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Verbal Comments at the August 27, 2003
Public Meeting on the Draft EIR/EIS
Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board (COMB) and the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) conducted a public meeting on August 27, 2003 at the Veteran’s Memorial Hall in
Solvang. Representatives from COMB and Reclamation were present. six members of the public
were present. The EIR/EIS consultant provided a summary of the proposed FMP/BO management
actions and the findings in the Draft EIR/EIS. The meeting was then opened for comments on the
Draft EIR/EIS. Three comments were provided, as shown below:
Comment 1. Are additional fish enhancement project proposed for Quiota Creek besides the
planned fish passage impediment removal projects in the FMP/BO?
Comment 2. Will the lead agencies extend the public comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS and
make it coincide with the comment period for the State Water Board EIR?
Comment 3. Please keep the current public comment period unchanged.
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
F1 - Environmental Protection Agency [3 comments]
COMB and Reclamation appreciate EPA's review of the Draft EIR/EIS and the “LO” rating, as well
as its suggestions for revisions to the Final EIR/EIS.
F1-1

Construction of the three projects will occur in the summer and fall when stream flows are at a
minimum in order to facilitate construction, reduce erosion, and minimize impacts to aquatic
species, including steelhead. However, it is possible that certain aquatic species, including
oversummering steelhead may be present near work areas; hence, COMB and Reclamation
may need to capture and relocate fish as described in the EIR/EIS.

F1-2

A general description of the Member Units’ drought contingency plans is provided in Section
5.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. The socioeconomic and environmental impacts of reduced water
supplies during droughts are described in Section 5.2.2 of the Final EIR/EIS.

F1-3

No local, state, or federal permit is required for installation of the flashboards and surcharging
Lake Cachuma. Release of water from Bradbury Dam to comply with the Biological Opinion
and the Fish Management Plan does not require a local, state, or federal permit provided the
releases are consistent with the requirements of the water rights permits issued to Reclamation
from the State Water Resources Control Board. State and federal permits are required to
implement most of the tributary projects, such as a Corps of Engineers 404 permit, California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Streambed Alteration Agreement, and Regional Water
Resources Control Board 401 water quality certification. COMB has acquired the permits for
the El Jaro Creek Bank Stabilization Project and Jalama Road Bridge Project. Both projects
were completed in November 2003 under a separate CEQA environmental process.
Applications for state and federal permits for all other BO and FMP tributary projects have not
been submitted to date.
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STATE AGENCIES
S1 - State Water Resources Control Board [5 comments]
S1-1

The lead agencies appreciate the State Water Board’s concerns about overlap in environmental
analysis. However, the lead agencies respectfully disagree that their Draft EIR/EIS and the
State Water Board’s EIR treat “substantially the same matters” such that the FMP/BO EIR/EIS
should tier from the State Water Board EIR. The proposed project addressed in the FMP/BO
EIR/EIS consists of the management actions and projects described in the Biological
Assessment, Final Fish Management Plan, and Biological Opinion. The State Water Board’s
proposed project only “take[s] into consideration the National Marine Fisheries Service’s
Biological Opinion and the Draft Lower Santa Ynez River Fish Management Plan and other
reports called for by Order WR 94-5.” The actual project analyzed in the State Water Board
EIR “consists of potential modifications to Reclamation’s existing water rights permits to
provide appropriate protection of downstream water rights and public trust resources on the
Santa Ynez River.”
Accordingly, the two projects are distinct. One project is the implementation of a plan that
contains water release requirements higher than those under the State Water Board’s currently
valid water rights orders, WR 89-18 and WR 94-5. The other project is the modification of
permits that will only take the FMP/BO’s water release requirements into consideration. The
lead agencies have requested that the State Water Board impose a condition requiring
compliance with obligations pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act similar to that
imposed upon the Reclamation by water rights order D-1641. However, the State Water Board
retains primary jurisdiction to determine water release requirements, subject to its legal
obligations, as the Cachuma Member Units acknowledged by letters to the State Water Board
dated February 12, 2002 and June 21, 2002 (see Appendix G). By letter dated October 28,
2003 (see Appendix G) the State Water Board also acknowledged these distinctions and
withdrew a prior proposal to refer to the matter to the Office of Planning and Research. Please
refer to the response to Comment S1-5.
The State Water Board is the appropriate CEQA lead agency to review potential modifications
to Reclamation’s existing water rights permits to provide appropriate protection of downstream
water rights and public trust resources on the Santa Ynez River. The FMP/BO project does not
include any modification or water rights permits of water release requirements.

S1-2

The lead agencies have the duty under CEQA and NEPA to conduct an independent analysis of
project impacts and to determine whether such impacts are significant, rather than simply
relying on another agency’s analysis and conclusions. (Public Resources Code § 21082.1(c)(1))
The lead agencies respectfully disagree with the State Water Board that “impact to the Member
Units’ water supply is not, in and of itself, an environmental impact.” In Planning &
Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892, 915,
the EIR for the Monterey Agreement was found deficient in part because water supply impacts
were not properly analyzed. CCWA and the other defendants in that litigation contended that
no water shortages would result from implementation of the Monterey Agreement, despite
mechanisms in the agreement for restricting water supply. Id. at 913. The Court held that the
potential restriction of water supply created a potentially significant adverse land use impact:
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“land use decisions are appropriately predicated in some large part on assumptions about the
available water supply.” Id. At 915. The Court held that CCWA did not meet its CEQA
obligations because it failed to analyze water supply impacts as part of the no project
alternative. Id. At 916. In doing so, it followed Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v.
County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4th 182, 195, in which a Program EIR was held
deficient “because it failed to address the procurement and impacts of a permanent water
supply.” Ibid. To say that water supply impacts are not recognized under CEQA but land use
impacts resulting from water supply impacts are recognized under CEQA would be
inappropriate.
The Draft EIR/EIS correctly identifies water supply impacts as a significant unmitigable impact
for the reasons set forth in Section 5.5.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As stated in more detail in
CCRB’s comment letter on the State Water Board’s EIR (see Appendix G), the State Water
Board’s EIR understates the scope of water supply impacts from the implementation of the
State Water Board’s project by not reflecting real-time Cachuma Project operation. In a realtime operation, water supply managers have to plan for water supply assuming the year
following the worst historical drought period would also be dry. With reserves set aside for an
additional dry year, the shortages would be substantially greater than those shown in the State
Water Board’s EIR.
The ability of the Member Units to “make up” shortages does not affect the lead agencies’
impact conclusions. Such an ability addresses the potential for mitigation of what is a very real
environmental impact. The ability of the lead agencies to pump and deliver extra groundwater,
implement short-term transfers, or economically desalinate seawater is overstated in the State
Water Board’s EIR. In fact, these measures would not feasibly generate a sufficient water
supply during a drought to fully mitigate the significant water supply impact caused by the
State Water Board’s project. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-11 and G2-22.
During drought periods, lowered water levels significantly reduce yields from ID No. 1’s 4 and
6 cfs well fields. Moreover, yield from wells in the Santa Ynez Upland basis is overstated in
the State Water Board’s EIR due to well destruction, water quality problems, and lowering of
the water table. The ability of the lead agencies to implement short-term transfers is speculative
at best because it depends on a surplus of State Water Project supplies to southern California
contractors and the ability of other contractors to come to terms with the Member Units.
CEQA does not require speculation. To the contrary, State CEQA Guidelines section 15145
specifically states that speculation is not required in an EIR. Likewise, NEPA does not require
an analysis of impacts that are too speculative to identify. (See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
v. Veneman (2002) 313 F.3d 1094.) Nor would ID No. 1 be an alternate water supply, as
hypothesized by the State Water Board’s EIR. ID No. 1 does not have surplus water to sell. It
is foreseeable that overlying groundwater pumpers would oppose the water transfer because it
would increase the risk to their own water supplies. Most importantly, there are no physical
facilities to transfer pumped groundwater from the Santa Ynez Valley to the South Coast.
Seawater desalination is infeasible because of the cost, including high energy costs, and also
because of the ramp up period necessary to produce water, which could exceed one year
because of required permitting and the need to reassemble a capable personnel team to operate
Santa Barbara’s desalination plant. Please also refer to the responses to Comment G1-7 and
G1-34.
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The lead agencies also respectfully disagree with the State Water Board regarding the
characterization of impacts to riparian and lakeshore vegetation and recreation. The comment
letter indicates that impacts to riparian and lakeshore vegetation and recreation are significant
and unmitigable “because of the length of time that is needed to establish mature oak trees.”
However, the thresholds of significance used by the State Water Board in its EIR do not have a
temporal aspect to them. The lead agencies and the State Water Board may disagree about
whether impacts to oak trees are mitigable, but the State Water Board’s thresholds do not
compel a conclusion that oak tree impacts are unmitigable. The basis for concluding that the
oak tree restoration program will offset the impacts of surcharging is described in the EIR/EIS.
Oak trees will be planted in advance of impacts over a 10-year period, and will result in twice
as many oaks as those affected on the shoreline. Please refer to the responses to Comments S25, L1-1, L1-4, L1-19, L1-25, L1-26, L1-27, L1-28, L1-29, L1-30, L1-31, L1-41, L1-50, G112, G1-39 and G2-26. In addition, COMB and Reclamation have the discretion under CEQA
and NEPA to formulate standards for significance for use in the EIR/EIS. Please refer to the
responses to Comments L1-19 and G2-25.
The relocation of water treatment facilities is the subject of a Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the
Lake (MOU), executed in February 2004 by the County of Santa Barbara, Cachuma
Conservation Release Board (CCRB), and Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District,
Improvement District No. 1 (ID No. 1). Under the terms of the MOU, Reclamation and
COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has relocated the water treatment plant at
the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of the MOU, whichever occurs first.
This agreement provides time for the County to fund, design, and relocate this essential facility
to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist
the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. Please also refer to the responses to
Comments L1-14 and L1-43.
S1-3

The lead agencies agree with the State Water Board that “the SWRCB, not COMB is the sole
agency with discretionary authority to modify the Reclamation’s water rights to protect public
trust resources and downstream water rights.” Within that right is the State Water Board’s
right to set flow requirements. The State Water Board EIR will be the definitive document
regarding the environmental impacts of modifying the release requirements contained in the
Reclamation’s permits. However, this does not preclude Reclamation from managing its
operations in a manner consistent with its existing water rights, which include the protection of
public trust resources, pending a water rights decision by the State Water Board. Its method of
doing so is the subject of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please also refer to
the response to Comment S1-1.

S1-4

The lead agencies agree that “if the COMB EIR/EIS is finalized before the completion of the
SWRCB Phase II hearing, the EIR/EIS may not accurately reflect any changes to
Reclamation’s water rights permits as a result of the hearing.” However, the potential that
changes to Reclamation’s water rights permits would not be accurately reflected in the
FMP/BO EIR/EIS is speculative at best and thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS. The State
Water Board is considering seven alternatives at this time and admits in this comment that “The
Division cannot predict the final release requirements or other measures that will be included in
Reclamation’s permits.” The lead agencies have requested the State Water Board to select
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Alternative 3C. In that event, the FMP/BO EIR/EIS will, in fact, accurately reflect the State
Water Board’s changes to the Reclamation’s water rights permits. Depending on the changes to
Reclamation’s water rights permits actually selected by the State Water Board, the lead
agencies will exercise their discretion to determine whether additional environmental review is
required under CEQA and NEPA.
S1-5

For the reasons stated in responses to Comments S1-1 through S1-4, the lead agencies
respectfully decline to exclude flow related measures from their analysis of environmental
impacts. COMB appreciates the opportunity to have spoken to the State Water Board about the
possibility of referring the matter to the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), as referenced
in this comment. Those discussions resulted in a letter from the State Water Board received on
October 28, 2003 (see Appendix G). That letter acknowledges receipt by the State Water Board
of the CCRB’s letter of June 21, 2003 explaining why there is no lead agency conflict. The
State Water Board’s October 28, 2003 letter also states that the State Water Board no longer
intends to refer the lead agency issue to OPR. The lead agencies believe that their responses to
the State Water Board’s comments have further resolved any “potential for confusion”
identified in the State Water Board’s comment letter.

S2 - California Department of Fish and Game [11 comments]
Reclamation and COMB appreciate California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG’s) review of the
Draft EIR/EIS. CDFG concurs with the conclusions in the EIR/EIS that the overall FMP/BO project
will have beneficial impacts to southern steelhead and other aquatic species, and that some non-flow
components of the project could have adverse but less than significant impacts which can be fully
mitigated.
S2-1

COMB and Reclamation appreciate CDFG's support of the recommended management actions
identified in the FMP and BO. COMB and Reclamation do intend to conduct additional studies
of the subjects described in this comment.

S2-2

As noted in Section 1.4 of the EIR/EIS, COMB and Reclamation will prepare appropriate
NEPA and/or CEQA documents for those FMP/BO actions that are only addressed at a
programmatic level in the EIR/EIS. See Table 2-1 of the document for a list of FMP/BO
actions that will require additional environmental studies when future design work is
completed.

S2-3

The FMP/BO EIR/EIS does not overlap with the Draft EIR recently released by the State
Water Board. The FMP/BO is distinct from the State Water Board’s project. Please refer to
the response to Comment S1-1. The lead agencies agree that “the … water rights hearings …
may result in changes to the amount and timing of water releases.” However, the lead
agencies respectfully decline to delay the release of the Final EIR for the FMP/BO because
doing so would only delay benefits to the public trust resources of the Santa Ynez River.
Please refer to the response to Comment S1-4.

S2-4

The oak tree replacement program will include the establishment of native understory herbs and
shrubs at restoration sites at Lake Cachuma where a large, continuous woodland can be created
and maintained. The species mix, planting method, and plant density would be determined on a
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site by site basis taking into consideration slope, aspect, soil type, and presence of other oak
trees.
COMB and Reclamation will provide an opportunity for CDFG to review and comment on the
final oak tree replacement plan.
Under the proposed oak tree replacement program, oaks will only be established in areas that
do not contain native grasslands or wetlands, and that would not require the removal of
undisturbed chaparral or coastal sage scrub. Hence, no sensitive or intact native scrub,
woodland, grassland, or wetland habitats would be displaced by the oak plantings. Oaks will be
established in areas that are dominated by non-native annual grasses. As such, no significant
incidental impacts to native habitat were identified in the EIR/EIS.
S2-5

Potential oak tree restoration areas in the Cachuma Lake Recreation Area outside the County
Park are described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS and shown on Figure 6-3.
COMB and Reclamation have set an upper limit to the number of oak trees to be established in
the County Park area in order to avoid conflicts with recreational uses. Hence, the additional
trees that may need to be planted to off set mortality will be located outside the County Park,
but within the Cachuma Recreation Area.
The proposed oak tree restoration program includes the use of supplemental watering to
minimize mortality. In addition, the program includes replacement planting on an ongoing basis
to ensure achievement of the final target number of plants by the 20th year of the program.
Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-1, L1-4, L1-19, L1-25, L1-26, L127, L1-28, L1-29, L1-30, L1-31, L1-41, L1-50, G1-12, G1-39 and G2-26.

S2-6

The potential impacts to a great heron rookery due to the Lower Hilton Creek Channel
Extension Project have been included in Section 7.3.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. The presence of
this rookery and the potential for this impact to occur will be evaluated in a subsequent,
project-specific environmental document for this project. If the rookery is present along the
proposed channel extension alignment at the time this project is pursued, COMB and
Reclamation will select an alternative alignment to avoid removal of trees from the rookery,
and will time construction to avoid disturbance to the herons. As such, a significant impact to
the rookery would be avoided.

S2-7

The Santa Barbara County Flood Control District has not historically conducted any channel or
vegetation maintenance along the Santa Ynez River between Bradbury Dam and Alisal Road. If
a flood hazard developed along this reach due to an accumulation of obstructive vegetation in
the river channel, the District may conduct routine maintenance to reduce or thin the vegetation
at strategic points. Such actions are governed by the Standard Maintenance Practices (SMPs) in
the District’s approved Routine Maintenance Program. The SMPs include measures to
minimize impacts to riparian habitats and avoid significant impacts to sensitive species, such
that no significant environmental impacts would occur. Hence, no significant indirect impact
due to future District activities along this reach of the river was identified in the EIR/EIS. The
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need for, and the extent of, any future clearing is highly speculative, and therefore outside the
scope of the EIR/EIS.
S2-8

Section 5.8.3 of the EIR/EIS has been revised to include an analysis of the potential impact of
releases from Bradbury Dam to supplement natural passage flows during certain years when
there are specific hydrologic conditions in the river and water in the Fish Passage Account.
These short term releases would occur during the period January through May, and could
affect water surface elevation in riparian habitat downstream of Alisal Bridge where nests could
be established by willow flycatcher in May. The impact on nesting is not considered significant
because the maximum increase in water surface elevation would be minor (less than one foot),
and flycatcher are expected to place nests in secure locations during these high flow conditions
in late spring.

