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B.6 COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS 

I-1 Abeloe, Tiffany   

Response to Comment I-1 

I-1-1 
The comment is noted. Kayaking and canoeing would be allowed under the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 2), as described in Section 2.7.2. Kayaks and canoes would be subject to any vessel 
inspection protocols that are in place (see Section 3.9.2.2). Scheduled UCSB crew practice will 
continue to be allowed (see Section 2.5.2). 
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I-2 Adler, W.H. 

 

Response to Comment I-2 

I-2-1 
See the response to Comment I-1-1 in regard to kayak and canoe use. Sailing in wind-driven 
boats is currently allowed and would continue under the Preferred Alternative, subject to any 
vessel inspection protocols that are in place (see Section 3.9.2.2).  
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I-3 Anderson, Nancy  
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Response to Comment I-3 

I-3-1 
The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is noted. Alternative 2 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative but would not substantially increase recreation or visitation. Alternative 2 
includes management actions to upgrade existing facilities. The recommendation to hire 
additional law enforcement staff and naturalists is noted. 
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The specific issues identified in the comment are addressed in regard to the Preferred Alternative 
as follows. 

1. Traffic and access on SR 154: see Section 4.10.3. No specific impacts are expected to occur to 
visitor access and circulation as a result of Alternative 2. 

2. Wildlife impacts from encroachment and noise: see Section 4.4.5.2. 

3 and 4.  Need for additional maintenance and security patrols: The need for adding more 
maintenance staff to address new/improved facilities will be evaluated (Section 2.5.7).  

5. Water quality and air impacts related to visitation: see Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.5 (water quality) 
and Section 4.2.3 (air quality).  

6. Fire risks and evacuation: Grazing would continue to supplement vegetation and fire 
management. Because grazing will continue and fire management would be addressed as part of 
the vegetation management plan, wildfire risks are not expected to increase. Also see Section 
3.8.2.4.  

7. Access to North Shore for camping and hiking would conflict with presence of animal 
predators, existing cattle grazing, horseback riding, and hunting activities: Sections 4.8.3 and 
4.8.5. 

I-4 Barinka, Marge  

Response to Comment I-4 

I-4-1 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) will maintain existing levels of trail use, implement a 
Trail System Management Plan, and add trail access in the following areas: 
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• Arrowhead Island: Hiking on primitive or well-developed trails 

• North Shore: Equestrian use, hiking, and biking on primitive trails with a permit or guide and 
in accordance with restrictions 

Section 2.7.2 of the Final RMP/EIS provides additional details about trail use under the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I-5 Beale, Elaine  

 

Response to Comment I-5 

I-5-1 
Alternative 2 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

I-6 Benko, Maria V. 

 

Response to Comment I-6 

I-6-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1 in regard to trail use under the Preferred Alternative. 
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I-7 Bergman, Barbara 

 

Response to Comment I-7 

I-7-1 
Several commenters requested that swimming, waterskiing, and other body contact recreation be 
allowed at Cachuma Lake. Arguments raised in support of body contact included the following: 

• Added revenue from increased visitation could help offset operational costs. 

• Money spent to boat, water ski, camp, etc. at lakes in other counties could be kept in Santa 
Barbara County, benefiting the local economy. 

• Nearby residents would benefit from being able to swim in the lake. 

• Other drinking water reservoirs allow body contact. 

• Body contact is allowed in the Santa Ynez River upstream of Cachuma Lake. 

• Allowing body contact would save money for Santa Barbara County residents who otherwise 
must travel to distant lakes to swim and water ski. 

None of the proposed alternatives included waterskiing or personal watercraft (e.g., jet ski) use. 
As described in Section 2.2.3 of the RMP/EIS, Cachuma Lake is distinguished by a quiet lake 
experience since waterskiing and personal watercraft are not allowed. The Plan Area offers a 
quiet, more natural experience than other lakes in the region where more active recreation is 
allowed. 

Alternative 3 would have provided for a swim beach to be designated at the County Park. 
Swimming would not be allowed elsewhere in the Plan Area. Because Cachuma Lake is a 
domestic water supply, body contact would have been limited to a specific area and strictly 
monitored.  

