should be noted that the main page
(http://www.dfg.ca.gov/invasives/quaggamussel/), the Frequently Asked Questions:
Quagga/Zebra Mussels handout (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/invasives/quaggamussel/FAQs.pdf), and
the Invasive Mussel Guidebook for Recreational Water Managers and Users—Strategies for
Local Involvement (California Resources Agency 2008) do not call for unilateral closures of
waterbodies to recreational boating to prevent invasive mussel infestation. Rather, the emphasis
is on prevention and containment through watercraft inspection and quarantine measures such as
those already in place at Cachuma Lake.
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The comment states that Lake Casitas, Western Lake in eastern Ventura County, and Lake
Wohlford have been closed to nonresident boat use. Nonresident boating is currently allowed at
Lake Casitas for vessels that pass an inspection and quarantine program. Westlake (not Western)
Lake is in a private development where boating is already limited to residents and their guests by
permit. Lake Wohlford is closed to private watercraft until the City of Escondido (San Diego
County) can control boat access to the lake and implement an appropriate treatment for quagga
mussels (http://www.ci.escondido.ca.us/glance/lakes/wohlford/08-30-07.pdf).

R-2-13

Reclamation acknowledges that the public scoping for the RMP predated the discovery of
invasive mussels in California waterbodies. However, the Draft RMP/EIS includes discussion of
the quagga mussel in both the description of existing conditions and the impact analysis for the
proposed alternatives (EIS Sections 2.5.2, 3.4.4.2,3.9.2.2, 4.4.3.2, and 4.4.7). The Draft
RMP/EIS recognizes the potential threat associated with invasive mussels, stating that they are
known to clog waterways and pipelines, to create costly maintenance issues, and to pose serious
ecological risks that can cause a shift in native species and a disruption of the ecological balance
of entire bodies of water (Section 4.4.3.2, under “Fisheries and Aquatic Resources”).

Updated information about the potential impacts of invasive mussels to water supply facilities,
water quality, and endangered steelhead has also been added to the Final EIS in Sections 3.4.4.2,
4.1.3,41.7,4.4.3.2,and 4.4.7.

Reclamation believes that together, the information presented in the Final EIS; the responses to
Comments R-2-12, R-2-16, R-2-20; and other comment responses constitute the “hard look” at
the invasive mussel issue required by NEPA.

The comment states that, as a result of new information about potential impacts of quagga and
zebra mussels, one or more alternatives should be developed that provide for reduced
recreational activities at the lake and for protection and enhancement of downstream water
supplies and species. The comment does not provide evidence that reducing recreational
activities that are already subject to protective controls will prevent an invasive mussel
infestation at Cachuma Lake. Nor does the comment explain why the vessel inspection and
quarantine program at Cachuma Lake is insufficient to protect downstream water supplies and
species. The measures in place at Cachuma Lake are within currently acceptable protocols for
decontamination of potentially infected boats (USFWS 2007), and, as stated in Sections 3.9.2.2
and 4.1.7, additional measures could be considered as new information about best practices
becomes available.

Finally, the comment does not clarify how reducing recreational activities will provide greater
protection and enhancement of downstream water supplies and species. Indeed, Comment R-2-
12 acknowledges that not all methods of transferring mussels to a body of water involve a boat
launch. As described in Section 4.1.3, recreation activities upstream and outside of Cachuma
Lake that are not subject to protective controls also have potential to introduce invasive mussels
into the Plan Area. Reducing recreational activities at Cachuma Lake would not address the
potential for infestation from upstream sources.
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The potential for reducing recreational activities is discussed in more detail in the response to
Comment R-2-14, below.

R-2-14

See the response to Comment R-1-9 regarding the term “incidental recreation.” The purpose and
need includes providing recreational opportunities to meet the demands of a growing, diverse
population. This objective is consistent with the Congressional mandate in the Federal Water
Project Recreation Act that Reclamation give full consideration to opportunities that a project
affords for outdoor recreation. As described in the response to Comment R-2-8, alternatives that
reduce recreational opportunities would not be consistent with the purpose and need.