S2-9

COMB and Reclamation will incorporate recommended measures 1, 2, 4, and 5 presented in
the comment to avoid significant impacts to the California red-legged frog when conducting
any FMP/BO-related construction work in potential habitat for this species. Measure 3 will not
be incorporated into the FMP/BO project at this time because the nature, extent, and
requirements of this measure are not described in the comment, making it infeasible to evaluate
is application.

S2-10 The lead agencies disagree with CDFG’s conclusion regarding fish passage “alternatives” or as
more accurately characterized in the Final EIR/EIS, “upper basin actions.” Passage to the
upper basin was considered in the FMP/BO and discarded as a potential recommended action
for immediate implementation due to numerous issues outlined in Section 10.13 of the Draft
EIR/DEIS and Appendix E of the FMP. However, the FMP recommends that the Adaptive
Management Committee continue to study feasibility issues associated with providing passage
for steelhead to the upper basin and make recommendations to the Consensus Committee
regarding additional restoration opportunities (SYRTAC 2000, page 5-14). This study is part
of Project No. 28 in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis presented in Section 10.13
determined that, given the risk of impacts associated with passage to the small adult steelhead
population currently found in the lower Santa Ynez River, providing passage for steelhead
around Bradbury Dam does not have adequate biological benefits to support implementation at
this time. Future studies called for under the study program regarding the benefits and
feasibility of upper basin access would need to include a full range of potential engineering
options, further evaluation of potential biological benefit, and reexamination of institutional
issues in light of the evaluated options and policies of resource agencies at the time.
An EIR or EIS need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Please refer to the
response to Comment L1-5. Substantial evidence supports the lead agencies’ findings that
passage above Bradbury Dam is infeasible at this time. Please refer to the responses to
Comments G2-10 and N1-6. Under CEQA, the term “feasible” means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. (Public Resources Code section
21061.1)
In Section 10.13 of the FMP/BO EIR/EIS, upper basin actions are evaluated in terms of benefit
to the steelhead population, technical feasibility, and institutional feasibility. Upper Basin

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

8

Responses to Comments

actions would benefit steelhead and other aquatic species directly and indirectly by: (1)
improving access to spawning and rearing habitats; (2) protecting the genetic integrity of
southern steelhead; and (3) increasing public awareness and support for steelhead protection.
However, as documented in Section 10.13, Upper Basin actions are currently either technically
or economically infeasible or infeasible because the adverse risks to steelhead outweigh the
potential benefits. Without receiving additional information regarding what the commenter
believes would be an adequate analysis, the balance of the comment is speculative and the lead
agencies cannot address the comment in any more detail.
S2-11 COMB and Reclamation will contact the CDFG to initiate the 1600 process for individual
FMP/BO project that require a Streambed Alteration Agreement at the appropriate time. The
lead agencies have routinely acquired 1601 Agreements for prior fish-related projects and will
continue to do so as a matter of course.
S3 - Coastal Conservancy [10 comments]
S3-1

Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 and S1-2.

S3-2

Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 and S1-2.

S3-3

Please refer to the responses to Comment S1-2.

S3-4

Table 2-1 has been corrected in the Final EIR/EIS.

S3-5

The phrase “Mitigated Negative Declaration” in Section 2.7.1 has been corrected to “Negative
Declaration.”

S3-6

In the event that sensitive species, such as pond turtles or red-legged frogs, were present at a
work area for an FMP/BO tributary project and measures were implemented to remove or
exclude these species from the work sites, COMB and Reclamation would also require
monitoring during construction ensure that the exclusion measures are effective and that the
sensitive species have not recolonized the work area. This monitoring effort is a standard
procedure employed by COMB and Reclamation on prior fish habitat enhancement projects.

S3-7

The water quality impact assessment in Section 10.4.3.2 regarding water quality in Lake
Cachuma has been corrected to indicate that the predicted reduction in SWP water deliveries to
the lake could have an adverse, but less than significant, impact on water quality in the lake.

S3-8

The title of Table 10-26 has been corrected per the comment.

S3-9

The numbering of Sections 10.6.2.1 and 10.6.2.2 has been corrected per the comment.

S3-10 The summary of impacts for the No Passage Flow Alternative in Section 10.6.1.3 of the
EIR/EIS has been corrected by removing the reference to a reduction in water deliveries in
drought years.
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LOCAL AGENCIES
L1 - Santa Barbara County [55 comments]
L1-1

The lead agencies concur with the County that public support is essential for implementation of
major elements of the Plan described in the County’s comment letter. To further enhance
public support for the FMP/BO, COMB has met with County staff on several occasions since
the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS to resolve concerns about impacts to oak trees and
recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to surcharging. Based on this coordination, the
Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection
of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the
County, CCRB, and ID No. 1 which provides for the relocation of the water treatment plant at
Cachuma Lake County Park, and ensures that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3foot surcharge would be avoided. In addition, COMB has agreed to increase the initial oak tree
planting ratio after meeting with County P&D staff to provide additional assurances that the
proposed oak tree restoration program will be successful. Please refer to the responses to
Comments L1-25 through L1-31. These efforts to resolve the County’s concerns will further
enhance public support for the project.
The lead agencies concur with the County’s comment that significant impacts to public
recreation and biological resources could occur from the 3-foot surcharge at Cachuma Lake.
These impacts are identified in the FMP/BO EIR/EIS as significant, but mitigable impacts;
mitigation measures that reduce these impacts to less than significant levels presented in
Sections 6.6 (recreation) and 6.4 (biological resources).
The FMP/BO Draft EIR/EIS does not overlap with the Draft EIR recently released by the State
Water Board. The FMP/BO is distinct from the State Water Board’s action. Please refer to the
responses to Comments S1-1 and S1-2.
The County of Santa Barbara Parks Department, County of Santa Barbara Flood Control
District and the County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department were consulted on aspects
of project implementation. In addition, the County of Santa Barbara Flood Control District and
the County Water Agency were contacted for information during the preparation of the Draft
EIR/EIS.
COMB representatives met with County Park Department representatives in 2000 to discuss
surcharge and facilities relocation. Also, as described in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
URS Corporation met with staff from County Parks to discuss oak tree planning opportunities.
URS also reviewed and incorporated the results of the County Park study on facility relocation
(Flowers & Associates, 2000). The County Public Works Department was consulted in
reference to the road crossings at Quiota Creek.
The statements regarding the analysis of impacts and alternatives are addressed in responses to
Comments L1-3, L1-4, L1-5, L1-8, L1-9, L1-19, L1-21, L1-22, L1-23, L1-24, L1-42, L1-43,
L1-44, L1-47, L1-48 and L1-55. Changes to the timing of project implementation are discussed
in response to Comment L1-3.
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L1-2

The County was consulted, particularly in reference to facilities relocation at the County Park.
Please also refer to the response to Comment L1-1.

L1-3

The lead agencies and the County have reached an agreement that addresses County concerns
related to impacts to recreational facilities, which in turn, addresses the associated socioeconomic and water quality concerns. The Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the
Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU)
was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1 which provides for
the relocation of the water treatment plant at Cachuma Lake County Park, and ensures that a
significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided. Please refer to
the responses to Comment S1-2 and L1-43.

L1-4

The FMP/BO projects and actions are not inconsistent with the County General Plan and so
comply with State CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) and Napa Citizens for Honest
Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 374, cited in
the County’s comment letter as well as 40 C.F.R. 1502.16(c) and 40 C.F.R. 1506.2(d)
referenced in Comment L1-21. A description of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable
County Comprehensive Plan policies is provided in response to Comment L1-21.
Oak tree impacts due to surcharging are described in the Draft EIR/EIS and a mitigation
measure (OK-1, a 20-year oak tree restoration program) is presented in Section 6.4.5 which
would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. A description of how the oak tree
restoration program would offset the impacts to oak trees and avoid a significant impact is
provided in Section 6.4.3 and in response to Comment L1-25.
It should be noted that the County’s standard significance thresholds and mitigation
requirements for oak tree impacts apply to projects that require a land use permit from the
County. (County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (Updated
as of 1993), Section 6.D.) Moreover, Section 35-903 of the County of Santa Barbara
Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Ordinance, Article IX of Chapter 35 of the
Santa Barbara County Code, published in June, 2003 expressly exempts the federal government
from its impact thresholds and mitigation requirements: “the provisions of this article do not
apply to the removal of deciduous oak trees … by the federal government on leased or
federally-owned property” and also acknowledges the exemption under Government Code
section 53090 et seq. Section 35-905 states that “if any provision of [said Ordinance] conflicts
with any provision of any regulation contained in any previously adopted ordinance of the
County, the provisions of [the Ordinance] shall be controlling.”

L1-5

In its comment letter, the County recommends a temporary or incremental surcharge of Lake
Cachuma to reduce or avoid recreational impacts of the lead agencies’ proposed 3-foot
surcharge which would allow the County additional time to obtain sufficient financing and
accomplish the relocation of key facilities. This recommendation has been adopted in the form
of the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the
Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU), which was executed in February
2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. The MOU provides for the relocation of the
water treatment plant at Cachuma Lake County Park, and ensures that a significant impact on
recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided.
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As required by both CEQA and NEPA, the Draft EIR/EIS discusses a range of reasonable
alternatives in detail in Section 2. (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126(a); 40 CFR § 1502.14.) The
County and the Service, as COMB and Reclamation, have the discretion to determine how
many alternatives constitute a reasonable range. (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 556; see also Citizens against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey,
938 F.2d 190, 195-196 (U.S. App., D.C., 1991) (“We uphold an agency's definition of
objectives so long as the objectives that the agency chooses are reasonable, and we uphold its
discussion of alternatives so long as the alternatives are reasonable and the agency discusses
them in reasonable detail.”; Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174,
1181 (U.S. App. 9th Cir., 1990) (“an agency's consideration of alternatives is sufficient if it
considers an appropriate range of alternatives, even if it does not consider every available
alternative”)) Although an infinite number of alternatives and variations could be identified,
neither EIRs nor EISs are required to evaluate all possible alternatives or “consider an
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is
considered to be remote and speculative.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126(d)(5)C; 40 CFR §
1502.14(a).)
As a result, the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS focuses on those options that could
be implemented and that, if implemented, would have the potential to reduce or avoid any
significant adverse environmental effects associated with the proposed project, meet project
objectives, and are potentially feasible. The selection of alternatives is discussed in the Draft
EIR/EIS at Section 10.0. The alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS are the proposed
project; Surcharge Alternatives; Rearing Flow Alternatives; Modified Passage Flow
Alternatives; Alternative Sets of FMP/BO Actions; Hilton Creek Channel Extension
Alternatives; Passage Impediment Removal and Bank Stabilization Projects; and the No Project
Alternative. The alternatives identified in the Draft EIR/EIS were chosen to foster informed
decision-making and public participation.
Lower target flows were analyzed in Section 10.4.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Lower target
flows only partially meet project objectives because they would not provide the rearing flows
required in the Biological Opinion. In addition, lower target flows were found to enhance
habitat at a lower magnitude than the proposed project. Modification of the target rearing
flows could require re-initiation of consultation which may result in a new or modified
Biological Opinion. Whether NOAA Fisheries would modify target flows upon re-initiation of
consultation is speculative at best, and thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS. The proper
amount of rearing flows is not within the jurisdiction of the lead agencies. The lead agencies
have properly defined their Project consistent with the parameters established by the oversight
agencies. Please also refer to the response to Comment L1-9.
The 1.8-foot surcharge alternative was analyzed in Section 10.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
1.8-foot Surcharge Alternative would not fully meet the project purpose and need and
objectives because it would cause a significant project-specific impact on water supply. The
comment implies that the recognized water supply impacts of the 1.8-foot surcharge alternative
can be reduced by a combination with lower passage flows. Lower passage flows are properly
rejected for the reasons stated above, so the water supply impacts from the 1.8-foot surcharge
would remain unmitigated. Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and L1-11.
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L1-6

COMB and Reclamation have consulted with responsible and coordinating agencies. Please
refer to the responses to Comments L1-1 and L1-2. Without additional information, the balance
of the comment is speculative and the lead agencies cannot address the comment in any more
detail. However, recreation, socio-economic and water quality impacts are discussed in
response to Comment L1-3. Thresholds of significance are discussed in responses to
Comments L1-19 and G2-25. Facilities relocation and oak tree impacts are discussed in
responses to Comments L1-35 and L1-36. An additional alternative addressing this comment is
discussed in response to Comment L1-14.

L1-7

Agency roles have been correctly identified in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and at page 18. Please also refer to the responses to Comments L1-1 and L1-2. COMB and Reclamation’s
cooperative relationship with the State Water Board and the County are described in response
to Comment L1-18. This cooperative relationship includes allowing the County to obtain the
funding and time necessary to mitigate project impacts. Finally, for the reasons stated in each
of the responses to comments designated "L1", COMB and Reclamation conclude that the
analysis in the FMP/BO EIR/EIS is adequate and recirculation is, therefore, unwarranted under
CEQA and NEPA.

L1-8

In late 2003, COMB adopted a Notice of Exemption for the radial gate maintenance project.
COMB informed the County that the contract for the project included the repainting the
Bradbury Dam radial gates, as well as the fabrication and installation of gate extensions or
flashboards, which are necessary for surcharging Cachuma Lake pursuant to the FMP/BO.
There are no environmental impacts of installing the flashboards. Reclamation and COMB will
not surcharge the lake until the FMP/BO project has been approved, and only in accordance
with the MOU executed amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Reclamation has recently
issued a Categorical Exemption for installing the flashboards.