However, body contact would still have the potential to impact water quality for both potable 
water users at the County Park and certain other drinking water users outside of the Plan Area 
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(see Section 4.1.6 under the heading “Swim Beach”). Additional treatment would be required to 
prevent pathogens from affecting water quality. Furthermore, each area identified as a potential 
swim beach location had constraints. The areas that were farthest from the reservoir’s intake 
station (where lake water is conveyed through the Tecolote Tunnel to the City of Santa Barbara, 
Goleta Water District, Montecito Water District, Carpinteria Valley Water District, and Santa 
Ynez River Water Conservation District – Improvement District #1) have steep banks, making 
access problematic; the optimum site was closest to the intake station (Section 2.8.2.1).  

During the public review period for the RMP/EIS, several commenters expressed concern about 
allowing body contact at Cachuma Lake, primarily in regard to the ability of existing or future 
treatment facilities to remove pathogens that could affect municipal drinking water supplies and 
other downstream uses.    

Based on these constraints and concerns, it was determined that allowing body contact would 
present significant conflicts with protection of water quality and water supply functions at 
Cachuma Lake. Alternative 2, which does not include body contact, has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. Swimming would continue to be provided at the swimming pool at the 
Family Fun Center.   

I-8 Beverly, Sylvia  

 

Response to Comment I-8 

I-8-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1 in regard to trail use under the Preferred Alternative. 
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I-9 Blackford, Jen  

 

Responses to Comment I-9 

I-9-1 
The comment is noted. Under the Preferred Alternative, speed limits for specific areas would be 
as follows: 

• Cachuma Lake—25 mph on the main body of the lake in RD zones (shown in Figure 2-3) 
and 40 mph in the Main Channel (location indicated on the “Park Rules” brochure and in the 
“Boating” section of the County Parks Web site for Cachuma Lake Recreation Area) 

• Cachuma Bay—5 mph for boating, kayaking, and fishing 

• Santa Cruz Bay—5 mph for kayaking past the log boom 

The 25-mile-per-hour speed limit is compatible with RD zones (see Section 2.2.5) but is too fast 
for smaller embayments and sensitive wildlife areas. Therefore, slower speed limits are proposed 
for these areas. 

I-9-2 
See the response to Comment I-1-1 in regard to nonmotorized boating. 

The comments about designating times for nonpowered boats, restricting fishing in some areas of 
the lake, and the Boating Management Plan are noted.  
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I-10 Brayton, Nickie  

 

Response to Comment I-10 

I-10-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-11 Brock, John R.  

 

Response to Comment I-11 

I-11-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-12 Carr, Julia 
Note:  The following comment was submitted to Reclamation with handwritten annotations. No 
modifications to the comment were made after submittal except for the addition of brackets and 
numbers. 
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Responses to Comment I-12 

I-12-1 
Sections 3.8.2.2 and 4.3.7 and Figure 3.8-1 of the Final RMP/EIS have been revised to refer to 
the commenter’s lease as the Carr Lease rather than the “Multi Industries Inc. Lease.” The only 
reference to the “Texan ranch” is in Table 2-1, which summarizes comments as they were 
received during the public scoping period for the RMP/EIS; this has also been revised. Other 
documents relating to the lease are County of Santa Barbara documents that Reclamation cannot 
revise. 

I-12-2 
The text of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to state that the Preferred Alternative would 
allow for low-impact, limited group day use at the Santa Ynez Peninsula with a guide, and access 
would be coordinated with the leaseholder.  This is consistent with the comment’s description of 
allowing access through the ranch property and use by responsible community groups.  

Grazing in the Plan Area is administered through subleases with the County of Santa Barbara, 
which leases the lands from Reclamation. Although the subleases are with the County, the 
grazing lands are federal lands that are subject to the restriction that “exclusive uses” are not 
allowed. An exclusive use is any use that excludes other appropriate public recreation use or 
users for extended periods of time.  

If the grazing lease for the Santa Ynez Peninsula were changed or discontinued during the 
planning horizon for the RMP, low-impact, boat-in limited camping, and primitive self-contained 
camping at unimproved sites with a permit or guide could be explored. Note, however, that the 
RMP/EIS does not propose any changes to existing grazing leases.  

Reclamation recognizes the benefits of grazing for fire management. The Preferred Alternative 
would allow grazing to continue in the locations where it currently takes place.  
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The locations of archaeological sites in the Plan Area are not specifically identified to protect 
their integrity.  

I-12-3 
Alternative 2, rather than Alternative 3, has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. As 
described in the response to Comment I-12-2, the Preferred Alternative would not change access 
unless the grazing lease was changed or discontinued. Therefore, the additional impacts cited in 
the comment are not expected to occur.  
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I-13 Carr, Julia and Lee, represented by Susan Basham, Price, Postel, & Parma LLP 
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Responses to Comment I-13 

I-13-1 
Ms. Carr’s comments from the public hearing are included in Comment I-12. In regard to the 
issues described in footnote 1, see the response to Comment I-12-1. 

