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B.5 COMMENTS FROM LOCAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

L-1 Susan M. Basham, Montecito Water District and Goleta Water District 
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Responses to Comment L-1 

L-1-1 
See the responses to Comments R-1-9 and R-1-10. 

L-1-2 
See the response to Comment R-2-16 in regard to downstream impacts. Specific comments about 
Southern California steelhead are addressed in subsequent responses. 

L-1-3 
The damage that could result from an invasive mussel infestation is well documented, as 
indicated in the comment. The Draft RMP/EIS includes discussion of invasive mussels 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). 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, 4.1.7, 4.4.3.2, and 4.4.7.  

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 
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and ongoing research for eliminating infestations without jeopardizing water quality or natural 
resource protection. 

The comment suggests that the risk of mussel damage will only become greater with the 
introduction of additional boats 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, 
the potential also exists for transport of invasive mussels to Cachuma Lake by other sources such 
as water facilities support staff or recreationists using the Santa Ynez River upstream of 
Cachuma Lake. 

L-1-4 
See the response to Comment R-1-19 in regard to the phaseout of nonconformant marine 
engines. 

L-1-5, 6 
No body contact will be allowed under the Preferred Alternative. It should be noted that some 
water bodies that serve as reservoirs allow body contact, as described in the response to 
Comment R-1-12. 

L-1-7 
See the response to Comment R-1-18 in regard to Southern California steelhead. 

L-1-8 
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).  

L-1-9, 10 
See the response to Comment R-1-15. 

L-1-11 
See the response to Comment R-1-14. 

L-1-12, 13 
See the responses to Comments R-1-12 and R-1-13. 

L-1-14 
Reclamation recognizes that recreation must be compatible with the project purpose of water 
supply and disagrees that none of the alternatives would be compatible with water quality 
protection. The issues summarized in this conclusion are addressed in the responses to more 
specific previous comments. The Preferred Alternative would not substantially expand 
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recreation, and Section 2.4.2 provides for discontinuation of recreational uses or activities 
allowed under the RMP at the discretion of the local managing partner. 