L1-9

The Draft EIR/EIS statements of Project Purpose and Need and CEQA Objectives are
appropriate. Like all other water uses in California, public trust uses must conform to the
standard of reasonable use. (National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d
419, 443; People ex.rel. State Water Resources Control Bd. v. Forni (1976) 54 Cal.App.3d
743, 749-750) Public trust uses are part of the balancing process undertaken by the State
Water Board to arrive at the public interest. See Water Code § 1257. To optimize the potential
for consistency with the State Water Board, COMB and Reclamation adopted the same legal
standard. Please also refer to the response to Comment G2-9.
COMB and Reclamation have the flexibility under CEQA and NEPA to define their own
project objectives. (Dusek v. Anaheim Redevelopment Agency (1986) 173 Cal.App.3d 1029,
1040-41; accord Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 135759; see also Citizens against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 195-196 (U.S. App.,
1991) (“We uphold an agency's definition of objectives so long as the objectives that the
agency chooses are reasonable, and we uphold its discussion of alternatives so long as the
alternatives are reasonable and the agency discusses them in reasonable detail.”)) State CEQA
Guidelines section 15124 states that “a clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead
agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR.” Accordingly, the
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range of alternatives responds to the project objectives stated in the EIR. The project objectives
are not required to conform to the universe of potential alternatives.
L1-10 Some of the details of Cachuma water supply in the comment are not correct. For example, the
comment that the Draft EIR/EIS states that “water for Plan purposes could only come from
reservoir surcharge” is not true. The Draft EIR states the opposite in that not even the 3.0 foot
surcharging fully offsets the anticipated water needs for rearing flows (Section 10.3.1.1, pg.
10-13). Even with the 3.0 foot surcharge, the water supply shortages for the proposed project
in the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 5.2.2, Table 5-10) show an increase from 7,070 to 9,890 acrefeet in the critical drought year, assuming no reserves are set aside (relying on a perfect
forecast of the end of the drought). Please also refer to the response to Comment S1-2.
Additionally the statement that “the probability of shortages in any year is low” is not entirely
correct. If Cachuma Lake has just spilled, then it is true that the probability of shortages is low
for the next couple of years. However, the probability of shortages increases as the storage in
the reservoir declines and the watershed becomes drier. Currently, as of December 2003,
Cachuma Lake storage is below 110,000 acre-feet (about 55% of capacity) and the probability
of shortages in the near future is high. The statement that entire shortages could be deferred
until the 6th year of the critical period also is not true because of the inability to perfectly
forecast when a drought will end and how long the drought will last.
L1-11 State Water Project supplies to Member Units are limited and may not be adequate to make-up
any potential near-term shortfalls due to reduced surcharge. The State Water Project deliveries
are projected to be short state-wide for the upcoming year 2004 and between 70-80% for
delivery to Member Units on a long term average. At one time water supply managers
assumed that the State’s drought water bank would be available to supplement the “Table A”
shortages with water purchased for a nominal fee. However, in 2003 there was no water
available in the drought water bank. Furthermore, the CCWA pipeline also has capacity
limitations to deliver water to Cachuma Lake, narrowing the flexibility to receive SWP water.
Additional constraints affect deliveries of State Water Project water to Cachuma Lake when the
outlet works are being used for releases into the river. Under this condition SWP deliveries
are not permitted in the months of December through June if there is a continuous flow in the
mainstem of Santa Ynez River. Otherwise, the deliveries are limited to 50% of the outlet
releases into the river. Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and G2-22.
L1-12 The shoreline area that would be inundated cannot be feasibly displayed in a map in the
EIR/EIS because the width of the inundation area only averages about 25 feet. A map that
displays this small distance around the shoreline would be extremely large and unwieldy to
include in the EIR/EIS. The large maps used to identify the inundation zone from a 3.0-foot
surcharge are available for inspection at the offices of URS Corporation. The maps used to
determine the effects of the 3.0-foot surcharge on County Park facilities was prepared by Santa
Barbara County (see the Flowers & Associates 2000 report) and is available at the County
Parks Department and URS Corporation for inspection. The maps used to identify the
inundation impacts on archeological sites along the shoreline of the lake are confidential, but
available for inspection by qualified agency personnel at the Bureau of Reclamation’s MidPacific Region office in Sacramento.
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L1-13 An assessment of potential visual impacts due to surcharging has been added to Section 6.6.2
(Recreation) in the Final EIR/EIS. No significant visual impact would occur for the following
reasons. One, the frequency and magnitude of water level fluctuations in Cachuma Lake with
the surcharge would be the same as under current conditions. Hence, most park users and
viewers from Highway 154 would not detect a visual difference. Two, an increase in water
levels during high runoff years would not increase the extent or severity of shoreline erosion –
the current level of shoreline erosion would remain, albeit at a slightly higher elevation. Three,
the increase in water surface elevation would not be perceptible to viewers when the lake level
is low during dry periods due to the small vertical distance of the surcharge (3 feet) compared
to the drop in elevation during dry periods that range up to 40 feet. Four, fluctuations in lake
levels is a common element of the visual setting of Cachuma Lake and other drinking water
reservoirs. Hence, a minor alteration in the lake level would not be viewed as unusual or
distinct.
L1-14 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to a
3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake
(MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the
terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of
the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design,
and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the
MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The
MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot
surcharge would be avoided.
L1-15 See response to Comment L1-14.
L1-16 Section 3.2.6 of the EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate that the Modified Storm Operations
program was developed by the County Water Agency and County Flood Control District, and
that the program relies on the County “alert” automated rain gauge system and County “FC
River” flood forecast computer program.
L1-17 The FMP/BO management actions and projects are distinct from the State Water Board’s
project. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 through S1-5. The State Water
Board’s discretion to modify any of the proposed activities of the FMP/BO is discussed in the
Draft EIR/EIS at Section 1.6. The actual project analyzed in the State Water Board EIR
“consists of potential modifications to Reclamation’s existing water rights permits to provide
appropriate protection of downstream water rights and public trust resources on the Santa Ynez
River.” It would be speculative at best to conjecture whether the State Water Board would or
will modify any of the proposed activities of the FMP/BO and thus outside the scope of the
EIR/EIS. It would therefore not be appropriate for the State Water Board to serve as the lead
agency over a project over which it has not yet and may never exercise any influence.
State CEQA Guidelines section 15051(c), cited in this comment states, in relevant part that
“the agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the Lead Agency.” In this
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case, two projects are in question. That fact distinguishes this project approval from that
discussed in Citizens Task Force on Sohio v. Board of Harbor Comm’rs (1979) 23 Cal.3d 812,
also cited in this comment. In the Sohio case, only one project was alleged to have been
contemplated – the movement of oil by an overland pipeline. The case primarily concerned
whether the Port of Long Beach or the PUC should be the lead agency, which bore on the
question of whether the PUC was an indispensable party for purposes of keeping the case in
State Court.
L1-18 The respective roles of the State Water Board and the lead agencies are explained in responses
to Comments S1-5 and L1-17. It should be noted that the State Water Board has expressed its
intent to COMB and Reclamation not to submit a lead agency dispute to the Office of Planning
and Research.
L1-19 The lead agencies described specific impact thresholds stated in Section 4.4 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. These impact thresholds were consistently referenced throughout the Draft EIR/EIS.
(e.g., Sections 5.1.3, 5.3.3, 5.4.3, 5.5.3, 5.6.3, 5.7.4, 5.8.3, 5.9.3, 5.10.3, 6.2.3, 6.3.3,
6.5.3, 7.1.4, 7.2.3, 8.1.4.) The standard used in the Draft EIR/EIS for impacts to lakeshore
vegetation, including oak trees is described in Section 4.4.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, which states,
in relevant part: “Would the project … have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations
or by the CDFG or US Fish and Wildlife Service.” Using this impact threshold, the Draft
EIR/EIS concludes in Section 6.4.3 that the loss of oak trees associated with the proposed
Project along the margins of Cachuma Lake is considered a significant impact (Class II).
CEQA does not mandate particular significance thresholds. Instead, CEQA specifically states
that the lead agency has the discretion to formulate standards for significance for use in the
EIR. State CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b) states:
“The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment
calls for a careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent
possible on scientific and factual data. An iron clad definition of significant effect is not
always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.”
Likewise, the determination of significance standards for NEPA involves agency discretion.
(See, e.g., City of New York v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (2nd Cir. 1983) 715 F.2d 732.)
Neither CEQA nor NEPA require the Lead Agencies to use the County’s thresholds nor
compare their thresholds to those of the County. Please also refer to the response to Comment
G2-25.
L1-20 A socioeconomic impact threshold has been added to Section 4.4 of the EIR/EIS in response to
this comment.
L1-21 The FMP and BO are not inconsistent with the County General Plan and so comply with State
CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) or 40 C.F.R. 1502.16(c). Neither 40 C.F.R. 1502.16(c)
nor 40 C.F.R. 1506.2(d) requires discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with local
plans, policies or other controls. The former requires a discussion of “possible conflicts”. The
latter requires a discussion of “any inconsistency.” However, in response to the comments, the
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lead agencies have provided a full analysis of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable
County Comprehensive Plan Policies in Appendix G. The FMP/BO is consistent with
applicable County policies.
The FMP/BO is consistent with applicable regional, such as the Santa Barbara County Clean
Air Plan, prepared by the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, and the Water
Quality Control Plan (or Basin Plan) for the Central Coast prepared by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects are consistent
with the Clean Air Plan because they would not facilitate or induce growth, nor involve
substantial construction related emissions. The proposed FMP/BO management actions and
projects are consistent with the Basin Plan because the proposed releases for fish habitat would
not degrade water quality, and the proposed flow and non-flow related project and management
actions would enhance several beneficial uses identified in the Santa Ynez River, including
wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species, and wetlands.
L1-22 Please see response to Comment L1-4.
L1-23 Please see response to Comment L1-4.
L1-24 Please see response to Comment L1-4.
L1-25 Based on a second review of the County’s facility relocation plan by Flowers & Associates, it
appears that approximately 10 native oak trees could be removed for the facility relocation. The
Final EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect this adjusted estimate. The 10 trees that could be
affected by Park facility relocation due to surcharging are not included in the estimate of 452
trees affected along the shoreline. It should be noted that many, if not most, of the 10 trees
may be avoided if the County develops site layouts to avoid trees during the design phase for
the facility relocations. Reclamation and COMB would make their oak tree restoration program
available to the County to replace any oak trees that cannot be avoided due to the County
facility relocation.
COMB and Reclamation do not agree that the loss of oak trees over time along the Cachuma
Lake shoreline due to periodic surcharging should be considered a significant, unmitigable
impact because of the three factors identified in the comment: (1) the large number of trees
involved compared to other projects in the County; (2) aesthetic impact of tree loss; and (3)
indirect impact on wildlife at Cachuma Lake. The reasons why these factors do not elevate the
impact to a significant unmitigable impact are as follows:


As described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS, oak tree loss along the shoreline due to
periodic surcharge may require 10 to 20 years or more, as evident by the existence of oak
trees in the current inundation zone after 50 years of reservoir operation. Hence, the oak
tree loss will be incremental over time, and should not be characterized as an immediate
loss of 452 trees, as suggested in the comment.



The loss of oak trees can be feasibly mitigated over time with the proposed oak tree
replacement program, which is designed to ensure final success, increase the number of
oak trees in the Cachuma Lake Recreation Area, and replace trees concurrent with, or
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prior to, individual tree loss. As such, a feasible and effective mitigation measure has been
identified that would mitigate this long-term impact. The guiding principles for the
program are listed below which demonstrate the lead agencies’ commitment to a successful
oak tree replacement program.
−

Oak tree loss will be incremental and occur over a long period of time. Hence, the
restoration program will be implemented in a phased manner in which adaptive
management can be used to refine and improve restoration methods over time to
increase success rate

−

Oaks will be restored on federal land where there is total control of land use activities,
and assurances of protection in perpetuity

−

The presence of the County Park and its need to regenerate oaks is an opportunity that
deserves to be pursued because it would create new habitat, as well as provide public
benefits.

−

The program is designed to maintain and monitor oak trees over a 20-year period in
order to ensure success, which would be trees that are self-sustaining, able to persist
without human intervention, and have demonstrate reproductive capabilities or clearly
show a progression to reproduction.

−

The final restoration objective is to provide twice as many trees as were affected by
surcharging by the 20th year of the program.

−

The initial planting ratio is 5:1 by agreement with County staff. This ratio is higher
than needed to offset the observed oak tree mortality experienced by County Parks at
Cachuma Lake, and therefore, provide greater assurances of long-term success.

−

Understory shrubs typically associated with the oak woodlands will be planted along
with the replacement oak trees in order to provide a more natural complement of plant
species and vegetative structure associated with oak woodlands.



As described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS, the loss of trees will occur in a relatively
narrow band along the shoreline. Individual trees will perish over time due to root distress
or from falling due to shoreline erosion. The impact will be exhibited by scattered
individual trees. Most of the trees along the shoreline are part of larger groves that extend
landward up canyon and north slopes. As such, the loss of individual trees will not create a
visual scar or remove oak trees from a portion of the shoreline. The extensive oak
woodlands that in the uplands surrounding the lake will remain intact, and would not be
subject to a significant and highly noticeable visual change.



The loss of scattered individual trees along the shoreline and along the perimeter of more
extensive oak woodlands would not have a significant impact on wildlife populations using
the oak woodlands at Cachuma Lake, nor on the ecosystem functions within an oak
woodland. No extensive woodlands would be removed by surcharging, nor would the loss
of tree create a significant gap in the oak tree cover along the shoreline. The loss of
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individual trees would not inhibit the primary ecosystem processes within the oak
woodlands surrounding the lake – that is, high primary productivity and decomposition of
dead materials; extensive cover and vegetative structure for wildlife; temperature
modulation for understory plant, invertebrate, and wildlife species; and high, energy-rich
food production (i.e., acorns). These processes would continue with no significant
degradation because the extensive oak woodlands around the lake would remain intact. It
should also be noted that the loss of oak trees along the shoreline will provide submerged
habitat for fish, as well as new perches for raptors, herons, and bald eagles.
L1-26 The proposed oak tree replacement program is designed to ensure replacement of affected trees
at a 2:1 ratio at the end of 20 years, not 10 years as stated in the comment. COMB and
Reclamation anticipate that 20 years will provide sufficient time to ensure replacement of these
long-lived and sometimes slow-growing trees. The proposed timeframe (20 years) to evaluate
success and provide replacement planting is substantially longer than the County’s requirement
for a 3-year maintenance period and 5–year monitoring period for replacing oak trees under the
County’s Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Ordinance (County Code Chapter
35, Article IX).
COMB and Reclamation considered a No Surcharge Alternative in Section 10.3.1 of the
EIR/EIS and determined that this alternative would avoid the significant, but mitigable impacts
to shoreline oak trees, archeological sites, and recreational facilities. However, it would
increase the significant water supply impact associated with the proposed project, and would be
inconsistent with the FMP/BO. Finally, this alternative would not represent a reasonable
balance of competing needs for water between fish and people. Based on these reasons, COMB
and Reclamation determined that this alternative is not preferable to the proposed project.
L1-27 COMB and Reclamation respectfully disagree with the assertion that the proposed oak tree
replacement program is inadequate to replace the valley oaks potentially affected by the
surcharge. COMB and Reclamation anticipate that such trees can be successfully established
over a 20-year period, as described in the EIR/EIS and in response to Comment L1-25. The
lead agencies anticipate that evidence of current or future reproduction would be demonstrated
during this time period. The proposed oak tree program with the long time period of
monitoring, nurturing, and replacement planting will provide greater assurances of success than
expected under the County’s deciduous oak tree replacement requirements (County Code
Chapter 35, Article IX). The proposed 20-year oak tree replacement program is consistent with
the County’s oak tree ordinance and development standards, as follows:

County Oak Tree Replacement Standards or
Requirements
Planting can be accomplished with acorns or
container plants
Replacement trees must be derived from local
sources
Tree spacing should be 20 to 180 feet on center
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County Oak Tree Replacement Standards or
Requirements
for valley oaks, and 20-foot spacing for coast live
oaks
Trees should be nurtured for 5 years, with the last
two years without supplemental water
Trees should be protected from soil compaction
and over-irrigation

Is the Proposed Program Consistent?

Trees must be fenced and protected from deer and
rodents until 8 feet tall
County Agricultural Commissioner has a
compliance role and authority depending upon the
number of oaks removed

Yes

Size of protected trees: Valley oak = 4 inches or
more. Coast live oak = 8 inches or more.

Yes
Yes

Yes, Reclamation and COMB are
willing to provide access and reports
to the Commissioner on the progress
of the restoration
Yes. Reclamation and COMB
recently agreed to reduce the
minimum size of valley oaks to be
replaced from 6” to 4.” The
proposed oak restoration program
includes replacement of coast live
oak trees with a minimum diameter
of 6,” which is lower than the
County standard.