However, the RMP allows the local managing partner to exercise a high degree of discretion and
flexibility in both implementing and discontinuing proposed RMP actions in the Plan Area. As
stated in Section 2.4.2.1:

“[T]he designation of allowable recreational uses in different geographic units of the Plan Area
will not require the local managing partner to implement the designated uses. The RMP only
indicates what lands are suitable for different recreation activities; it does not require the local
managing partner to implement, facilitate, or encourage those activities. ... New recreational
uses or activities allowed under the RMP may also be discontinued in the future at the discretion
of the local managing partner if demand decreases, the activity is not economically viable, new
security or safety considerations arise, and/or unforeseen significant environmental impacts
occur that cannot be mitigated.”

Although the RMP does not include an alternative that specifically provides for less recreation
than is currently allowed, Section 2.4.2 provides for recreational activities to be modified
regardless of which RMP alternative is ultimately selected. In addition, Section 2.4.2.1 has been
revised to state that the local managing partner has the option of continuing existing uses or
pursuing new or modified recreational uses based on sufficient public demand, sufficient staffing
and funding to manage the uses in accordance with the RMP, and potential for increased public
benefits and use. Though not specified in Section 2.4.2, reasons for modifying recreational uses
could include the potential for water quality impacts if invasive mussels are transported to
Cachuma Lake by recreational boats or some other means. The local managing partner would
have the discretion to implement additional boating management measures to avoid impacts
related to invasive mussels, as described in Section 3.9.2.2.

Although the action alternatives evaluated in the EIS allow for additional recreation, the
alternatives are essentially “recommendations for various resource management actions and
facility improvement projects ... that may be implemented” (Section 2.4.2.2, emphasis added).
The EIS analysis assumes full implementation of the proposed actions under each alternative to
evaluate the impacts that could occur and the mitigation measures that would be required. An
analysis that assumes less recreation than that associated with each alternative—or
discontinuation of existing recreation—could understate the reasonably foreseeable effects of the
RMP and would fail to satisfy NEPA’s mandate for Reclamation to take a “hard look” at
potential impacts.
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Further, as described in Section 2.4.2.4, Reclamation can amend the RMP based on changed
environmental conditions; unforeseen events; changes in policies and land use plans that have
been determined to be infeasible, impractical, or have undesirable consequences; changes in
applicable laws and regulations; or other conditions.

The language in Section 2.4.2 therefore serves to balance the inclusion of existing and potential
future recreation purposes with the other project purposes of water supply for municipal and
agricultural users and fisheries protection, as mandated by the Cachuma Project, the NMFS
Biological Opinion, and other authorities.

The Preferred Alternative would further avoid potential water quality impacts. Nonconformant
marine engines will be phased out within 2 years, or if detectable pollutants are observed, within
6 months of detection (EIS Section 4.1.7). Finally, the Preferred Alternative would not expand
boating capacities beyond No Action conditions: the motorized boat density would remain at 40
BAOT at minimum pool and 120 BAOT at maximum pool.

As discussed in Section 3.9.2.2, measures to prevent the transport of invasive mussels are in
place at Cachuma Lake in accordance with California Fish and Game Code Section 2302.
Therefore, the provisions of the RMP are consistent with State Assembly Bill 2065 and
consistent with operations at other reservoirs (including drinking water reservoirs that allow
recreation) throughout the state.

The Final EIS has been revised to include new Section 2.9, which discusses the reasons that an
alternative that would reduce recreational opportunities in the Plan Area was eliminated from
detailed study.

R-2-15

The comment that the EIS does not adequately evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the RMP alternatives is addressed in more detail in the responses to Comments R-2-
16 through R-2-19.

The environmental analysis of potential future activities and facilities is specific where possible
and where an individual project footprint has been identified. Where the footprint of an activity
or facility has not been determined, the EIS makes informed projections about what types of
effects could result from construction and operation of an action. For example, the exact location
of one or more new trails has not been determined, but in Section 4.4.7, Impact Bl-3 identifies
the foreseeable effects that would be associated with the construction of new trails, and
Mitigation BI-3 lists reasonable measures that would be implemented that have been shown to be
effective. Furthermore, implementation of any new activity or facility would only take place if
demand warranted and if funding was available. As noted in the comment, no critical decision to
act on any of the proposed activities or facilities has been made.