I-13-2 
Contrary to the comment, the objectives of the RMP are to: 

• Protect the water supply and water quality functions of Cachuma Lake. 

• Protect and enhance natural and cultural resources in the Plan Area, consistent with federal 
law and Reclamation policies. 

• Provide recreational opportunities and facilities consistent with the original Cachuma Project 
purposes, Reclamation policies, and state water policies. (Section 1.2.) 

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. 

The purpose of Table 2-2 is to identify opportunities and constraints of different parts of the Plan 
Area that contribute to the Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS) management zone 
designations for those areas, not to their potential as recreational sites as indicated by the 
comment. Like land use or zoning designations in a city or county general plan, the WROS 
system is a tool used to classify the character of an area so that planning entities can focus 
development where it is appropriate, restrict development where it is not, and set aside areas for 
no development. The Preferred Alternative would allow low-impact, limited group day use at the 
Santa Ynez Peninsula with a guide. This is consistent with what the landowners currently allow 
in this location, as described in Comment I-12-2. See Section 2.4.2.1 for additional discussion of 
allowable land uses under the RMP. 

I-13-3 
Both Santa Barbara and Los Angeles counties (where the main user groups for Cachuma Lake 
come from) are projected to have growth rates of approximately 20 percent up to the year 2030. 
Therefore, some growth in recreational demand for Cachuma Lake is assumed. As demand 
continues to increase over time, the WROS classifications in and around the lake will change, as 
demonstrated by the difference in WROS classifications between Figures 2-1 (for existing 
conditions) and 2-2 (for Alternative 1). Although Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative and 
does not include the management actions in Alternatives 2 and 3, management still must 
consider the fact that demand and visitor use will somewhat increase over the years, and boat 
densities and other visitation will increase in the absence of new controlling management 
actions. Alternative 1 is therefore the benchmark against which Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
compared. 
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I-13-4 
The text of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to state that the Preferred Alternative would 
allow for low-impact, limited group day use at the Santa Ynez Peninsula with a guide, and access 
would be coordinated with the leaseholder (see Sections 2.7.2, 4.5.7, 4.8.5, 4.9.5, and Table 2-3). 
This is consistent with the landowner’s description of allowing access through the ranch property 
and use by responsible community groups (see Comment I-12-2). As noted in Section 4.8.5, low-
impact recreation occurs concurrently with grazing in other parks in the region, and conflicts 
have been minimal. 

Changes to recreation access could be considered in future subleases on the property, as 
described the response to Comment I-12-2.  

I-13-5 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would not substantially change the amount of 
recreation access on the Santa Ynez Peninsula while the lease is in effect, as discussed in the 
response to Comment I-12-2. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not affect the economic 
viability of ranch’s grazing operations.  

As noted in Section 4.8.5, low-impact recreation occurs concurrently with grazing in other parks 
in the region, and conflicts have been minimal. The low-impact recreation proposed on the North 
Shore is not expected to affect the economic viability of other grazing operations.  

I-13-6 
The effects of continuing existing recreational activities are evaluated for the No Action 
Alternative in Section 4.  

Both grazing and recreation are existing activities. The RMP includes recreation in accordance 
with Congressional policy, as stated in 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 XXVIII), that “full consideration shall be given to the opportunities, if any, which the 
project affords for outdoor recreation and for fish and wildlife enhancement.” The Act makes 
recreation an approved, primary purpose of Reclamation projects (Memorandum: Authorization 
and Cost Share Requirements for Facilities Provided for Under PL 89-72, U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Office of the Solicitor, January 27, 1995). In addition, the authorizing legislation for 
the Cachuma Project recognized the considerable value and benefits of recreation and fishing 
(Final RMP/EIS Section 1.1.1).  

Grazing is not among the purposes identified in the Federal Water Project Recreation Act or in 
the authorizing legislation for the Cachuma Project (House Document 587, 80th Congress, 2nd 
Session). Continuation of grazing is subject to lease agreement and is evaluated in the RMP/EIS 
only insofar as it relates to Plan Area conditions and proposed management actions. 
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The Rangeland Assessment and Grazing Management Plan (Sage Associates 2003; to be updated 
as part of the Preferred Alternative) includes recommendations to avoid or minimize conflicts 
between recreational uses and grazing animals. 

