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L-4 Reserved 

L-5 Ralph Fertig, Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition 
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Responses to Comment L-5 

L-5-1 
The comment is noted. 

L-5-2 
The Preferred Alternative would allow limited biking, hiking, and equestrian use on primitive 
trails and boat-in, primitive, self-contained camping in appropriate areas on the North Shore. 

L-5-3 
A crossing of the Santa Ynez River can be considered in the trail management plan. 
Implementation of the crossing would be based on public demand and availability of funding, 
and would subject to site-specific environmental evaluation. 

L-5-4 
The Preferred Alternative would allow for a water park (if demand warrants and funding is 
available) but does not include resort-like accommodations. 
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L-6 Charles B. Hamilton, Carpinteria Valley Water District 
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Responses to Comment L-6 

L-6-1 
See the response to Comments R-1-9 and R-1-11 in regard to the effect of recreation on water 
quality and a “reduced recreation alternative,” respectively. 

L-6-2 
Alternative 2 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 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. 
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L-6-3 
Final RMP/EIS Sections 3.1 and 4.1 address the conditions that have the greatest potential to 
affect water quality. 

The comment questions the (1) cost of implementing inspection and quarantine measures for 
invasive mussels compared to that of boat rentals and (2) the effects of reducing the number of 
overnight on-site County personnel. It is not clear how the questions relate to the environmental 
impact analysis in the RMP/EIS. The Preferred Alternative does not propose any changes to the 
vessel inspection protocols. Overnight staffing is not related to the purpose or implementation of 
the RMP.  

The Preferred Alternative would not increase grazing and would allow boat-in, primitive, self-
contained camping in appropriate areas on the North Shore. Grazing occurs concurrently with 
other low-impact recreation uses in other parks in the region, including those that contain 
drinking water reservoirs; therefore, conflicts are not anticipated. 

L-6-4 
The comment suggests that the RMP/EIS was developed without regard to County Parks or a 
“local implementing partner.” County Parks participated in the development of the RMP/EIS as 
described in the response to Comment R-1-5. As stated in Section 2.4.2.1 and elsewhere in the 
RMP/EIS, the local managing partner has the option of pursuing new or modified recreational 
uses based on public demand, sufficient funding, and potential for increased public benefits and 
use. Section 2.4.2.1 of the Final RMP/EIS has also been revised to state that the local managing 
partner has the option of continuing existing uses based on these same factors. 

L-6-5, 6 
Alternative 2, the Preferred Alternative, would not substantially expand recreation compared to 
the existing condition.  

The WROS designation for boating capacity would be the same under future No Action and 
Preferred Alternative conditions (RD4; see Section 4.9.2). The Preferred Alternative would 
provide opportunities for more varied recreational experiences than current conditions, but the 
WROS designations would still range from RN to RD. 

Ultimately, implementation of any new activity or facility would only take place if demand 
warranted and if funding was available. For that reason, the WROS zones envisioned under the 
Preferred Alternative should be considered the maximum allowable rather than imperatives for 
further expansion of recreation. 

L-6-7 
The WROS does not by itself drive expansion of recreation. 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. Although the RMP does not specifically 
propose to “remove activities to see the effect of moving in the other direction” as proposed in 
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the comment, it provides for suspension of management actions when warranted. See the 
response to Comment R-2-14 for further discussion. 

L-6-8 
The comment is noted. 

L-6-9 
See the response to Comment R-1-10 in regard to requests for recreation activities. 

L-6-10 
Section 3.10.2 has been revised to clarify that the vehicle count data are from Santa Barbara 
County Parks (Medeiros 2010) and that the counts are for vehicles entering the Plan Area at 
Cachuma Lake County Park. The text has also been revised to include the vehicle counts for 
fiscal year 2008-2009 as well as Caltrans traffic data for SR 154 at the entrance to the County 
Park. 

See the response to Comment R-1-10 in regard to requests for recreation activities. 

L-6-11 
Visitor surveys are completed voluntarily. Additional information about visitor survey results 
through fiscal year 2008/2009 has been added to Section 3.9.4.1.  

L-6-12 
The bullet list in Section 1.2 presents specific objectives of the RMP. The fourth bullet in Section 
1.3 has been modified to include cultural resources with natural resources; its omission in the 
Draft RMP/EIS was inadvertent. Cultural resources are identified twice in the list of management 
objectives in Section 1.4 (bullets three and seven). 

L-6-13 
Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative. See the response to Comment R-1-11. 

L-6-14 
The Final RMP/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. Body contact will not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative; therefore, 
risks associated with human-borne pathogens would be minimized. See the responses to 
Comment L-6-3 in regard to grazing, Comment R-1-17 in regard to exotic species, and Comment 
L-6-11 for updated recreational use data. 

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of the Final RMP/EIS have been revised to include additional information 
on water quality. Also see the response to Comment R-1-11. 
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L-7 Glenn A. Dorfman, Santa Barbara Radio Control Modelers 
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Response to Comment L-7 

L-7-1 
A radio-controlled airplane site is not included in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). This 
does not rule out a future application for an amendment to the RMP and would require additional 
environmental clearance through NEPA and possibly CEQA.  
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L-8 Kate Rees, Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board 
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Responses to Comment L-8 

L-8-1–L-8-3 
See the response to Comment R-1-1. 

L-8-4 
See the response to Comment R-1-8. 

L-8-5 
See the response to Comment L-2-2. 

L-8-6 
See the response to Comment R-1-9. 

L-8-7 
See the response to Comment R-1-10. 

L-8-8–L-8-10 
See the response to Comment R-1-17. 

L-8-11 
Because recreation at Cachuma Lake is not the only pathway by which invasive mussels could 
be introduced, limiting boating to resident boats as proposed in Comment L-8-8 would reduce 
the number of boats on the lake but would not address the potential transport of invasive mussels 
by nonrecreationists such as water facilities support staff, or by recreationists using the Santa 
Ynez River upstream of Cachuma Lake (see Final RMP/EIS Section 4.1.3). Reclamation and the 
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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 implementation and funding of mitigation has been added to Final 
RMP/EIS Section 4.1.7. 

L-8-12, 13 
See the response to Comment R-1-19. 

L-8-14 
The Preferred Alternative includes a 2-year phaseout of nonconformant engines. If annual testing 
of raw water at the William B. Cater Treatment Plant detects BTEX compounds, the phaseout 
would take place within 6 months of detection. As of 2009, no BTEX compounds have been 
detected. 

L-8-15 
See the response to Comment R-1-20. 

L-8-16, 17 
See the response to Comment R-1-18. 

L-8-18 
See the response to Comment R-1-15. 

L-8-19–L-8-21 
See the response to Comment R-1-12. 

L-8-22 
See the response to Comment R-1-12. 

L-8-23, 24 
See the response to Comment R-1-13. Reclamation acknowledges the NMFS Steelhead 
Recovery Plan Outline and the ongoing consultation regarding Cachuma Project operations. 
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. 

 

 