Reclamation notes and concurs with the comment that the environmental baseline of an EIS must
be accurate and complete.
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R-2-16

The comment states that the downstream environment below the Plan Area was not part of the
description of baseline conditions required by NEPA. The environmental baseline of the Draft
EIS describes water delivery facilities downstream of Bradbury Dam in Sections 3.1.1.1
(beneficial uses and downstream end users of Cachuma Project water; second paragraph) and
3.1.1.2, under “Santa Ynez River Watershed Surface Water Resources” (downstream river flows,
second paragraph; Cachuma Project water delivery facilities below Bradbury Dam, sixth
paragraph). Section 3.4.2 describes the biological setting as “composed of several large
drainages including the Santa Ynez above and below the dam, DeVaul Canyon, Hot Springs
Canyon, Windsor Canyon, Horse Canyon, Santa Cruz, Cachuma Creek, Hilton Canyon, and
Tequepis Canyon.”

The Final EIS has been revised to include additional information about Southern California
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) steelhead downstream of Bradbury Dam (Sections 3.4.5.2
and 4.4.7), water delivery facilities downstream of Bradbury Dam (new Section 1.1.2), and water
releases for downstream fisheries protection (Section 1.1.4).

Reclamation acknowledges the potential impacts to Cachuma Lake and downstream facilities
and resources that could result from invasive mussels, as described in the response to Comment
R-2-13. Additional information about invasive mussels and their potential impacts has been
added to Final EIS Sections 3.4.4.2,3.9.2.2,4.1.3,4.1.7,443.2,and 4.4.7.

The comment states that the risk of mussel damage will only become greater with the additional
recreational activities proposed, including the introduction of additional boats and kayaks/canoes
into the lake. As stated in the response to Comment R-2-15, the Preferred Alternative would not
expand boating capacity beyond No Action levels. Moreover, vessels would continue to be
subject to the inspection and quarantine program currently in place, and additional measures
could be instituted to further avoid the risk of contamination by invasive mussels. The Final EIS
(in Section 2.7.2 and elsewhere) has been revised to state that kayaks and canoes would also be
subject to the same inspection, treatment, and quarantine protocols used for boats launching at
Cachuma Lake.

The comment does not demonstrate how the current program is inadequate to prevent a mussel
infestation. As discussed in the response to Comment R-2-12, the CDFG is promoting prevention
and containment through watercraft inspection and quarantine measures such as those already in
place at Cachuma Lake. The program is consistent with California Fish and Game Code Section
2302 requirements. The program also complies with the vessel cleaning and inspection protocol
recommended by the 100th Meridian Initiative
(http://100thmeridian.org/Documents/Talking%20Points%20Regarding%20Western%20Quagga
%20Mussels.pdf), a cooperative effort between state, provincial, and federal agencies to prevent
the westward spread of invasive mussels and other aquatic nuisance species in North America.

In addition, the comment states that boats and kayaks are “known means of transport” for
invasive mussels, but an earlier comment (R-2-12) acknowledges that mussels can reside on
anything that comes in contact with a water body, including shoes and pets. Therefore, reducing
recreation at Cachuma Lake would not address the potential transport of invasive mussels by
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nonrecreationists such as water facilities support staff, or by recreationists using the Santa Ynez
River upstream of Cachuma Lake for watercraft activities that are not subject to inspection or
quarantine protocols for invasive species. Reclamation and the local managing partner will
continue to enforce appropriate vessel inspection and quarantine measures and consider
additional best management practices as they become available. Additional discussion about
mitigation has been added to Final RMP/EIS Section 4.1.7.

R-2-17

See the response to Comment R-1-18 in regard to effects of the stocking program at Cachuma
Lake on downstream fish, including endangered steelhead, in terms of predation and
interbreeding. Sections 3.4.4.2 and 4.4.7 of the Final EIS have been revised to discuss the 2007
Recovery Plan Outline, the plan in development, and the conformity of RMP fisheries
management actions with Recovery Plan provisions.

Transporting steelhead above Cachuma Lake and fish passage upstream of the dam are not
addressed because the RMP does not propose management actions that affect the potential
passage of steelhead.

The statement that the CDFG would prepare a Fisheries Management Plan was an editorial error
that has been corrected in the Final EIS. The Fisheries Management Plan would be prepared by
the local managing partner; a separate plan would not be prepared by the CDFG. The plan would
only be prepared under the action alternatives (2 and 3); Alternative 1 is the No Action
Alternative. The plan would be prepared soon after the RMP is final and would be updated
periodically to reflect new information and changing conditions.