I-13-7 
See the responses to Comments I-13-2, I-13-4, I-13-5 and I-13-6. The Preferred Alternative 
would continue grazing on the North Shore and the Santa Ynez Peninsula and does not propose 
to replace grazing with recreational activities.  

I-13-8 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would allow low-impact, limited group day use at the 
Santa Ynez Peninsula with a guide. This type and level of activity is currently allowed at the 
peninsula (see Comment I-12-2) and would not significantly impact wildlife. 

Bald eagles are not currently nesting within the Plan Area, although they use Cachuma Lake for 
foraging purposes. If the breeding pair, which is located over a mile north of the Plan Area, 
rebuilds their nest within the Plan Area, appropriate buffers and restrictions will be enforced to 
avoid disturbance to the nesting pair. The same course of action will be taken if a new pair takes 
residency within the Plan Area.   

When entering areas that were previously closed to boating, boats may be subject to seasonal and 
other restrictions to prevent the disturbance of sensitive wildlife. These restrictions would be 
specified in the boating management plan and could include accompaniment by a naturalist or 
establishment of buffer zones around sensitive wildlife areas. Behavior of sensitive wildlife such 
as foraging bald eagles could be observed during trial periods by naturalists at the lake and re-
evaluated after an analysis of disturbance is conducted. Restrictions would be implemented as 
described in the Final RMP/EIS (Sections 2.7.2, 4.4.5.2, 4.4.7, 4.5.5, and 4.9.5; and Table 2-3). 

I-13-9 
The Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP; URS 2006c) referenced in Section 3.5 was 
prepared for the RMP/EIS based on all available records about cultural resources in the Plan 
Area. The CRMP was not limited to studies related to the creation of the reservoir in the 1950s.  

A discussion of previous archaeological studies in the Plan Area has been added to Section 
3.5.2.1 from the CRMP, as well as an explanation of the coded site references (known as 
trinomials) used in Table 3.5-2 and elsewhere.  

In response to this comment, an updated record search for the Santa Ynez Peninsula area was 
requested from the Central Coast Information Center in April 2010.  The updated record search 
identified the following two reports that were not included in the discussion of previous 
investigations in the CRMP: 

• Enlargement of Lake Cachuma and Bradbury Dam Safety Modifications, prepared by the 
California Department of Water Resources, 1990 – This survey covered portions of the Santa 
Ynez Peninsula below 800 feet to the water line as well as other parts of the Plan Area. 
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• Negative Archaeological Survey Report for the Grease Ball Slope Stabilization Project, Santa 
Barbara, T. Joslin, 2002 – This 6-page survey report was prepared for a 15-acre 
archaeological survey of the southwest corner of the Santa Ynez Peninsula, at which no 
resources were identified. 

The updated record search did not identify any archaeological sites that were not already 
included in the Draft RMP/EIS. 

In regard to the comment about ongoing investigations by UCSB on the Santa Ynez Peninsula, 
the CRMP and Final RMP/EIS Section 3.5.2.1 refer to studies that focused specifically on 
archaeological site CA-SBA-485, which was first excavated in 1951 and subject to more recent 
investigations by a team from UCSB under the direction of Dr. Michael Glassow. The findings 
of the recent investigations have not been formally reported to the Central Coast Information 
Center. 

I-13-10 
The comment states that the RMP/EIS fails to acknowledge as historic the ranching use of the 
Santa Ynez Valley and today’s lake shore. Section 3.5.1.3 describes historic ranching uses in the 
Plan Area. 

None of the structures referenced in the comment are in the Plan Area. The comment does not 
clarify how implementation of the RMP would affect these structures. 

I-13-11 
The text of Impact CU-3 has been revised to include low-impact, limited group day use at the 
Santa Ynez Peninsula with a guide for Alternative 2. Boat-in access would not be allowed while 
the grazing lease is in effect.  

Reclamation believes that the effects of grazing on cultural resources in Section 4.5.7 and Impact 
CU-4 are correctly analyzed, and disagrees that other existing activities are dismissed as having 
no impact. See the response to Comment I-13-6. 

I-13-12 
The Preferred Alternative does not propose to construct facilities on the Santa Ynez Peninsula. 
The limited uses that would be allowed would not affect the area’s isolated and natural quality.   

I-13-13 
Boat-in access to the Santa Ynez Peninsula would not be allowed while the grazing lease is in 
effect. The local managing partner would work with the lessee to allow continued monitored 
access to the groups mentioned in the comment accompanied by guides.  