In addition, COMB and Reclamation have recently agreed to increase the initial oak tree
planting ratio from 3:1 to 5:1 after discussions with the County staff to resolve concerns about
the proposed oak tree restoration program. The planting ratio will be increased over time if it
the observed mortality is higher than expected. Overall, the proposed oak replacement program
would include greater standards and replacement objectives than applied by the County. COMB
and Reclamation also agreed to ensure that understory shrubs typically associated with the oak
woodlands will be planted along with the replacement oak trees in order to provide a more
natural complement of plant species and vegetative structure associated with oak woodlands.
L1-28 COMB and Reclamation agree that a replacement ratio higher than 2:1 would be appropriate in
the event that the proposed oak tree maintenance and monitoring period was shortened in order
to account for mortality that would occur after the monitoring and maintenance ended.
However, lower replacement ratio compared to the County’s standards is appropriate because
of the long timeframe for nurturing the oaks (10 or more years). In addition, the observed
mortality of trees planted by the County at Cachuma Lake in recent years has only been about
33 percent.
COMB and Reclamation have recently agreed to increase the initial oak tree planting ratio from
3:1 to 5:1 after discussions with the County staff to resolve concerns about the proposed oak
tree restoration program. The planting ratio will be increased over time to greater than 5:1 if it
the observed mortality is higher than expected.
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L1-29 COMB and Reclamation agree that nurturing existing oak trees seedlings found at restoration
sites should be included as a cultivation option in the oak tree restoration plan.
At this time, COMB and Reclamation have not considered off site replacement oak tree
planting because there appears to be sufficient land available for oak tree replacement
surrounding the lake (several hundred suitable acres within the 6,000 acre-federal property),
and because of the desire to consolidate oak tree restoration at nearby sites to improve logistic
support.
Potential oak tree restoration areas in the Cachuma Lake Recreation Area outside the County
Park are described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS, and shown on Figure 6-3.
L1-30 Under the proposed oak tree replacement program described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS,
all trees that appear to be susceptible to future mortality from surcharging will be identified 10
years after project approval. These trees will be identified based on their location in the
inundation zone, evidence of physiological stress from prior surcharge events, and potential to
fall from future shoreline erosion. COMB and Reclamation will be conservative in identifying
these trees in order to ensure full replacement of all affected trees over time. Hence, trees will
be counted as “impacted trees” at 10 years when even when there is ambiguous evidence in
order to provide more trees than needed to offset the impact.
The comment is incorrect in stating that oak trees would be monitored and maintained for only
10 years. As indicated in Section 6.4 of the EIR/EIS, the term of the oak tree replacement
program is 20 years.
L1-31 The comment states that “The DEIR/S should identify and utilize a long-term goal for
replacing oak trees…” The proposed oak tree replacement program has a term of 20 years with
assurances of a 2:1 final replacement ratio. This program has a higher performance standard,
maintenance and monitoring requirement, and term than the County’s Deciduous Oak Tree
Protection and Regeneration Ordinance (County Code Chapter 35, Article IX). The proposed
oak tree replacement program meets and exceeds the request in this comment.
L1-32 Section 6.5.2 of the EIR/EIS has been expanded to address potential impacts to the additional
sensitive plant and wildlife species noted in the comment. Many of the species do not occur at
Cachuma Lake. For the other species which could occur at or near the lake, the analyses in
Section 6.5.2 indicate that no significant impact would occur to these species due to
surcharging at the lake. The species addressed in the analysis include least Bell’s vireo,
southwestern willow flycatcher, red-legged frog, yellow-breasted chat, California spotted owl,
Yellow warbler, Cooper's hawk, California horned lark, and California horned lizard.
Additional information on the impact of surcharging on grassland and wetland habitats along
the current shoreline is presented in Section 6.4.2. These analysis indicate that the loss of about
2 acres of non-native annual grassland in a narrow band around portions of the lake shoreline
would not be considered significant impact, and that landforms along the margins of the lake
and in tributaries to the lake will provide conditions to create emergent wetlands during high
lake levels that would offset any loss of existing shoreline wetlands. Many of the newly
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inundated areas contain well-developed soils and dense plant cover that will encourage the
establishment of wetlands plants.
L1-33 The proposed surcharging would not adversely affect bald eagles that reside or visit the
Cachuma Lake. One, the surcharge would not remove any known eagle perch site. Two, the
surcharge would not remove foraging areas along the shoreline – in fact, it would simply shift
the foraging areas upslope by several feet over time. Three, the surcharge would not affect the
abundance of game fish, which is a food item for the bald eagle, in the lake as described in the
EIR/EIS.
Contrary to the comment, information on the effects of surcharging on fish in Cachuma Lake is
presented in Section 6.3.2, which concludes that the periodic increase in lake level would have
a neutral to beneficial impact on fish populations.
During the endangered species consultation process with NOAA Fisheries concerning southern
steelhead, Reclamation determined that the proposed surcharge to provide water for another
endangered species would not adversely affect the endangered bald eagle. The results of the
impact assessment in Section 6.5.2 of the EIR/EIS confirm this determination. Reclamation has
fulfilled its obligations under the Endangered Species Act to consider the effect of its operations
at Cachuma Lake on federally listed species, and does not believe that consultation with US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required concerning the bald eagle. It should be noted
that USFWS and the CDFG participated in the development of the FMP, including the
surcharge element, and have not expressed concerns about impacts to eagles.
L1-34 Estimates of the timing and duration of high lake levels that would affect County Park facilities
at Cachuma Lake are provided in Tables 6-2 through 6-5 of the EIR/EIS. The information in
these tables was derived from the Santa Ynez Hydrology Model, as recommended in the
comment.
L1-35 The effects of a 3-foot surcharge on essential County Park facilities is identified in the EIR/EIS
as a significant, but mitigable impact because the facility relocation can be feasibly
accomplished without park closure or major inconvenience to park users. This conclusion is
further strengthened by the recent Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge of
Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU) that was
executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the terms of the
MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has relocated
the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of the MOU,
whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design, and
relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the MOU
provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The MOU
provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge
would be avoided. Based on these considerations, the lead agencies believe that the impact
should be considered Class II. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L143.
L1-36 Surcharging would not affect any facilities or access associated with Live Oak Camp or the
trails on the north side of Cachuma Lake. During a surcharge event, the river water surface
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elevations would be higher at the east end of the lake. This would create slightly more open
water within the view of visitors to Live Oak Camp. Most of the river channel near the camp is
bare open floodplain with large expanses of light-colored cobble. The increase in open water
habitat, and potential new emergent wetlands and willow woodland, would enhance the visual
qualities of the setting at Live Oak Camp and the recreational experience. COMB and
Reclamation did not identify any significant visual, recreational, or biological impact along the
river near Live Oak Camp during periodic high water levels.
See response to Comment L1-12 about the availability of a map showing the 753 foot elevation
line around Cachuma Lake.
The proposed surcharging would not affect river water levels at Paradise Road because it is
located almost ten miles upstream of Cachuma Lake.
L1-37 Section 6.1.2 of the EIR/EIS clearly indicates that the median duration of a 3.0-foot surcharge
at the peak elevation of 753 feet would be three months. Simulation modeling for the impact
assessment indicates that the maximum duration at this elevation over the period of record (76
years) would be six months. Section 6.6.2 of the EIR/EIS clearly states that high water levels
in the lake could extent into the summer months when visitation is high, adversely affecting
recreational uses. The EIR/EIS concludes that this condition could severely restrict uses at the
County Park, and possibly result in closure of key facilities like the marina and boat launch.
Contrary to the comment, the impacts to recreational facilities due to surcharging are fully
discussed in the EIR/EIS, including a worst-case scenario.
The assessment of impacts to recreational facilities at the County Park was based on a study
funded and managed by County Parks Department, which is most qualified to identify all
facilities that could be affected by the proposed 3.0-foot surcharge. The results of the County
study (contracted to Flowers & Associates) are summarized in Tables 6-15 and 11-1 of the
EIR/EIS. COMB and Reclamation are not aware of any omission in the EIR/EIS of any
facilities, operations, or maintenance requirements that could be affected by the surcharge and
the comment does not provide sufficient additional information to make an additional response
possible.
L1-38 The comment states that the conclusion in the EIR/EIS that the proposed surcharge could “…
cause a public safety hazard” minimizes the impact. COMB and Reclamation have identified a
significant impact that could affect public health and safety, and disclosed this impact in the
EIR/EIS. There has been no attempt to omit or understate this impact on park users.
L1-39 There is little to no potential for Cachuma Lake to be contaminated from the sewer lift stations
at the County Park during a 3-foot surcharge. These facilities would not be inundated by the
surcharge or wave run up. As stated in the EIR/EIS, the need to relocate these facilities is due
to a state health requirement that the lift stations cannot be operated when open water is present
within 50 feet of the stations.
There are no significant water supply impacts anticipated if COMB and Reclamation postpone
the 3-foot surcharge for a short period of time, while being allowed to implement a 1.8-foot
surcharge. This scenario is now expected to occur because of the recent MOU executed
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amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the MOU, COMB and Reclamation will
only surcharge to 1.8 feet until: (1) the County has relocated the water treatment plant; or (2)
five years have passed since the execution of the MOU, whichever occurs first. As a
consequence of the MOU, the County will have sufficient time to fund, design, and construct
this essential facility, and therefore, avoid a significant recreation impact. The MOU allows
provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the facility relocation, if necessary.
CCRB and ID No. 1 agreed to execute the MOU after determining that any water supply
impacts due to this restriction (up to 5 years) would not be significant. COMB and
Reclamation do not expect a significant water supply impact to occur during this 5-year period
given the current hydrologic conditions along the river and the low storage in the lake. Under
such conditions, there is no requirement for significant releases for fish that could cause a
water shortage.
L1-40 Information on the economic impacts of a prolonged reduction in visitation to Cachuma Lake is
presented in Section 6.6.2 of the Final EIR/EIS in response to this comment.
L1-41 The impact assessment in Section 6.6.2 indicates that wave run up is an expected event that
would require consideration when County Parks relocates facilities. The County Park study on
relocating recreational facilities utilized a 3-foot wave action in the impact analysis. The same
wave action value was used in the EIR/EIS impact assessment. COMB and Reclamation believe
that it is critical that wave action be considered for this issue. Table 6-15 of the EIR/EIS
includes a consideration of the wave run up height.
The comment indicates that COMB and Reclamation are relying on a future study for the
impact conclusion. This is incorrect. The impact assessment in Section 6.6.2 discloses all
facilities that could be affected.
The wave run up was considered for both oak trees and recreational facilities in the EIR/EIS.
L1-42 The lead agencies recognize that the facility relocation may require several years. This
condition was recognized in the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge of
Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU), executed in
February 2004 by the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the terms of the MOU,
Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has relocated the water
treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of the MOU,
whichever occurs first. This agreement provides time for the County to fund, design, and
relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge.
The MOU also allows the County time to re-negotiate its recreation lease with Reclamation, as
indicated in the comment. Finally, the comment incorrectly states that the State Water
Resources Control Board must “approve the new storage limits.” The State Water Board does
not need to approve the surcharge. Reclamation’s current water rights permit allows for
additional storage at Cachuma Lake, exceeding the amount provided by the 3-foot surcharge.
Hence, the State Water Board is not involved in the surcharge project.
Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L1-43.
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L1-43 This comment suggests that a balanced discussion of the legal issues pertaining to the relocation
of County Park facilities be presented. A presentation of those legal issues from the County’s
perspective is included as Attachment D to the comment letter.
The issue of funding a portion of the facilities relocation at Cachuma Lake has been resolved
by the recent MOU executed by the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the terms of the
MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has relocated
the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of the MOU,
whichever occurs first. This agreement provides time for the County to fund, design, and
relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the MOU
provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. Please
refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and L1-14.
L1-44 The lead agencies acknowledge the difference in opinion concerning the status of the County as
a CEQA Responsible Agency. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-1 and L1-2
concerning the position of the FMP/BO lead agencies. Despite the difference in opinion,
COMB, Reclamation, and the County have worked together in a cooperative manner since the
issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS to resolve the County’s concerns about recreational facility
relocation and oak tree mitigation. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and
L1-43.
L1-45 See response to Comment L1-39. There is no potential for lift stations to contaminate the lake
during surcharging. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L1-43.
L1-46 Reclamation’s Modified Winter Storm Operations are based on Reclamation Technical
Memorandum No. WR-8130-RA-TM-00-2, entitled “Risk Based Evaluation, Modified Storm
Operation – Bradbury Dam”, dated February 2000 and the Santa Barbara County Water
Agency report entitled “Report of Modified Storm Operations, Bradbury Dam, Cachuma
Project, Santa Barbara County, California”, dated December 29, 1998. The Reclamation
report provides probability analyses in relation to timing of the surcharge. There is no written
agreement between the Reclamation and the County that surcharging will not occur prior to
April 15. Surcharging will be undertaken on a case by case basis based on hydrologic
conditions and forecasts. In fact, in year 2001, flood control surcharging was nearly completed
by the end of March following the big spill event in early March.
L1-47 The EIR/EIS correctly identifies the mitigation for avoiding significant recreational impacts due
to a 3-foot surcharge – relocation of the essential facilities. While the lead agencies cannot
comment on the legal issue raised in the comment, the mitigation identified in the EIR/EIS is
appropriate and will be effective. Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, the County has
executed an MOU with CCRB and ID No. 1 which provides up to 5 years and possible funding
to relocate the essential facilities at Cachuma Park. The MOU provide additional assurances
that the mitigation measure in the EIR/EIS will be successful in avoiding significant
recreational impacts. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L1-43.
L1-48 The issue of the time required to relocate the recreational facilities at Cachuma Park has been
resolved by the recently executed MOU amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Hence,
there is no need to reissue the EIR/EIS for further discussion on this issue. Please refer to the
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response to Comments L1-43. Please also refer to the response to Comments L1-1 and L1-2
for a discussion of why COMB does not consider the County a CEQA Responsible Agency.
L1-49 A site-specific cultural resource study was conducted at the facility relocation sites identified in
County Parks’ study (prepared by Flowers & Associates). As noted in Section 6.7.4, no known
archeological sites occur at these locations, nor were any surface artifacts detected during the
field surveys by a qualified archeologist (Ms. Mary Maki) who was conducted similar studies
at Cachuma Lake on behalf of the County. Hence, the EIR/EIS provides a complete analysis of
the potential cultural resource impacts for each facility relocation.
L1-50 The impact of surcharging on oak trees along the Cachuma Lake shoreline was inadvertently
omitted from Table 10-3. The table has been corrected in the Final EIR/EIS.
L1-51 The lead agencies believe that the two surcharge alternatives – 0.75 feet and 1.8 feet – provide
a sufficient range to evaluate the environmental impacts and ability to meet project objectives
of this type of alternative to the proposed FMP/BO (which has a 3.0-foot surcharge). Please
note that the 0.75 foot Surcharge Alternative differs from the No Action Alternative. Under the
former, the releases for fish rearing and passage supplementation would occur with the current
lake level created with a 0.75 foot surcharge. Under the No Action Alternative, the current
lake level would be maintained, but no releases would be made for fish.
L1-52 COMB and Reclamation have developed a reasonable range of alternatives with various
combinations of project elements in accordance with CEQA and NEPA. Please refer to the
response to Comment L1-5. The alternative recommended in the comment – 1.8 foot
surcharge and lower rearing target flows – is not considered feasible based on federal laws and
regulations because it would not meet the minimum flow requirements established by NOAA
Fisheries to ensure Reclamation’s compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act.
L1-53 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to a
3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake
(MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the
terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of
the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design,
and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the
MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The
MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot
surcharge would be avoided. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and L1-14.
L1-54 The lead agencies concur with this comment.
L1-55 In the EIR/EIS, COMB and Reclamation provided an analysis of the environmental impacts of
facility relocation at the County Park due to the proposed 3-foot surcharge, recognizing that
facility relocation would result in indirect and cumulative impact. The assessment provided in
Sections 6.7.4 and 11.1 include site-specific analysis related to cultural resources and biological
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resource, and programmatic analysis related to construction effects (e.g., noise, traffic, air
quality). The analysis provided in the EIR/EIS is sufficient to identify potentially significant
impacts (none were identified).
L2 - Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District [one comment]
L2-1

The lead agencies concur with the District on the need to complete in a timely fashion the
environmental analysis and permitting activities necessary to implement the FMP/BO actions as
described in the Draft EIR/EIS.

L3 - Law Office of Donald Mooney (City of Lompoc) [7 comments]
While COMB and Reclamation disagree with the commenter's opinion of the adequacy of its analysis,
they welcome the opportunity to provide additional clarifying information to assist the commenter and
the public.
L3-1