R-2-18
The concerns raised in the comment are addressed in the responses to Comments R-1-19 and R-
1-20.

R-2-19

Sections 4.2.7 and 4.4.7 have been revised to include additional discussion of cumulative
impacts. Responses to specific comments about impacts of recreation on downstream water
quality and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are addressed in responses to
Comments R-2-5 through R-2-18. The RMP includes analysis and reasonable mitigation for
RMP-specific and cumulative impacts.

R-2-20

See the response to Comment R-1-14 in regard to the level of detail of, and funding for,
mitigation measures. Additional discussions of water supply impacts and mitigation related to
invasive mussels—including methods that could be used to remove mussels from water supply
facilities—have been added to Final RMP/EIS Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.7.

As stated in the responses to Comments R-2-12 and R-2-16 and Section 3.9.2.2, the watercraft
inspection and quarantine measures in place at Cachuma Lake are consistent with California Fish
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and Game Code Section 2302 requirements as well as the vessel cleaning and inspection protocol
recommended by the 100th Meridian Initiative, CDFG, USFWS, and the Invasive Mussel
Guidebook for Recreational Water Managers and Users--Strategies for Local Involvement
(California Resources Agency, October 2008). Final RMP/EIS Section 3.9.2.2 describes the
updated Santa Barbara County protocol for vessels at Cachuma Lake (August 2009), and the
protocol can be modified as necessary as new information becomes available. The program
applies to nonresident boats because boats that are currently moored at the marina and are not
removed from the lake, boats that are owned and operated by the County-approved rental boat
concessionaire that are permanently used and stored at the Lake, and County-owned boats that
reside at Cachuma Lake would have no means of transporting invasive mussels from an infested
waterbody. The Final EIS has been revised to state that kayaks and canoes would be subject to
the same inspection, treatment, and quarantine protocols as those for boats launching at Cachuma
Lake.

It should be noted that the statement “no safe remedy is currently available for eliminating
(invasive mussels) from a water body once it is infested” has been deleted from the RMP/EIS.
Updated information on mussel control and eradication methods (Section 4.1.7) includes cases
and ongoing research for eliminating infestations without jeopardizing water quality or natural
resource protection.

The comment makes a number of statements about economic assumptions:

e The mitigation described in the EIS, and the EIS itself, “appears to be based on misleading
economic assumptions.”

e “NEPA requires agencies to balance a project’s economic benefits against its adverse
environmental effects. (Calvert Cliffs' Coordinating Comm. v. United States Atomic Energy
Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1113 (D.C.Cir 1971).”

e “The use of inflated economic benefits in [balancing economic benefits against adverse
environmental effects] may result in approval of a project that otherwise would not have been
approved because of its adverse environmental impacts.”

Each of these points is addressed below.

Misleading Economic Assumptions. The first bulleted item does not clarify how the proposed
mitigation is based on misleading economic assumptions. Reclamation recognizes the expense
that could result from an invasive mussel infestation. Section 4.1.7 has been updated to describe
a number of reasonable mitigation measures and a general description of costs and funding of
mitigation.

Balancing Economic vs. Environmental Effects. Strictly speaking, NEPA only requires a cost-
benefit analysis if it is relevant to the choice among environmentally different alternatives
(NEPA Section 1502.23). It is not clear how a cost-benefit analysis would reveal substantive
differences among the proposed alternatives, especially in regard to the issue of invasive
mussels. The primary defense mechanism against an invasive mussel infestation is the inspection
and guarantine program that is in currently in place. The program will remain in place regardless
of which RMP alternative is selected. Moreover, any other invasive mussel prevention, control,
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or eradication measure that is implemented in the future would take place regardless of which
RMP alternative is selected.

Inflated Economic Benefits. The RMP/EIS does not state that economic benefits of any of the
alternatives would outweigh their environmental impacts, or that recreation would increase
economic benefits. As pointed out in the comment and described in RMP/EIS Section 2.2.3
(under the subheading “Fiscal Limitations™), management actions are constrained by limited
funding.