I-13-14 
See the responses to Comments I-12-3 and R-1-10. 
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The boating density in waters surrounding Santa Ynez Peninsula would be allowed to increase 
from 50 to 20 acres per boat if boating demand increases. This is not considered a dramatic 
increase in the WROS designation and is still considered compatible with a rural setting that 
would support wildlife habitat without significant impact. 

On the east end of the lake, the Preferred Alternative would allow kayaks only beyond the log 
boom, with restrictions during bird breeding season as well as during the nonbreeding season. 
Public landing on the shoreline would be prohibited. This should be protective for wildlife use. 

I-13-15 
The Preferred Alternative would not provide for vehicular access or construction of roads to the 
Santa Ynez Peninsula. Any vehicular access would have to be authorized by the commenters.  

Boat-in access to the Santa Ynez Peninsula would not be allowed while the grazing lease is in 
effect, and no docking facilities would be constructed under the Preferred Alternative.  

The Rangeland Assessment and Grazing Management Plan (Sage Associates 2003; to be updated 
as part of the Preferred Alternative) includes recommendations to avoid or minimize conflicts 
between recreational uses and grazing animals. 

I-13-16 
As the Preferred Alternative would only allow group day use with a guide, the need for 
additional public safety and security personnel or measures is not anticipated. 

I-13-17 
Specific issues identified in this summary are addressed in the responses to Comments I-13-2 
through I-13-16.  

I-14 Cindy 

Response to Comment I-14 

I-14-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-15 Dalberg, B. L.  

 

Response to Comment I-15 

I-15-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 

I-16 Daltorio, Nathan  

 

Response to Comment I-16 

I-16-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-17 Dillard, Jeremy 

 

Responses to Comment I-17  

I-17-1 
The comment is noted. See the response to Comment I-1-1. 

I-17-2 
See the response to Comment I-9-1. 

I-17-3 
Nonpower boat times/days and closure of the east end for fishing can be considered in the 
Boating Management Plan. 
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I-18 Endersby, Laurie  

Response to Comment I-18 

I-18-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 

I-19 Field, Kent  

Response to Comment I-19 

I-19-1 
The Preferred Alternative includes kayaking and canoeing. See the response to Comment I-1-1. 
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I-20 Frisk, Becky  

 

Response to Comment I-20 

I-20-1 
See the response to Comment I-1-1. 

I-21 Fritzler, Dana  

Response to Comment I-21 

I-21-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-22 [Reserved] 
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I-23 Garcin, Teri  

Response to Comment I-3 

I-23-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-24 Geran, Carol  

 

Response to Comment I-24 

I-24-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 
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I-25 Goeres, Tom  

Response to Comment I-25 

I-25-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 

I-26 Greene, Stephanie  

 

Response to Comment I-26 

I-26-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 
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I-27 Hamlin, James R.  

 

Response to Comment I-27 

I-27-1 
The concerns expressed in the comment are noted. Waterskiing and personal watercraft would 
not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 
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I-28 Hansson, Hans & El-Jay  

Response to Comment I-28 

I-28-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-29 Harrison, Jim  

Response to Comment I-29 

I-29-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. Swimming and other body contact recreation would not be 
allowed under the Preferred Alternative. Camping will continue as described in Sections 2.5 and 
2.7 of the RMP/EIS. 
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I-30 Heron, Michelle  

 

Response to Comment I-30 

I-30-1 
Body contact, including swimming and water skiing, would not be allowed under the Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 2). 

I-31 Holdens and Blitch 

Response to Comment I-31 

I-31-1 
See the responses to Comments I-1-1 and I-4-1. Personal watercraft and body contact (swimming 
and wind surfing) would not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 
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I-32 Hurley, Jerry  

 

Response to Comment I-32 

I-32-1 
Kayaks and canoes will be allowed under the Preferred Alternative. See the response to 
Comment I-1-1. Pontoon boat use will be addressed in the boating management plan.  

I-33 Jaborek, James G.  

 

Response to Comment I-33 

I-33-1 
The comment is noted. Body contact would not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative. See 
also the responses to Comment I-1-1 and I-4-1. 
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I-34 Janee, Greg  

Responses to Comment I-34 

I-34-1 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would allow for low-impact recreation on the North 
Shore, as described in Section 2.7.2 and summarized in Table 2-3 (under “North Shore 
Recreation”) of the RMP/EIS. 
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See the response to Comment I-1-1 in regard to kayaks and canoes. 