Critical temperatures that limit production and survival vary in the literature. Stream
temperatures that restrict salmonids vary by geographic region. There are no regional or Santa
Ynez River-specific temperature studies to assess the effects of temperature on steelhead. Most
literature values are based on studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest and may not reflect
upper temperature limits of salmonids in the southern portion of their range. In developing the
criteria for the Santa Ynez River, literature values based on California stocks should be
given preference.
In general, the growth rate and physiological performance (e.g., swimming ability) of
salmonids increases as a function of temperature up to some tolerance level and then declines
as temperatures continue to climb. Excessively high, sustained temperatures reduce growth and
physiological performance, increase susceptibility to disease, and may ultimately result in
death. Factors such as dissolved oxygen and food availability affect temperature tolerance of
salmonids.
Published temperature requirements for salmonids are characterized as preferred, optimum, or
tolerable. The term “preferred” refers to the temperature range fish species most frequently
occupy when placed in a thermal gradient. The optimum temperature range is that at which
feeding activity and physiological response is most efficient, and thus has been correlated with
optimal temperatures for growth. Tolerable temperature ranges are those in which salmonids
can survive. Temperature thresholds for tolerable ranges are determined experimentally by
placing fish in different water temperatures and measuring mortality rates. The incipient lethal
temperature (ILT50) is the temperature at which mortality of fish is 50 percent over a 1,000
minute period (Brett 1952).
The temperatures that may be considered deleterious for a fish species depend upon the
duration of exposure. The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA 2001) cite National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) (1972) recommendations for water temperature exposure for
protection of aquatic life that specify maximum acceptable temperatures for prolonged
exposures (>1 week), winter maximum temperatures, short-term exposure to extreme
temperature, and suitable reproduction and development temperatures. Lethal effects are
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thermal effects that cause direct mortality within an exposure period of less than one week.
Survival rates based on amount of time exposed and temperature of exposure are extremely
well described in the scientific literature. The upper incipient lethal temperature (UILT) is an
exposure temperature, given a previous acclimation to a constant acclimation temperature, that
50 percent of the fish can tolerate for seven days (Elliott 1981). Alternatively, UILT at a
particular acclimation temperature has been determined as an exposure temperature producing
50 percent survival within 1,000 min (Brett 1952, Elliott 1981) or 24 hr (Wedemeyer and
McLeay 1981, Armour 1990). For salmonids, a survey of the literature indicates that
acclimation temperatures above approximately 68°F (20°C) produce similar UILT values,
although very small increases in UILT can occur at up to a 75.2°F (24°C) acclimation
temperature. Consequently, it can be safely assumed that any UILT study in which acclimation
temperature was 68°F (20°C) will produce a UILT nearly identical to the UUILT (ultimate
UILT). UILTs reported by USEPA (2001) for rainbow trout range from 24° to 26.9°C.
While these experimental values are useful for assessing temperature requirements, they do not
take into account salmonid adaptations to regional temperature regimes. Furthermore,
salmonids can withstand short-term exposure to temperatures higher than those required on
average without significant negative effects.
The CDFG temperature criteria used for the Santa Ynez River are generally consistent with the
peer-reviewed literature values discussed below and with several temperature reviews recently
conducted (NCRWQCB 2000, Myrick and Cech, no date, Sullivan et al. 2000). Because the
Santa Ynez River watershed lies in the southern and warmer range of salmonid species,
temperature criteria based on published values in colder climates would be conservative.
The preferred water temperatures for rearing juvenile steelhead on the American River are
reported to range from 12.8°C to 15.6ºC (CDFG 1991), while Bell (1986) reports a somewhat
lower preferred range of 10°C to 12.8ºC for northern steelhead. An experimentally established
lower and upper ILT for steelhead is 0.0ºC and 23.9°C, respectively (Bell 1986, Bjornn and
Reiser 1991). Hatchery-reared Central Valley steelhead consistently selected temperatures of
18 to 19°C while wild fish, which were probably exposed to cooler temperatures in the Feather
River, selected temperatures of about 17°C (Myrick and Cech 2000a).
Temperature tolerances of steelhead in the southern portion of their range have not been well
documented and field observations in California suggest that at least some stocks may have
higher thermal tolerances than northern stocks. In the Eel River, juvenile steelhead were
observed feeding in surface waters with ambient temperatures up to 24.0°C (Nielsen et al.
1994). Roelofs et al. (1993) classified water temperatures in the Eel River as extremely
stressful for steelhead above 26.0°C. They report temperatures between 23.0°C and 26.0°C as
causing chronic physiological stress that jeopardizes survival, and temperatures between
20.0°C and 23.0°C as producing chronic effects. A maximum weekly average temperature
(MWAT) of 19ºC was calculated for steelhead by EPA (Brungs and Jones 1977, cited in
Sullivan et al. 2000).
Steelhead use behavioral thermoregulation to survive stressful thermal conditions. For example,
fish in streams and rivers utilize temperature gradients, such as thermal stratification in deep
pools (Nielsen et al. 1994, Matthews et al. 1994).
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Increases in water temperature increase standard metabolism and food demand of salmonids.
This demand can be met through higher water velocities, which can provide large amounts of
drifting invertebrate food. Smith and Li (1983) reported that in Uvas Creek (Pajaro River
watershed), steelhead eat more and maintain higher growths during high-flow regimes. By
utilizing higher water velocity, and shallower and coarser substrate microhabitat, steelhead take
advantage of portions of the water column substantially faster and more productively than at
their resting positions. Thus, steelhead eat more and maintain higher growth rates than they
would in areas of slower velocity. Smith (1982) found that the density of trout in warmer
stream reaches (19°C to 23ºC) was strongly dependent on water velocity, while in cooler
stream reaches (13°C to 17ºC), trout density was independent of water velocity.
Myrick and Cech (2000b) investigated the effects of water temperature (10 to 25ºC) on
juvenile rainbow trout of the Eagle Lake subspecies and the Mt. Shasta strain to investigate the
responses of different genetic strains to temperatures. No strain-related differences were found
in conversion efficiency, oxygen consumption rates, thermal tolerance or swimming
performance, but the Mt. Shasta strain trout grew faster at the highest temperatures (22 to
25ºC). Growth rates increased with temperature to a maximum near 19°C and declined at
higher temperatures. Both strains were able to maintain weight at 25ºC for 30 days, which the
authors suggest may allow them to survive short (<1 month) periods of sublethal temperatures
in California streams.
Sullivan et al. (2000) completed a review of the effects of temperature on salmonids in the
Pacific Northwest. They caution that careful consideration must be given to magnitude and
duration of temperatures, and utilize a risk assessment approach to quantitatively estimate acute
and chronic effect of temperature on salmonids. Their analysis suggested that there is little or
no risk of mortality if annual maximum temperature is less than 26°C, but suggest site-specific
analyses be conducted when annual maximum temperature exceeds 24°C in local river
conditions. Assuming an acceptable growth loss of 10 percent is an appropriate risk level, they
suggest an upper threshold for the 7-day maximum temperature of 20.5°C is appropriate.
The NCRWQCB reviewed the water quality objective for temperature in the Russian River
basin in Sonoma County to protect aquatic life, including listed species (NCRWQCB 2000).
The review concludes that the upper lethal temperature for young steelhead is around 75º
(23.9ºC), and that a maximum 7-day average stream temperature of 64ºF (17.8ºC) and a
daily maximum temperature of 75ºF (23.9ºC) in the Russian River would likely protect the
salmonid species present (including coho and Chinook salmonids). The report identified
alternatives for the revision of the water quality objective for temperature, which are
undergoing further review.
The NCRWQCB report cautions that one of the difficult components to quantify is the effect of
food availability on temperature tolerances of rearing salmonids, particularly for steelhead.
Salmonids in the warmer portion of their range may have local adaptations to their regional
temperature. For example, steelhead can survive in higher summer temperatures if food is
plentiful enough to support a higher metabolic rate (Smith and Li 1983). If primary and
secondary production is high, then a numeric temperature objective specific to steelhead in the
southern portion of their range may be higher than research based on colder climates would
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indicate. However, if food production is insufficient, higher temperatures could be detrimental
(NCRWQCB 2000).
A Myrick and Cech review of temperature effects for Central Valley steelhead, which are
located close to their southernmost range, provides relevant information for the Santa Ynez
River. Steelhead can be expected to show significant mortality at chronic temperatures
exceeding 25ºC, although they tolerate temperatures as high as 29.6ºC for short periods of
time. However, they experience sub-lethal effects at temperatures below these limits.
Steelhead/rainbow trout acclimated to high temperatures tend to show greater heat tolerance
than those acclimated to cooler temperatures (Cherry et al. 1977, Myrick 1998). Wild fish in
thermal gradients selected temperatures around 17ºC, although the authors note that
temperatures selected by Great Lakes rainbow trout increased with acclimation temperature
from about 15ºC to 20º. Juvenile steelhead grow at temperatures ≤ 6.9°C to at least 22.5°C.
The highest growth rates reported for Central Valley steelhead occurred at 19°C (Cech and
Myrick 1999), but higher temperatures have not been tested. The ability of salmonids to
tolerate elevated temperatures is a function of exposure time. The authors suggest that there
may be physiological differences between California steelhead and those from more northern
latitudes that result in different growth rates, but indicate that large-scale experiments are
needed to draw clear conclusions.
As noted above, the CDFG temperature criteria used for the Santa Ynez River are generally
consistent with the peer-reviewed literature values discussed above. Operational scenarios
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS do not include potential changes in water temperature because
SYRTAC (1997) studies indicate that water temperature can not be consistently maintained
below tolerance levels downstream of the Alisal Bridge, even at high (>100 cfs) release rates
from Bradbury Dam. Therefore, higher target flows could be provided but they would not
substantially change the temperature conditions within the mainstem habitat.
L3-2

The purpose of the scoring system used in the Draft EIR/EIS was to provide a consistent basis
to compare the relative effects of flow alternatives considered in the document. As such, the
scoring system was designed to highlight differences between the alternative flow regimes. A
more detailed discussion of the specific basis for each scoring level is provided in ENTRIX
2002 with reference to SYRTAC 1999a and additional text has been added to Section 5.6.2.1 to
respond to this comment. The scores are consistent with an average increase in top width,
between scores, of 1.5 to 3.5 feet and an increase of at least 0.1 ft depth. Please see also the
responses to Comments L3-4, L3-5, and L3-6.

L3-3

The SYRTAC 1999a and b have been added to the references section of the Draft EIR/EIS.
Regarding the request for additional information to be added to the Draft EIR/EIS, Reclamation
and COMB have determined that the information included in the Draft EIR/EIS (with additions
noted in the response to Comment L3-2, L3-4, L3-5, and L3-6) is sufficient and appropriately
cited. Information pertaining to habitat amounts, velocities, and width to depth ratios can be
found in SYRTAC 1999a. The lead agencies do not believe it is necessary to provide the
suggested “description of the application of scaling values to specific flows” in order to
effectively communicate the results of the analysis in the EIR/EIS. Please note that NEPA does
not require that an exhaustive analysis of a study be presented in the document, just the results.
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As long as the specific study is appropriately referenced, incorporated and available to the
public, and the decision maker, the requirements of NEPA have been met.
L3-4

The adult steelhead passage criteria used in the Draft EIR/EIS was developed by the SYRTAC
(1999b) and used in the biological assessment (Reclamation 2000) and biological opinion
analyses (NOAA Fisheries 2000). The passage criteria used was 8 feet of continuous wetted
channel at 0.6 feet in depth.
Please note that the Biological Opinion (NOAA Fisheries 2000) incorrectly quotes the revised
biological assessment (Reclamation 2000). Page 35 of the BO states “the criteria used for
passage availability was 8 feet of contiguous wetted channel at ½ foot of depth at shallow river
areas” (emphasis added). The criteria applied by Reclamation as outlined in the SYRTAC
passage analysis (1999b; see Table 1) was 8 feet wide at 0.6 feet deep (or 7.2 inches) which
yields minimum passage flows in the Alisal reach of 25 cfs, in the Cargasachi area of 15 cfs,
and in the Lompoc area of 30 cfs, using the most conservative transects (i.e. those that require
the highest flow to meet minimum passage criteria).
Further, 25 cfs at Alisal Road will achieve the minimum conditions necessary at passage
locations further downstream. In the lower Santa Ynez watershed, tributary contributions
during storms increase as a function of distance from Bradbury Dam. In the years 1953
through 1999 (post-Bradbury Dam) in the months of December through May, 92% of the time
there was 30 cfs or greater at Lompoc when there was 25 cfs or greater at Solvang.
Furthermore, beyond examining the theoretical minimum passage requirements, the Biological
Opinion notes that “as the supplementation will provide a storm flow tail out that starts at 150
cfs, NMFS concludes that the proposal will ensure steelhead passage through all the shallow
areas noted above during supplementation” (pg. 40).

L3-5

The lead agencies concur with the commenter that there is not a substantial body of evidence
regarding steelhead travel times in general, and the Santa Ynez River in particular. NOAA
Fisheries cites several studies of salmonid travel times which range from 8 to 31 miles per day
(Groot and Margolis 1991 as cited in NOAA Fisheries 2000) and 1.85 to 18.4 miles per day
(average of 4.6 miles per day) for steelhead in the Carmel River (Dettman and Kelly 1986 as
cited in NOAA Fisheries 2000). The broad range of potential migration rates combined with
the lack of numerous studies on the subject make it difficult to determine with any certainty, at
the current time, the number of days required for adult steelhead passage in the Santa Ynez
River. The proposed project includes a substantial adaptive management component to deal
with this uncertainty.
The impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS was designed to highlight differences between the
alternatives and used, as noted, NOAA Fisheries’ acceptance of the 14 days of passage as
providing a suitable opportunity based on the travel times cited above. The 14 days of passage
was derived, in part, from the stormflow decay curve calculated using the Los Laureles gage
located immediately above Lake Cachuma, which provides information on the hydrologic
characteristics of the upper watershed. The decay curve at Solvang and the decay curve at Los
Laureles recede at similar rates until approximately 150 cfs. Using the longer of the two decay
curves (Los Laureles) resulted in 14 days of passage as storms receded from 150 cfs to
baseflow conditions. A score of 4 was equated to the number of passage days approved by
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NOAA Fisheries which, using the travel times cited above, would provide the fish with one or
more opportunities to reach Hilton Creek and the management reaches of the river.
Opportunities greater than the 14 day standard were scored a “5”. Opportunities less than the
14 day standard were divided approximately equally among the remaining scoring levels to
reflect that opportunities to reach various portions of the river would vary by fish and other
conditions as reflected by the variation in travel times cited above. Additional text has been
added to Section 5.6.2.1 to clarify the basis for the analysis.
L3-6

The purpose of the Draft EIR/EIS is to determine the potential impacts of the FMP/BO and the
alternatives considered in the document. The analysis conducted considers potential impacts
and benefits associated with different release regimes from Bradbury Dam to maintain habitat
for O. mykiss. Therefore, to determine relative impacts of the various alternatives an index for
spawning habitat suitability as related to flow (which was what varied between the alternatives)
was developed. Reclamation and COMB believe that the existing criteria are suitable for the
purpose of determining relative impacts within the Draft EIR/EIS given the range of flows
potentially affected by the proposed project.
The commenter is correct that it is appropriate to make sure that habitat present for spawning is
maintained through the incubation period. Additional text has been added to Section 5.6.2.1 to
present information, beyond the scoring index, to support Reclamation and COMB’s conclusion
that the proposed project has minimized the potential for redd dewatering and stranding. As
described in the BO, supplemental flows would be released for fish rearing.

L3-7

The purpose of the Draft EIR/EIS is to determine the relative impacts of the proposed flow
release regimes on fish habitat downstream. The scoring system used in the Draft EIR/EIS
allows for distinctions to be drawn between alternatives that maintain basic habitat for rearing
fish and those that do not. As the alternative release regimes considered modified low levels of
flow, the criteria established were designed to allow these variations to be observed. The
criteria set forth for analysis of whether habitat is present for fish downstream of Bradbury
Dam is sufficient to determine potential, relative impacts of the alternatives considered in the
Draft EIR/EIS. While some of the assumptions in the analysis may appear to be simplistic,
they do not hinder the primary purpose of the analysis – to compare larger flow alternatives.
Please also see the response to Comment L3-2.
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GROUPS
G1 - COLAB [308 comments]

G1-1

Distinctions have not been drawn in the FMP nor the associated Draft EIR/EIS between
steelhead and rainbow trout because steelhead and coastal rainbow trout are considered to be
the same species, Oncorhynchus mykiss (Busby et al. 1996). According to Busby et al., “the
species O. mykiss exhibits varying degrees of anadromy. Non-anadromous forms of the
species are usually called rainbow trout.” Anadromous forms of O. mykiss are referred to as
steelhead (Busby et al.). According to Shapovalov and Taft (1954), anadromous and resident
forms of O. mykiss can have offspring that exhibit the other life history strategy. Further,
“NMFS believes available evidence suggests that resident rainbow trout should be included in
listed steelhead ESUs in certain cases…Such cases include: (1) Where resident O. mykiss
have the opportunity to interbreed with anadromous fish below natural or man-made
barriers” (NOAA Fisheries 1997). Finally, McEwan and Jackson (1996) note “[t]he fact that
anadromous and resident rainbow trout can form a single interbreeding population in a
particular stream has important management implications…management of native steelhead
populations must include measures to protect and restore native resident rainbow trout and
the linkage between the two forms.” Specific observations of O. mykiss are reported in the
documents produced by the Cachuma Project Biologist (SYRTAC 1997, 1998, 2000, 2000b).
The available information indicates that steelhead in the southern California ESU are unique.
Mitochondrial DNA haplotypes and nuclear DNA microsatellite data, combined with
ecological information, has indicated that the south coast (San Simeon Point to Santa Monica
Bay) region, including the Santa Ynez River, is different from the north and central coast
regions (Nielsen 1994; 1997, Busby et al. 1996). The predominance of mitochondrial DNA
types in the southern California steelhead ESU (as well as 3 Ventura River museum samples
from the 1940s), rare in populations to the north, suggest that steelhead populations between
the Santa Ynez River and Malibu Creek are distinctive. Additional analyses by Neeley (1995)
support this distinctiveness. Out-of-basin introductions to southern California have been
made. Despite these introductions, the available genetic data indicate the populations in the
southern California ESU are distinct from stocks to the north.

G1-2

The FMP/BO proposes to remove barriers on Hilton Creek and elsewhere for several
reasons. First, the decline in the southern California steelhead population has been caused,
in large part, by the extensive loss of steelhead habitat (Titus et al. in press). Reconnecting
habitat, through removal of barriers, acts to restore access to potential habitat thereby
improving conditions for the listed fish. Second, the listing refers to populations “residing
below long-term, naturally and man-made impassable barriers (i.e., dams)” [emphasis added]
(NOAA Fisheries 1997). NOAA Fisheries has required that road crossings that are currently
barriers to steelhead migration be modified to provide for fish passage during post-listing
permitting processes.

G1-3

Under current operations at Bradbury Dam, releases downstream combine with additional
tributary flow to meet minimum adult steelhead passage requirements (specified in the BO)
throughout the lower Santa Ynez River on one or more days in most years. The number of
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days the minimum passage flows are provided varies considerably between years under both
current operations and those proposed in the FMP (and required in the BO). Understanding
that operation of Bradbury Dam does decrease the number of passage opportunities in the
lower Santa Ynez River relative to pre-dam conditions, the FMP and BO create the Fish
Passage Account and outline specific release protocols to provide additional passage
opportunities. The protocols outlined in the FMP/BO were designed specifically to provide
adult steelhead passage to the main stem and tributaries located upstream of the Alisal Bridge
in Solvang, including Hilton Creek. Therefore COMB and Reclamation disagree with the
statement that there is “no coherent plan…to get fish from Hilton Creek and 154 to the ocean
and back”. Please also refer to responses to Comments S2-10, G2-10 and N1-6 regarding
trap and truck operations.
G1-4

The current environmental conditions at the project site are used in the impact assessment, as
described in Section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment G1-161.

G1-5

An assessment of impacts associated with stocking Cachuma Lake with predatory fish is not
included in the EIR/EIS because the FMP/BO management actions and projects do not
include stocking of predatory fish in Cachuma Lake. The FMP/BO will not alter the current
stocking practices at Cachuma Lake by Santa Barbara County and CDFG.

G1-6

Please the responses to Comments G1-43 and G1-74.

G1-7

The Santa Barbara desalination project is an element of the City of Santa Barbara’s water
supply, as described in Section 5.2.1 and shown in Table 5-6 of the EIR/EIS. Its role as an
emergency water supply is incorporated into all analyses of water supply in the EIR/EIS,
including alternatives. Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and G1-7.

G1-8

The most important and far-reaching elements of the FMP/BO are releases for fish and
surcharging. These actions are entirely within the control of Reclamation under the State
Board’s valid water rights orders, WR 89-18 and WR 94-5. The other FMP/BO projects
require cooperation and approvals by others. For example, Caltrans has indicated their
commitment to modify the Highway 154 culvert every year since the FMP was prepared.
Three landowners have provided access to allow completion of three tributary projects to
date. The FMP/BO projects are not speculative – they are being implemented as designed.