NEPA requires an EIS to discuss the probability of mitigation measures being implemented
(NEPA Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, No. 19b, 46 Fed.
Reg. 18026 [March 23, 1981], as amended, 51 Fed. Reg. 15618 [April 25, 1986]). Funding is
only one element that determines the probability of implementing mitigation. In the case of
actions to eradicate invasive mussels, all eradication methods described in Section 4.1.7 are
essentially feasible, although some methods are still in the research and development stage.
Feasibility of funding the measure would depend on the scope of the problem and the type of
control and/or eradication method.

See the response to Comment R-2-13 in regard to the “hard look” requirement.

R-2-21
This summary of previous comments is noted.
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R-3  John Baker, County of Santa Barbara and County Parks
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Responses to Comment R-3

R-3-1
Section 3.8.1.1 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to include additional information about
applicable Santa Barbara County land use policies.

R-3-2
The revisions and comments made in this table have been addressed as requested, except as
noted below.

In the Executive Summary and Section 1.1, the word “mandated” has not been added in the
specified references to recreation; however, see Section 2.9 in regard to recreation as a primary
purpose of federal water projects.

In Section 2.4.2, the text regarding other agreements affecting management of the Plan Area has
been deleted, as the management agreement is not part of the RMP process or the subject of the
RMP. Section 2.5.4 has been revised to state that the Santa Barbara County Capital Improvement
Program would be implemented under all alternatives. The plan has not been included as an
appendix to the RMP.

In Section 2.7.3, the text has been revised to state that some (not all) day use areas could be
relocated from the North Plateau to the Southeast Plateau of the County Park.

Regarding the comment on Section 2.8.2, Figure 3.9-1 has not been revised because no body
contact would be allowed under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).

Regarding the comment on radio-controlled airplanes (Section 2.8.2.2), an RC airplane facility is
not included in the Preferred Alternative; however, Mitigation BI-2 in Section 4.4.7 has been
revised to require an annual use compatibility monitoring report for Alternative 3.

Discussions of native grassland have been modified in Sections 3.4.3 and 4.4.5.1. More
comprehensive mapping of native grassland in the Plan Area could be undertaken as part of the
vegetation management plan.

In response to the comment on Section 3.4.4.6, Mitigation BI-1 (in item 2) in Section 4.4.7 was
revised to include increasing signage and public education to reduce potential for poaching.

The third recommended change to Section 4.1.7 (to add language about implementing water
quality testing adjacent to suspected waste facilities) was not made because the Preferred
Alternative is Alternative 2, not Alternative 3.

The first comment on Section 4.4.5.4 has been addressed in Sections 4.4.5.2 (under “Boat Use”),
4.4.6.4 (under “Camping and Recreation”), and 4.4.7 (Mitigation BI-1).

The oak tree replacement ratio proposed in the Comment on Mitigation BI-1 (Section 4.4.7) will
be considered, as described in the sixth bullet of item 1. The third bullet of Mitigation BI-1
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retains its original language because the Preferred Alternative would allow grazing on the North
Shore to continue.

In regard to the comment on Mitigation BI-4 in Section 4.4.7, text has been added to address the
concerns about impacts from allowing access to the east end of the lake and Santa Cruz Bay.

No changes were made to Section 4.9.6 because Alternative 3 was not selected as the Preferred
Alternative (which is Alternative 2). For that same reason, the discussion recommended in the
first General Comment was not incorporated into the description of Alternative 3.

Sections 2.7.2 and 2.8.2 have been modified to identify the beginning of the phaseout period for
nonconformant marine engines, as recommended in the second General Comment.

Section 2.5.1 has been modified to address the third and fifth General Comments (regarding
emergency personnel use of Live Oak Camp and lease with Camp Whittier, respectively).

New Section 2.9 discusses the legislative basis for including recreation in federal water supply
projects, in response to the fourth General Comment.

A reference to temporary cabins at County Park has been added to Sections 1.1.3 and 3.9.2.7,
pursuant to the sixth General Comment.

The final General Comment states that County Parks would benefit by working with local
communities to develop a regional shuttle system that would stop at Cachuma Lake. Mass transit
for access to the Plan Area would not be feasible for the majority of visitors that tow boats,
personal watercraft, or camping equipment, which cannot be accommodated on a bus or shuttle.
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