I-34-2 
The comment is noted. The Preferred Alternative would not expand facilities and recreation on 
the South Shore to the extent proposed for Alternative 3.  

I-35 Johnson, Ralph  

 

Response to Comment I-35 

I-35-1 
See the response to Comment I-1-1.  
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I-36 Jowers, Karen  
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Response to Comment I-36  

I-36-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. Closure guidelines for wet weather and the fire season will 
be evaluated in the Trail System Management Plan to be developed by the local managing 
partner.  

I-37 Joyce, Donna  

 

Response to Comment I-37 

I-37-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 
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I-38 Kelly, Kathleen and Kevin  

 

Response to Comment I-38 

I-38-1 
Body contact will not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). See the 
response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-39 Kessler, Jerry  

 

 

Responses to Comment I-39 

I-39-1 
Alternative 2 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. See the response to Comment I-1-1 
in regard to kayaking. Sailing in wind-driven boats is currently allowed and would continue 
under the Preferred Alternative, subject to any vessel inspection protocols that are in place (see 
Section 3.9.2.2). 
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I-39-2 
The comment is noted. The issue with allowing several put-in sites for kayaks is that the boat 
inspection program currently in place at Cachuma Lake cannot feasibly be enforced in locations 
other than the marina. Circumventing the inspection program would be inconsistent with the 
County’s and Reclamation’s efforts to prevent the introduction of invasive mussels, and would 
present too great a risk to water quality and supply for water customers and natural resource 
protection. 

I-39-3 
A permanent RC landing strip is not included in the Preferred Alternative. However, Float/Fly 
events will continue to be allowed with prior arrangements with the local managing partner.  

I-40 Kessler, Shannon  

 

Response to Comment I-40 

I-40-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-41 Lindsey, Deb  

 

Response to Comment I-41 

I-41-1 
See the responses to Comments I-7-1 and I-1-1 in regard to swimming and canoeing, 
respectively. 
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I-42 Livers, Jerry 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft 
RMP/EIS and therefore requires no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment 
material, it is not included in the Final RMP/EIS, but it will be included in the administrative 
record for this project and is available upon request. 

Response to Comment I-42 

I-42-1 
The comment is noted. Alternative 3 would have allowed for a possible public RC airplane site 
east of Mohawk. The Draft RMP/EIS identified two impacts specifically related to RC airplane 
use: Impact BI-2, disturbance to breeding raptors and foraging bald eagles, and Impact R-5, 
disturbance to visitors seeking a quiet/natural recreation experience. Overall, the combined 
effects of the additional activities proposed by Alternative 3 were determined to result in major 
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adverse impacts to wildlife. Alternative 2 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative; 
therefore, no permanent RC airplane site would be constructed.  

I-43 Longacre, Kathy  

Response to Comment I-43 

I-43-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-44 Lynn, Nancy  

 

Response to Comment I-44 

I-44-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. Jet skis would not be allowed under the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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I-45 Martin, Patrick K.  

Response to Comment I-45 

I-45-1 
See the responses to Comments I-7-1 and I-1-1 in regard to swimming and canoeing/kayaking, 
respectively. 

I-46 McFarlane, Jeff  

Response to Comment I-46 

I-46-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. See Section 2.7.2 in regard to mountain biking under the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 



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-10\\OAK  B-243 

I-47 McFarlane, Kathy  

 

Response to Comment I-47 

I-47-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 
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I-48 Moran, Timothy  
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Response to Comment I-48 

I-48-1 
See the response to Comment I-39-3. A permanent RC airplane facility is not included in the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2), although Float/Fly events will continue to be allowed with 
prior arrangements with the local managing partner. The Draft RMP identified two impacts 
specifically related to RC airplane use: BI-2, disturbance to breeding raptors and bald eagles, and 
R-5, disturbance to visitors seeking a quiet/natural recreation experience.  

I-49 Murphy, Brian  

Response to Comment I-49 

I-49-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-50 Nordwall, Jan Camille  

 

Response to Comment I-50 

I-50-1 
See the response to Comment I-4-1. 

I-51 Peckham, John H.  

Response to Comment I-51 

I-51-1 
See the response to Comment I-7-1. 
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I-52 Poorman, Beverly  

 

Response to Comment I-52 

I-52-1 
The comment is noted. Reclamation considers the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) to 
provide a balance between recreation and natural resource protection. 

 