G1-9

Caltrans has the legal right to modify their culvert on state lands for any engineering,
transportation, or environmental purpose.

G1-10

Any future changes to the listing of steelhead and the critical habitat designation and the
scope of those changes are speculative at best and thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS.
The EIR/EIS adequately analyzes impacts to steelhead at this point in time in Sections 5.6.2
and 5.6.3. If changes are made after EIR certification and project approval, the lead
agencies will exercise their discretion to determine whether additional environmental review
is required under CEQA and NEPA for future discretionary actions. Please also refer to the
responses to Comments G1-30 and N1-4.

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

34

Responses to Comments

G1-11

The alternatives in the EIR/EIS are compared using the five criteria listed in Section 10.1.3.
Cost, in and of itself, is not one of the criteria. However, the feasibility criterion includes
technical, logistic, and economic considerations.
Economic feasibility is considered for the proposed project and the alternatives addressed in
the EIR/EIS. The lead agencies have determined that the proposed FMP/BO project, with
mitigation, is economically feasible. This conclusion includes a consideration of costs to
other agencies. For example, Caltrans has repeatedly indicated to COMB that it has the funds
and commitment to implement the Hilton Creek passage impediment project. In addition, the
County of Santa Barbara recently executed an MOU with CCRB and ID No. 1 to ensure that
the water treatment plant at Cachuma Lake is relocated in a timely manner to avoid impacts
from surcharging. The MOU includes a provision to assist the County with funding, if
necessary. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L1-43.

G1-12

The actions at Cachuma Lake Recreation Area would occur on federal lands, and as such, are
exempt from local permitting requirements and ordinance. The comment cites the example of
the County’s oak tree ordinance; the County exempts all federal projects on federal land in
the ordinance. The comment cites the example of the County’s impact thresholds. COMB is a
separate CEQA lead agency that is not required by CEQA to use another agency’s adopted
thresholds. See response to Comment G2-25.

G1-13

COMB and Reclamation respectfully disagree that the river is private property, based on the
holding of National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419, 436.
All recommended FMP/BO management actions on private property would be implemented
only through voluntary participation by the affected private landowners. Otherwise, they will
not be implemented. Private property would therefore not be taken.

G1-14

The State Water Board is currently considering whether to modify Reclamation’s water rights
permits for the Cachuma Project. The State Water Board issued a draft EIR in 2003 and
conducted public hearings. The timing of a decision by the State Water Board and issuance of
a Final EIR are unknown. COMB and Reclamation have proposed to enhance fish habitat
through the implementation of the FMP/BO projects and management actions. These projects
and management actions are independent of the State Water Board’s action, and are allowable
under Reclamation’s water rights permits. Hence, there is no need to delay the
implementation of the FMP/BO pending the State Water Board’s decision, particularly
because the BO includes mandatory actions that must be implemented to comply with the
federal Endangered Species Act. Please refer to the response to Comment S1-3.

G1-15

The comment discusses an alternative project that would create habitat in the Santa Ynez
River downstream of Lompoc using either treated waste water from the Lompoc Sewer plant
or from Cachuma Lake. It is unclear whether the comment is suggesting that the Lompoc
releases be considered as an alternative to the FMP/BO or as an alternative to the target flow
releases which is one of the suite of actions included in the FMP/BO. As an alternative to
the FMP, the project proposed by the commenter would not provide the suite of biologicallynecessary components for the steelhead to complete their lifecycle and would not be
consistent with the Biological Opinion. In addition, releases of wastewater are unlikely to be
suitable for rearing habitat due to the higher temperatures of the treated water in the summer,
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and the high nutrient content. There are other limitations for steelhead along the river
downstream of Lompoc. The channel in the area is wide and mostly unshaded, lacks instream
structure, and lacks spawning substrates (the channel is sandy) suggesting that any habitat
would be of limited value to steelhead regardless of water temperatures. Further, returning
adult steelhead typically continue their upstream migration seeking headwaters stream (Stolz
and Schnell 1991). Therefore, while rearing habitat may be established below Lompoc, it
would be under-utilized by returning steelhead.
G1-16

COMB and Reclamation disagree with the comment that the No Action Alternative is to not
implement any of the requirements of the Biological Opinion. The No Action Alternative is
described in Section 10.2.1. It includes the continuation of current interim releases for fish,
required under the BO. However, no other elements of the BO would be implemented. The
lead agencies believe that this alternative is more consistent with the requirements of NEPA
and CEQA than the one suggested in the comment, which would require an action – the
cessation of current fish releases. Per CEQA Guidelines 15126(e)(1): “The purpose of
describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the
impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed
project.”

G1-17

Please see Section 1.5 of the EIR/EIS for a description of the public noticing for the
preparation of the EIR/EIS. Newspaper ads were placed in local papers, and notices were
mailed to over 300 parties, including agencies, community groups, and private parties.
Comments on the Notice of Preparation are included in Appendix D of the EIR/EIS.

G1-18

A description of the project was included in the Notice of Preparation.

G1-19

COMB is not a Joint Powers Authority. FMP/BO projects are, and will be, implemented by
each agency independently, or cooperatively. COMB and Reclamation agree that neither
agency has land use authority regarding projects on private property. As described clearly in
the EIR/EIS, such projects will require landowner permission, and in some cases, permits
and approvals from local, state and other federal agencies. For example, the removal of
passage barriers along Quiota Creek will be completed next year. The lead agencies have
acquired landowner permission, and permits from CDFG, RWQCB, and the Corps of
Engineers. In addition, the County of Santa Barbara adopted a Negative Declaration for the
project.

G1-20

Under the ESA, actions authorized, funded or carried out by federal agencies may not
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species. NOAA Fisheries determined that this
project (i.e. the FMP/BO) does not jeopardize the Southern California steelhead in its
September 11, 2000 Biological Opinion. Further, the BO states that “the proposed project is
likely to appreciably increase the likelihood of survival and recovery of the ESU by
increasing its numbers and distribution.” (emphasis added) Recovery of the southern
California ESU will require actions by multiple stakeholders in the watersheds that together
comprise this ESU and will not be completed by any one stakeholder or project.

G1-21

Please see responses to Comments G1-20 and G1-3. For further clarification, the FMP/BO
will ameliorate one of the key limiting factors for the southern California ESU, namely
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limiting habitat. In addition, while the main stem river may be dry between Lompoc and the
Highway 154 management reach during much of the year, steelhead migrate during the
winter rainy season when the river and its tributaries are typically continuous. Further,
steelhead will take advantage of opportunities when they become available. Steelhead are
known to stage at the mouths of rivers waiting for suitable conditions to begin their upstream
migration (Shapovalov and Taft 1954) and can therefore take advantage of opportunities
when they arise. Steelhead can hold over between storm events if they are not afforded a
suitable migration opportunity on a single event (Shapovalov and Taft 1954). Therefore
Reclamation, COMB, and NOAA Fisheries (2000) have determined that the FMP/BO
provides suitable migration opportunities between the ocean and Hilton Creek such that
steelhead will be able to complete their lifecycle, thus fostering recovery.
G1-22

Reclamation and COMB respectfully disagree with several of the statements in this comment.
Reclamation and COMB are very interested in enhancing steelhead habitat and ultimately
doing their part to recover the southern California ESU. They have invested significant
dollars and staff time to develop the FMP, monitor the steelhead population in the lower
river, and implement restoration projects to benefit steelhead. Implementation of the target
flows will require significant amounts of water from COMB’s member agencies and will lead
to greater shortages in the future as outlined in the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, SYRTAC
fisheries biologists and NOAA Fisheries concur that the FMP will result in benefit to
steelhead habitat and increase the likelihood of recovery of the ESU (NOAA Fisheries 2000).
Finally, as outlined in the responses to Comments G1-3, G1-15 and G1-21, Reclamation and
COMB disagree that the FMP will not support all stages of a steelhead’s lifecycle.

G1-23

Please refer to Section 5.8 of the EIR/EIS for the requested information.

G1-24

Response to Question (a): The proposed project is the suite of actions described in Section
2.0 of the EIR/EIS.
Response to Question (b): The project is not the operation and maintenance of the Cachuma
Project – it is the implementation of the FMP/BO actions.
Response to Question (c): The project is the implementation of the FMP/BO actions;
Response to Question (d): Te project is not the implementation of the BA, as actions in the
BA have been slightly modified in the BO.
Response to Question (e): The project is the implementation of the FMP and the BO in
combination.

G1-25

The project objectives are clearly stated in Section 1.2.1. The objectives are not the recovery
of steelhead, in the conventional use of the term under the Endangered Species Act, and are
not, as stated in the comment, to implement minimal measures to enhance habitat with no
hope of recovery. Please also refer to the response to Comment L1-9.

G1-26

The proposed FMP/BO actions are not “competing” projects. These actions are
complementary to one another, and cumulatively contributing to the enhancement of the
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steelhead population on the lower Santa Ynez River. Please also refer to the responses to
Comments L1-9 and G2-9 regarding competing beneficial uses.
G1-27

The Draft EIS/EIR represents the environmental document addressing the FMP and BO
under NEPA and CEQA. The documents are incorporated by reference into the EIS/EIR and
the information in these documents is fully summarized in Section 2 of the EIS/EIR. The
FMP can be viewed at the COMB internet site: http://www.ccrbcomb.org/ccrb_fishmgmt.htm and the BO can be viewed at the State Board internet site:
http://www.waterrights.ca.gov/hearings/AppendixD.pdf.

G1-28

The Santa Barbara desalination project is an element of the City of Santa Barbara’s water
supply, as described in Section 5.2.1 and shown in Table 5-6 of the EIR/EIS. Its role as an
emergency water supply is incorporated into all analyses of water supply in the EIR/EIS,
including alternatives. The use of the desalination plan for a long-term alternative water
supply was not considered feasible primarily because of the cost to convert the plant to a
permanent facility and high energy costs compared to other alternative water sources. Please
refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.

G1-29

The State Water Board is currently considering whether to modify Reclamation’s water rights
permits for the Cachuma Project. The State Water Board issued a draft EIR in 2003 and
conducted public hearings. The timing of a decision by the State Water Board and issuance of
a Final EIR are unknown. COMB and Reclamation have proposed to enhance fish habitat
through the implementation of the FMP/BO projects and management actions. These projects
and management actions are independent of the State Water Board’s action, and are allowable
under Reclamation’s water rights permits. Hence, there is no need to delay the
implementation of the FMP/BO pending the State Water Board’s decision, particularly
because the BO includes mandatory actions that must be implemented to comply with the
federal Endangered Species Act. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 and S1-3.

G1-30

The FMP management actions and projects originated as voluntary efforts by the involved
agencies that began in 1993, prior to the designation of the southern steelhead as an
endangered species. There is no statement on page ES-2 or elsewhere of the Draft EIR/EIS
expressly stating that any part of the project was driven by critical habitat designation.
The Lower Santa Ynez River has been designated as critical habitat for the endangered
southern steelhead. The Ninth Circuit Court approved a consent decree, entered by NOAA
Fisheries, to vacate the critical habitat designation for 19 salmon and steelhead Evolutionarily
Significant Units. On September 29, 2003, NOAA Fisheries issued a final rule removing
critical habitat designation for these salmonid species. Currently NOAA Fisheries is
undertaking a new, more thorough analysis and upon completion will proceed to reissue
critical habitat designations.
Unless and until the designation is revoked by final judicial or agency action, the lead
agencies must proceed as if the designation is in place. To do otherwise, may risk the ability
of the lead agencies to operate the Cachuma Project in conformity with the Endangered
Species Act if the designation is not permanently revoked.
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Please refer to the responses to Comments G1-10 and N1-4.
G1-31

The BO prepared by NOAA Fisheries includes 15 “reasonable and prudent measures,” which
are comprised of various actions and projects described in Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS. They
are presented in the EIR/EIS for public comment. NOAA Fisheries determined that these
actions met the definition in the Endangered Species Act of measures that could be feasibly
implemented by Reclamation to comply with the Act to avoid jeopardy to the southern
California ESU, and to minimize take. Under the ESA, NOAA Fisheries must make a
determination that they are “reasonable and prudent” before they are included in the BO as
mandatory measures. These measures are nondiscretionary and must be implemented by
Reclamation.

G1-32

The hydrologic modeling used in the EIR/EIS is based on 76 years of historic runoff data,
with the current water demands and requirements for fish releases. Hence, the modeling
provides a simulation of how much water would be available if the proposed releases were to
occur for 76 years with the natural variation in rainfall and the periodic droughts. This
analytic tool provides the most useful and accurate portrayal of the impacts on water supply
under varying runoff conditions. The results of the modeling indicate that the proposed
releases for fish would result in reduction in water supply, but COMB and the Member Units
have determined that this reduction is acceptable in light of the alternative water supplies
available to each Member Unit, and conservation measures that would be imposed under
drought conditions to reduce the impact.

G1-33

The commenter notes that “[h]istorically, thousands of fish died in the watershed as the pools
they found temporary refuge in dried up.” No action by COMB or Reclamation would
prevent the pools in the main stem of the river or its tributaries from drying up during dry
years. This is a natural part of the Santa Ynez River watershed. Southern California steelhead
have adapted to this climatic condition, in which there are wet and dry cycles. Populations
will naturally decline during dry cycles when year-long pools are scarce, and increase in wet
years when pool habitat is abundant.
The FMP/BO project will maintain main stem pool habitat near Bradbury Dam using
refreshing flows from the dam. This habitat will provide refuge habitat to carry over the
steelhead population during critical drought periods. In addition, by increasing access for
steelhead to tributaries in the lower watershed, steelhead will be able to find other locations
on tributaries where pool habitats persist during dry cycles. In addition, where access is
granted, the FMP/BO project includes rescuing fish and transfer them to more suitable
habitat during droughts. The fish rescue plan described in Section 2.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS
does not have an upper limit on the number of fish that may be rescued. Based on these
considerations, the FMP/BO will minimize loss of fish during dry periods, and reduce the
loss of fish compared to conditions without the FMP/BO.
As noted above, the loss of fish during dry years due to the decline of pool habitat is a
natural process. The FMP/BO was not designed to increase the loss of fish during dry years.
However, if the FMP/BO is successful, there will be more steelhead in the lower watershed
over time. As a consequence, more fish may be subject to drought conditions and possible
loss compared to current conditions when the number of fish in the watershed is low, and the

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

39

Responses to Comments

population is vulnerable. This loss, while not considered a “take” under the Endangered
Species Act, would be incidental to the overall increase in steelhead in the watershed due to
the FMP/BO.
The lead agencies respectfully decline the commenter's suggestion to re-circulate the Draft
EIR/EIS as none of the events triggering recirculation under State CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5, or a supplemental EIS under 40 C.F.R. 15029(c)(1) have occurred. The comment
does not provide any information on data gaps in the EIR/EIS regarding rescue operations.
G1-34

The desalination facility only has a capacity of 3,125 acre-feet per year, and the facility is
currently in long-term storage. Its use during critical droughts is already accounted for by
the City of Santa Barbara. Table 5-6 of the EIR/EIS has been expanded to show critical
drought year, as well as normal year, water supplies to better illustrate how alternative water
supplies are already heavily relied upon during critical drought years. City staff estimate that
bringing the desalinization facility back into operation would cost at least $10 million and
actual operation would produce water at a cost of approximately $1200 per acre-feet. See
comment G2-22 for a detailed discussion of alternative water supplies. Please also refer to
the responses to Comments S1-2 and G1-7.

G1-35

The lead agencies agree that the increased water shortages could have a significant impact on
the South Coast users. Water supply shortages due to the FMP/BO alternatives with higher
releases or that do not include the 3-foot surcharge would result in a significant, direct
reduction in water supply for municipal, industrial, and agricultural users on the South Coast.
In addition, the cumulative effect of recent reductions in water deliveries from the Cachuma
Project, combined with the reduction associated with the proposed FMP/BO would be
significant. The reduction in water deliveries from the Cachuma Project could result in water
shortages, which in turn, would require water users to reduce demand by voluntary or
mandatory emergency conservation. A severe reduction in water demand due to mandatory
conservation would cause adverse economic impacts. Higher water costs and less available
water could affect commercial and industrial operations and revenues. Similarly, higher
water costs and lower water availability could reduce agricultural production, or cause higher
production costs as agricultural users seek other water supplies. These are considered
significant economic impacts on South Coast water users, and is described as a significant
cumulative impact of the proposed FMP/BO in Section 5.2.2.4 of the EIR/EIS, and for
FMP/BO alternatives with higher releases or that do not include the 3-foot surcharge (Section
10).

G1-36

Santa Barbara County operates the County Park at Cachuma Lake under a contract to the
federal government, and is responsible for the construction and operation of the recreational
facilities. In addition, the County is responsible for accommodating the operational needs of
the Cachuma Project, as specified in the contract. Hence, the County must be responsible for
relocating facilities that impede the operation of the reservoir, including actions required for
endangered species requirements.
Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to
a 3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

40

Responses to Comments

Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at
the Lake (MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1.
Under the terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until
the County has relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years
from the date of the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the
County to fund, design, and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot
surcharge. In addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the
relocation, if necessary. The MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on
recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided.
Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14 and L1-43.
Caltrans is voluntarily proposing to modify the Highway 154 culvert. COMB and
Reclamation are not contributing funds for this FMP/BO project.
G1-37

An assessment of impacts associated with stocking Cachuma Lake with predatory fish is not
included in the EIR/EIS because the FMP/BO management actions and projects do not
include stocking of predatory fish in Cachuma Lake. The FMP/BO will not alter the current
stocking practices at Cachuma Lake by Santa Barbara County and CDFG. In addition, the
lead agencies do not have the authority to determine what actions constitute a take under the
Endangered Species Act – that authority lies with NOAA Fisheries.

G1-38

Please see responses to Comments L1-25 to L1-31.

G1-39

FMP/BO actions on federal lands at Cachuma Lake (i.e., Hilton Creek project, releases from
Bradbury Dam, and surcharging) are exempt from County land use authority and ordinances,
including the oak tree replacement program. FMP/BO projects on tributaries on private lands
may or may not be subject to County permitting requirements, depending upon the size,
location, and nature of the action. COMB will acquire any necessary County grading or land
use permits for such actions, when required, and ensure compliance with applicable County
ordinances, as would any project sponsor. It should be noted that COMB has completed three
tributary projects on private lands in the past two years without any conflicts with County
land use authority or ordinances. In addition, one of the major tributary enhancement
projects, the Quiota Creek Project, will be implemented as a joint effort with Santa Barbara
County.
Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21, G1-117 and G1-122.

G1-40

The comment is unclear. The EIR/EIS provides a description of environmental resources at
Cachuma Lake, along the river downstream of Bradbury Dam, and along affected tributaries.
The description includes a consideration of any rare, unique, or otherwise special resource
that could be affected by the proposed FMP/BO actions. The EIR/EIS evaluates impacts to
any such resources, and identifies mitigation or alternatives to avoid significant impacts. The
results of the EIR/EIS indicate that no rare, unique, or otherwise special resource would be
significantly affected by the proposed FMP/BO actions.
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G1-41

The EIR/EIS provides a characterization of the biological resources, including plant, fish,
and wildlife species that occur in the areas of potential effect and evaluates the impacts of the
FMP/BO actions. Please see Sections 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 8.0, and 9.0 of the
EIR/EIS.

G1-42

Construction of “seawalls” to protect the archeological sites along the shoreline of Cachuma
Lake would cause more impacts to the sites than surcharging, as the walls would require
extensive excavation and foundation work. There is no feasible way to protect archeological
sites from shoreline erosion. Hence, Reclamation concluded that data recovery was the only
feasible mitigation measure.

G1-43

Maintaining perennial habitat in lower Hilton Creek and the main stem near Bradbury Dam
will improve conditions for steelhead as well as provide additional habitat to species that may
prey on young steelhead. Predatory fish, such as bass and catfish, reside in pool habitats
which will be maintained by the target flow releases. Juvenile steelhead may also reside in
pool habitats. Larger juveniles (> 6 inches) are not typically prey for predatory fish and
have been found in pools in the main stem which are also inhabited by piscivorous fish
(SYRTAC 1997). Smaller O. mykiss (<6 inches) can inhabit pools but also inhabit habitats
with flowing water which are less likely to be used by predatory fish (SYRTAC 1997). By
providing the target flow releases, riffle and run habitat will be maintained which will allow
for a shift in habitat utilization and a segregation of some of the young steelhead to habitats
not inhabited by piscivorous fish. Finally, providing flow to lower Hilton Creek as well as
improving access to tributary habitat will create and improve access to areas where there are
no or few piscivorous fish. Both actions (flow releases and tributary access projects) will
improve conditions for steelhead relative to improvements for predatory species, thus making
the habitat more suitable for steelhead, and are the basis for the conclusion that there will be
a net benefit to steelhead.

G1-44

The EIR/EIS indicates that fish will be relocated to sites near the work area that have suitable
conditions and that are free of predators. COMB and Reclamation do not believe that it is
necessary to describe, in greater detail, the logistics, physical actions, and equipment
associated with the capture and temporary relocation of steelhead, pond turtles, and redlegged frogs from construction work areas. The information in the EIR/EIS is sufficient to
determine that no significant impact would occur. COMB has the acquired state and federal
permits to accomplish this type of relocation on several occasions, and has completed the
relocation without any problems or fish mortality.
During relocation, fish are moved from the work site to downstream areas and released to
suitable areas away from the work site which is being disturbed by construction. No longterm impact on these species is anticipated because such impacts have not been observed
during similar relocation efforts in the past. USFWS and CDFG issue permits for the
relocation, and impose conditions to ensure that such impacts are avoided.

G1-45

Please see the response to Comment G1-44 above. The comment is in incorrect in asserting
that the habitat for other species is being converted to habitat for steelhead. The proposed
habitat and passage improvements for steelhead would not displace or remove habitat for
other aquatic species. The comment is incorrect in asserting that the relocation of the
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steelhead, pond turtle, and red-legged frog would be a violation of the Endangered Species
Act and an illegal “take” because the relocation would occur under the authority of permits
issued by USFWS and CDFG.
G1-46

COMB and Reclamation disagree that the impacts on pools due to improving fish passage
along Quiota Creek at the road crossings would be a significant impact. The rationale for
considering this impact to be less than significant impact is presented in Section 8.2.3 of the
EIR/EIS. The loss of several pools along the road would be more than offset by the increase
in available pool habitat upstream. In addition, the pools would not be completely removed,
only reduced in size. It should be noted that the County of Santa Barbara also concluded that
this impact is less than significant in their Negative Declaration for the project, using the
County impact thresholds.

G1-47

The FMP/BO management actions and projects are designed to benefit all lifestages of O.
mykiss, including the rearing, spawning, and migratory phases. It will also benefit all
lifestages of rainbow trout that may occur in the lower watershed.

G1-48

COMB and Reclamation have been very successful to date in acquiring landowner permission
for tributary projects. Three tributary projects have been completed to date with landowner
permission. The Quiota Creek passage impediment removal project is scheduled for
completion next year, with the consent of the landowners.

G1-49

No mitigation measures can be developed to address the potential impacts of fish releases on
cattle crossings across the Santa Ynez River at San Lucas Ranch because access has not been
provided to COMB or Reclamation, despite repeated requests. Access is necessary to
determine the appropriate measures to mitigate any impact to cattle crossing. These measures
may include physical improvements to the existing crossings, and/or modification of cattle
operations. Without such on-the-ground information, it is not possible to develop a mitigation
measure that is effective, feasible, and implementable. It should be noted that, based on the
information on cattle crossings provided by the landowner, the releases under the proposed
FMP/BO are not expected to cause a significant impact on cattle operations on the San Lucas
Ranch. San Lucas Ranch did not provide any information in their comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS on cattle crossings or the characterization of the impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS.

G1-50

Descriptions of passage impediment removal projects are provided in Sections 2.6 and 2.7 of
the EIR/EIS. As indicated in the EIR/EIS, removal of physical barriers will allow fish to
move upstream during suitable flows because the vertical distance will be reduced. The
passage impediments are being removed along tributaries that contain suitable upstream
spawning and rearing habitat; hence, the removal of an impediment will provide additional
opportunities for increased spawning and rearing.

G1-51

The EIR/EIS that the commentor has reviewed is the CEQA/NEPA document for the FMP
and BO. There is no need for another EIR/EIS to address the FMP/BO.

G1-52

The Purpose and Need Statement and Project Objectives do not conflict with one another.
They differ primarily because the statements are developed by different lead agencies – with
slightly different authorities and roles in the FMP/BO project. However, the statements are
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essentially the same, with slight differences in wording that reflect the different lead agencies
and the underlying intent of these statements under state and federal law.
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15124(b), the Project Objectives “help the lead
agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and [to] aid the
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if
necessary.” Under the NEPA regulations, “The statement shall briefly specify the
underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives
including the proposed action.” (40 CFR 1502.13) Section 6.4.1 of the Bureau of
Reclamation NEPA Handbook contains a more detailed explanation behind the concept:
“[The] Purpose and Need section shall present a brief statement of what the proposal is and
why the action is being considered (i.e., what are the underlying objectives to which the
agency is responding)…. This discussion should be kept brief and focused on the purpose
and need.”
G1-53

Please refer to the responses to Comment S1-4.

G1-54

COMB and Reclamation agree with the general philosophy presented in the comment that
natural systems should receive the highest priority when restoring habitat for steelhead.
However, increasing steelhead production along lower Hilton Creek with the release of water
to the creek from Bradbury Dam is a relatively ease and cost effective way to increase the
number of fish in the lower river, and to provide a source of fish to colonize other tributaries
in the lower watershed. In addition, the benefits to steelhead from the releases to Hilton
Creek have been clearly demonstrated in the past several years in which hundreds of young
steelhead have been produced in the lower creek.

G1-55

The Santa Ynez River Technical Advisory Committee (SYRTAC) prepared the FMP because
of their technical expertise. In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board required
that Reclamation form the SYRTAC for this purpose. However, only COMB and
Reclamation can implement the FMP/BO actions. The SYRTAC is not a public agency and
does not have authority to fund, construct, or operate projects. The SYRTAC’s composition,
purpose and authority are described in Section 1.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

G1-56

The FMP was originally designed to provide habitat improvements consistent with the listing
of the southern steelhead as an endangered species. The Final FMP was prepared after the
formal listing of the southern steelhead, and was subsequently modified to reflect this listing.

G1-57

Please refer to the responses to Comments G1-10, G1-30 and N1-4.

G1-58

The FMP/BO actions are the subject of the EIR/EIS. They do not pre-date CEQA or NEPA,
and are not exempt from the environmental review requirements of these laws.

G1-59

The commenter states that “[the DEIR/DEIS] fails to acknowledge the no project alternative
as having served the species well during these last several decades.” COMB and
Reclamation respectfully disagree with this statement. The current conditions in the lower
watershed, combined with other historic actions, have resulted in a very low number of
steelhead compared to historic conditions (Busby et al. 1996). The decline in the Santa Ynez
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River, combined with declines in rivers within the southern California ESU, is substantial
enough to warrant listing as endangered under the ESA. The lead agencies do not consider
declines substantial enough to be listed as endangered under the ESA as “having served the
species well.”
Further, the lead agencies disagree that there is no documentation that the actions
recommended in the FMP/BO, specifically the target flow releases, will benefit steelhead and
the ecosystem. The Cachuma Project Biologist has documented numerous O. mykiss rearing
in Hilton Creek since the installation of the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System (S.
Engblom, pers. comm. 2003) thus verifying the benefit of creating habitat. Increasing the
numbers and distribution of the native fish community, relative to the exotic community will
benefit the aquatic ecosystem in the lower Santa Ynez River and its tributaries. In addition,
conducting fisheries population assessments as suggested is not possible given the ownership
of the lower river watershed, nor does CEQA or NEPA require analysis of the potential
beneficial impacts of the proposed project. Please refer to the response to Comment S2-10.
Finally, comparing the ecosystem in question (i.e., the lower Santa Ynez River) to other
ecosystems (e.g., the Ventura River) is not necessary in order to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed project. The proper context for assessing environmental impacts of the FMP/BO is
the Lower Santa Ynez River.
G1-60

COMB and Reclamation disagree with the statement that “the Santa Ynez
Watershed/ecosystem is doing quite well in balance without this project”; please see response
to Comment G1-59.
The FMP was developed to respond to the State Water Board’s concern regarding the
maintenance of downstream public trust resources in the Santa Ynez River. Therefore, the
scope of the FMP was limited to the lower Santa Ynez River, not other watersheds. In
addition, the BO imposes mandatory requirements to protect the steelhead where it is affected
by the Cachuma Project – that is, the lower Santa Ynez River – not in some other watershed
as suggested by the commenter.

G1-61

The EIR/EIS correctly states that the behavioral response of adult steelhead to hydraulic cues
stimulating upstream migration has not been identified and quantified. Thus, the NOAA
Fisheries, Reclamation, and COMB fisheries biologists consider the Fish Passage Account
and its associated release protocols experimental at this time. However, there is an extensive
monitoring and adaptive management program in place to determine if the program to
determine what, if any, changes are necessary to improve the biological response of the
program. Therefore, Reclamation and COMB are confident that the proposed fish passage
releases, in combination with monitoring and adaptive management, will improve conditions
for steelhead. Further, it is only the fish passage releases that are considered experimental.
The remainder of the types of projects recommended in the FMP/BO (i.e., flow releases;
tributary passage projects; conservation easements; public outreach, etc.) have demonstrated
success in other locations and are not considered to be experimental. Therefore, COMB and
Reclamation are not causing the impacts outlined in the Draft EIR/EIS for a project that is
“experimental”.
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G1-62

Please see responses to Comments G1-20 and G1-33. Further, the commenter states that
“[t]his project does not comply with the ESA because it does nothing to address the potential
impacts to the species by the project.” Reclamation and COMB disagree with this statement.
The Biological Opinion by NOAA Fisheries and the FMP identify the potential beneficial
impacts to steelhead due to the FMP and BO measures. NOAA Fisheries determined in their
BO that these measures would not jeopardize the continued existence of the southern
steelhead. The Draft EIR/EIS further describes these potential impacts in Sections 5.6.2, 7.1,
7.2, 7.3, 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, 9.2, and 9.3 and proposes appropriate mitigation, where necessary.
NOAA Fisheries clearly states in its BO that the proposed project is likely to appreciably
increase the likelihood of survival and recovery of the ESU by increasing its numbers and
distribution. Thus, the actions described in EIR/EIS are in compliance with the requirements
of the Endangered Species Act.
Reclamation and COMB disagree that no improvements will occur, as proposed, on private
property. Three FMP/BO projects located on private property have already been completed
(Project Nos. 11, 12, and 20).

G1-63

The cost-benefit analysis suggested in this comment is not required under CEQA or NEPA.
Please note that the dam will not be raised – gate extension will be installed that will increase
the water level in the lake during wet years.
The costs of the proposed FMP/BO actions are included in COMB’s annual budget, which is
available for public review and comment at COMB Board of Director meetings.
The survivability of steelhead is addressed in response to Comment N2-23.

G1-64

CEQA Guidelines section 15004(b) states that “EIRs … should be prepared as early as
feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considerations to influence project
program and design.” Moreover, CEQA Guidelines section 15004(a) requires CEQA review
to be complete before any project approvals. In addition, the Biological Opinion has
requirements to complete the projects within a certain time frame. Completion of the
environmental document at this time was necessary to comply with the deadlines for the
FMP/BO actions.

G1-65

Under CEQA, “‘lead agency” means the public agency which has the principal responsibility
for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the
environment.” (Public Resources Code Section 21067) Similarly, under NEPA, “‘lead
agency’ means the agency or agencies preparing or having taken primary responsibility for
preparing the environmental impact statement.” (40 C.F.R. 1508.16) The fact that COMB
will fund, design, construct, and maintain most of the FMP/BO actions and projects is
sufficient to designate them as the CEQA lead agency. Reclamation has taken the primary
responsibility for preparing the EIS portion of the combined document because it has the
responsibility for implementing the BO.

G1-66

The County of Santa Barbara is not considered a CEQA Responsible Agency because the
County is implementing a portion of the FMP/BO under a separate CEQA document which
has already been adopted. The County of Santa Barbara has voluntarily proposed to fund,
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design, and implement three of the eight passage impediment removal projects on Quiota
Creek. This involvement is a relatively minor component of the entire FMP/BO management
actions and projects, and does not elevate the County to a lead agency status. The County
will implement the three passage impediment removal actions independent of COMB and
Reclamation’s decision on the FMP/BO.
The time for challenging the County’s Negative Declaration has lapsed and the preparation of
a Draft EIR/EIS for the lead agencies’ different project does not reopen the statute of
limitations. Information about the County’s proposed bridges is included in this EIR/EIS for
the sake of completeness, and to provide the basis for a cumulative impact assessment for all
passage impediment projects along Quiota Creek. Please refer to the responses to Comments
L1-1 and L1-2.
Caltrans is considered a CEQA Responsible Agency because it will implement one element of
the FMP/BO, and may utilize the FMP/BO EIR/EIS for their CEQA compliance.
G1-67

Reclamation and COMB will acquire all permits and approvals necessary to implement the
FMP/BO projects, including permission from landowners when access or physical
improvements on private property are sought for the FMP/BO action.

G1-68

The EIR/EIS is a combination of program level analyses and project level analyses. For the
latter, sufficient detail on the projects are provided to allow an adequate assessment of
impacts pursuant to CEQA and NEPA requirements. The EIR/EIS addresses all of the
FMP/BO management actions and projects in order to provide a cumulative impact
assessment of the whole of the action. The comment is incorrect in stating that a cumulative
impact assessment is omitted.
Information on the potential increase in mosquito breeding is provided in response to
Comment N3-6.

G1-69

The FMP/BO Draft EIR/EIS does not overlap with the Draft EIR recently released by the
State Water Board. The FMP/BO is distinct from the State Water Board’s project. Please
refer to the response to Comment S1-1.

G1-70

The commenter states “[t]he document states that the long term goal of this Fish Management
Plan is the protection and recovery of southern steelhead in the Lower Santa Ynez River.
Once again, this FMP is inadequate…”. COMB and Reclamation understand the commenter
to be referring to the FMP as inadequate to recover southern steelhead. COMB and
Reclamation concur that the actions outlined in the FMP alone will not recover the southern
California steelhead ESU. As noted in response to Comment G1-20, recovery of the ESU
will require restoration actions in a broad range of watersheds within the ESU, and not just in
the Santa Ynez River. Further, COMB and Reclamation disagree that FMP is “doomed to
fail” because the projects proposed in the FMP/BO are anticipated to succeed based on the
success of many similar projects elsewhere, especially when combined with the monitoring
and adaptive management programs. As discussed in the responses to Comments G1-15 and
G1-47, all freshwater lifestages of O. mykiss are being addressed in the FMP/BO. Please see
also the responses to Comments G1-3 and G1-21. Finally, breaching of the sandbar at Surf
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will not be impacted by the proposed FMP/BO because target flows from Bradbury Dam will
be insufficient to breach the sandbar, and therefore there are no impacts to discuss.
G1-71

The comment is vague regarding specifically what additional information on water
temperature and water quality is missing. The Draft EIR/EIS provides an assessment of water
quality impacts associated with the proposed FMP/BO in Section 5.4.

G1-72

COMB and Reclamation concur that the ability to conduct monitoring and fish rescues is
largely dependent on landowner permission. COMB and Reclamation will diligently seek
permission for access from landowners along key tributaries as the FMP/BO is being
implemented. To date, the lead agencies have been very successful in acquiring permission,
with the single exception along Hilton Creek. Please refer to response to Comment N1-12.

G1-73

All recommended management actions on private property would be implemented only
through voluntary participation by the affected private landowners. Please refer to the
responses to Comments G1-13 and N1-12.
Moreover, management actions on public property will not adversely affect the rights of
private property owners because the property owners’ rights are, in any event, subject to the
public trust. (Civ. Code, § 830; State of California v. Superior Court (Lyon) (1981) 29
Cal.3d 210, 226-233)” (Bess v. County of Humboldt (1992) 3 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1549)
The Lower Santa Ynez River has been designated critical habitat for the southern steelhead.
The designation has been suspended, although it may be reinstated. The FMP/BO
management actions and projects will enhance existing steelhead habitat that was previously
designated as critical habitat. The FMP/BO will not create new habitat on private land.
Hence, the FMP/BO will not affect ongoing land use in the lower Santa Ynez River
watershed because steelhead and its habitat are already present. Please refer to the response
to Comment G1-84.
As stated in Section 5.10.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, there is no substantial evidence the
potential increased presence of steelhead on the lower river would displace or significantly
alter ongoing lawful activities on private land. In fact, steelhead occur in various locations in
the Santa Ynez River with agricultural land uses, without significant conflicts. In addition, as
described in Section 5.10.2, based on the best available data provided by landowners about
historic operations, the lead agencies have determined that passage flows will not have a
significant adverse impact on historic operations. Accordingly, the FMP/BO would not result
in a taking of private property.

G1-74

Sections 5.6 and 5.8 of the EIR/EIS provide an assessment of the impacts of the FMP/BO
management actions and projects on aquatic and terrestrial species other than steelhead. No
significant adverse impact was identified.

G1-75

COMB and Reclamation assume the commenter is referring to the southern California
steelhead population within the Santa Ynez River. According to NOAA Fisheries’ status
review (Busby et al. 1996), there are “< 100” adult steelhead in the river.
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G1-76

Locally-adapted, native O. mykiss are likely to persist in this watershed and contribute to the
gene pool. Although some interbreeding may have occurred, natural selection continues to
favor fish that have local adaptations to this watershed. See response to Comment G1-1.

G1-77

The proposed FMP/BO actions include release of water from Bradbury Dam to supplement
natural flows in certain years, which would extend the period of time that suitable flows for
fish migration are present, as described in Section 2.4.4 of the EIR/EIS.

G1-78

COMB and Reclamation disagree that the FMP does not acknowledge that the majority of
historic spawning and rearing habitat existed upstream of the current site of Bradbury Dam.
On page 2-24 of the FMP it states “Historically, steelhead migrated to the upper watershed to
spawning and rearing habitat in perennial tributaries and the upper main stem.” COMB and
Reclamation disagree that implementation of the FMP/BO is futile. COMB, Reclamation and
NOAA Fisheries (for the reasons stated in response to Comment G1-20), anticipate that it
will restore steelhead habitat and foster recovery in the Lower Santa Ynez River.

G1-79

COMB and Reclamation disagree with the commenter that the project does not cover the
entire lifecycle and therefore falsely concludes that steelhead will increase their numbers,
distribution, and foster recovery. The FMP recommends projects that improve rearing (e.g.
target flows, tributary enhancement projects), spawning (e.g. tributary enhancement
projects), and migration conditions (e.g. fish passage releases, tributary passage projects) for
O. mykiss in many locations throughout the Lower Santa Ynez River and therefore addresses
all land-based phases of the freshwater lifecycle of this species in this area.

G1-80

The comment incorrectly states that landowners will not provide permission for FMP/BO
tributary projects. COMB and Reclamation have been very successful to date in acquiring
landowner permission for tributary projects. Three tributary projects have been completed to
date with landowner permission. The Quiota Creek passage impediment removal project is
scheduled for completion next year, with the consent of the landowners. It should be noted
that no fish rescues would be conducted on private property by COMB or Reclamation
without landowner permission.

G1-81

To date, Reclamation and COMB are aware of no policies of NOAA Fisheries or the
USFWS that would require stocking in Lake Cachuma to be terminated. Nor do Reclamation
and COMB concur with the commenter that continued stocking of Lake Cachuma with nonnative rainbow trout is likely to cause the southern California ESU to cease to exist. The
southern California ESU is comprised of watersheds from the Santa Maria River south to the
Mexican Border. Therefore actions in the Santa Ynez River watershed can not cause the
entire ESU to become extinct.

G1-82

Downstream trap and truck operations are determined to be infeasible for a number of
reasons independent of the amount of water flowing downstream (see Section 10.13.3).
The Santa Ynez River experiences wet and dry cycles. Southern California steelhead are
adapted to these cycles and. In very dry years (both pre-and post- construction of Bradbury
Dam), the fish were unable to migrate through the main stem of the Santa Ynez River.
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However, as described in responses to Comments G1-3, G1-21, and N2-2, passage will be
provided in many wet years.
G1-83

COMB and CCRB have secured a number of grants to assist in funding several of the actions
identified in the Santa Ynez River Fish Management Plan (FMP) and Biological Opinion
(BO). Agencies from which grants have been received include the State Water Resources
Control Board, Caltrans, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Department of Fish and
Game, and the State Coastal Conservancy. The interest of all of these agencies is to protect,
restore, enhance, or develop steelhead habitat in the Santa Ynez River to assist in the
recovery of steelhead by providing grant funding to the agencies responsible for
implementing the FMP/BO. CCRB applied for $750,000 in Proposition 12 grant funds for a
number of projects in the FMP. This grant was approved in the Governor's budget and is
being administered by the State Coastal Conservancy. Because steelhead is an anadromous
species and the Santa Ynez River is a costal stream, the Proposition 12 grant program is
appropriately managed by the Coastal Conservancy.

G1-84

To determine what areas to designate as critical habitat, the Fish and Wildlife Service or
NOAA Fisheries consider the species’ current range (i.e., areas in which the species
currently exists) and historic range (i.e., areas that the species formerly occupied with in
historic memory). Then they identify features of the habitat that are needed for the species in
question to live, reproduce, and recover to the point where it can be removed from the list of
endangered and threatened species. Examples of features of the habitat or requirements that
are generally considered are: Space for individuals and population growth and for normal
behavior; food, water, air, light, minerals, or other nutritional or physiological requirements;
cover or shelter; sites for breeding, reproduction, or rearing of offspring, germination, or
seed dispersal; and areas that are protected from disturbance or are representative of the
historic geographical and ecological distributions of a species.
To designate critical habitat, the US Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries consider
habitat features needed for conservation and successful reproduction of the species. They are
required to use the best scientific data available and to consider the economic and other
impacts of designating an area as critical habitat. Potential economic impacts are considered.
Although the decision to list a species as threatened or endangered must be based solely on
biological grounds, economic and social effects of critical habitat designations are analyzed
and considered before such designations are completed. An area may be excluded from
proposed critical habitat if the Secretary of the Interior or Commerce finds that the economic
or other burdens of such an exclusion outweigh the conservation benefits of including the
area. However, excluding an area from a critical habitat designation is allowed only if doing
so will not lead to the extinction of the species.
Critical habitat designation does not in any way close an area to human access or use. It
applies only to activities with a Federal nexus. Critical habitat designations do not constitute
land management plans. If critical habitat is designated for a species, all Federal agencies,
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, must consult with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to result in
the destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat. Critical habitat designation
does not affect activities on State or private lands unless a Federal permit, license, or funding
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is involved. Activities of the State or a private landowner, such as farming, grazing, and
logging, generally are not affected by critical habitat designation, even if the landowner's
property is within the geographical boundaries of the critical habitat. The designation has no
impact on individual, town, county, or State actions if there is no Federal involvement, nor
does it signal any intent of the Federal government to acquire or control the land.
The lead agencies do not have discretion to designate critical habitat and intend to continue to
accommodate historic agricultural and ranching operations to the fullest extent permitted by
law.
G1-85

COMB and Reclamation respectfully disagree that the project is “nearly entirely dependent
upon landowner cooperation.” Rearing and passage flows are not dependent upon private
landowner cooperation. Many of the passage impediment removal projects, habitat
enhancement projects, and mitigation measures, such as oak tree restoration, will occur on
public land. Some actions, such as some monitoring and fish rescues, and some passage
impediment removal projects and habitat improvement projects will require private
landowner cooperation. That cooperation can be measured in ways other than through a
survey. COMB and Reclamation have been very successful to date in acquiring landowner
permission for tributary projects. Please also refer to the response to Comment G1-124

G1-86

COMB and Reclamation have been very successful to date in acquiring landowner permission
for tributary projects. Three tributary projects have been completed to date with landowner
permission. The Quiota Creek passage impediment removal project is scheduled for
completion next year, with the consent of the landowners.

G1-87

Prior to development of the BO, the Cachuma Project Biologist had made several
observations of conditions during, before, and after downstream water rights releases.
Downstream movement of O. mykiss in response to these releases were not observed
(Engblom 2000). When drafting the BO, NOAA Fisheries determined that three years of
additional study was needed, and thus, included the 3-year monitoring as a condition in the
BO. These data will allow COMB and Reclamation to confirm that fish are not likely to
move downstream and become stranded, as suggested in the comment.

G1-88

Please see response to Comment G1-87. Observations to date indicate that steelhead do not
move downstream out of the management reaches with water rights releases, and then
become stranded. The ramp-down schedule for water rights releases in the FMP/BO will
provide further assurances that this impact will be avoided because the ramp-down rate will
be at least 10 times slower than current operations, which will allow fish time to move
upstream during the ramp-down period.

G1-89

The pools where steelhead would seek refuge to avoid stranding during ramped down water
right releases varies from year to year, and as such, cannot be precisely mapped as requested
in the comment. Observations to date (SYRTAC 1997, S. Engblom, pers. comm. 2002) have
shown that pools continue to exist in the Refugio and Alisal reaches during most years,
although large spill events can shift the location and size of these pools. Please refer to the
response to Comment N2-26.
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G1-90

While the exact nature of hydraulic changes in the river cannot be predicted with certainty,
the effects of downstream releases for fish, which includes releasing water to maintain pool
depth, are adequately analyzed in Section 5.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The residual pool depth must be maintained if steelhead are present (NOAA Fisheries 2000).
Hence, the amount of water released from the dam or discharged from wells is immaterial
because it will not be limited.
No significant water supply impact is anticipated to maintain residual pools because the reach
of the river to be maintained under these conditions would be less than when maintaining
rearing target flows at Alisal Bridge.
Observations to date (SYRTAC 1997, S. Engblom, pers. comm. 2002) have shown that
pools continue to exist in the Refugio and Alisal reaches during most years, although large
spill events can shift the location and size of these pools. Please refer to the response to
Comment N2-26. It is anticipated that steelhead would not be present in these reaches if
suitable habitat (i.e., refuge pools) did not exist prior to the streambed beginning to dry.

G1-91

Pease see response to Comment G1-33.

G1-92

The California Water Plan Update (Bulletin 160-98) states that while world weather records
indicate an overall warming trend during the last century, with a surge of warming prior to
1940 and a more recent rise during the 1980s, the actual rise in temperatures is “debated
among climatologists.” The most probable future climate prediction of early melting of snow
packs due to higher air temperatures may not be a major factor in regards to the Cachuma
Project water supply.
Furthermore, Bulletin 160-98 goes on to say that “figures for regional changes are less
dependable because of regional weather influences not accounted for in the global models.”
So, while global implications are still being debated, regional weather changes are even more
uncertain. Consequently, due to the lack of scientific consensus regarding the modern effects
of global warming on runoff in the Santa Ynez River watershed in the next 50 years, the
modeling efforts did not incorporate any theories regarding global warming.
The Santa Ynez River Hydrology Model (SYRHM) does assume that the next 76 years will
be similar to the hydrology of 1918-1993. This covers a long period, 76 years, which
includes a wide range of rainfall conditions. For example, there were four significant dry
periods in this period of record, as well as several extreme wet years. The first half of the
period of record would include the years covering the surge of warming prior to 1940, and
the latter half of the study period would represent some of the more recent climatic
conditions.
The term El Nino refers to a rapid, dramatic warming of the sea-surface temperature (SST)
in the eastern tropical Pacific. A Type 1 El Nino event has the strongest SST anomaly,
generally defined in a rise in temperature of more than 2o Celsius. The study period includes
several years that been noted as significant Type 1 El Nino years including 1958, 1969,
1973, 1978, and 1983.
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G1-93

Please see the response to comment no. G1-43. Further, the FMP/BO do not propose any
predator control operations beyond those that may occur during a fish rescue operation (any
such fish rescue/relocation operation will occur, as described in Section 2.3.5 of the
DEIR/DEIS, only with the permission of the landowner). [Entrix]

G1-94

The commenter is not clear as to how they believe the “document has been less than honest
when it concludes that lower Hilton Creek on Reclamation property is suitable steelhead
spawning and rearing under ‘pre-project’ condition.” Reclamation and COMB observed
steelhead in Lower Hilton Creek from 1995 through 1999, prior to installation of the
permanent watering facility (SYRTAC 1997, 1998, 2000b). Habitat surveys (SYRTAC
1997) also show that Lower Hilton Creek has suitable spawning and rearing habitat.
Reclamation and COMB have re-examined the description in the Draft EIR/EIS and
determined that it is consistent with these observations of steelhead and their habitat;
therefore, no change to the EIR/EIS is warranted.
Please note that the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System (HCSWS) is mitigation to
address impacts of the Bradbury Dam Seismic Modification Project completed in 1999, not
“to make up for the loss of historic habitat in the upper reaches of the river” as suggested by
the commenter.

G1-95

Based on the response to Comment G1-3, Reclamation and COMB disagree with the
commenter that there is no basis to conclude that increases in steelhead in Hilton Creek will
not benefit the population in the Lower Santa Ynez River. Further, the DEIR/DEIS
considers all O. mykiss in the Lower Santa Ynez River to be a single population of O.
mykiss, rather than segregating the populations further by tributary. This use of population is
consistent with NOAA Fisheries’ description of populations (i.e. by river; e.g. Santa Ynez
River) in the status review (Busby et al. 1996) and CDFG’s description of the Santa Ynez
River as a single run (McEwan and Jackson 1996).

G1-96

The projects referred to in this comment are independent projects. The FMP/BO is not a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the prior projects. Please refer to the response to
Comment G1-66. The FMP/BO will not have off-site impacts to private property. Please
refer to the response to Comment G1-182. The comment does not claim that Notices of
Determination, Notices of Intent, or Notices of Exemption were not properly prepared for
the projects referenced under CEQA and NEPA. The commentor may have allowed the time
to comment on prior projects to lapse. For the current project and future components
analyzed at a project level and other unrelated projects referenced in this comment,
opportunities for comment may be available now and will be available again in the future.

G1-97

Determining whether the Highway 154 culvert is or is not a passage barrier would require
access to San Lucas Ranch. The landowner has repeatedly refused such access; hence, there
are no available data to resolve the differences in opinion between Entrix and Caltrans
regarding the culvert’s effect on fish passage.
Reclamation and COMB disagree with the commenter’s assumption that if the culvert is a
complete barrier, then there is no need to remove the barrier. On the contrary, if the culvert
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is a full barrier, there would be greater reason to modify the culvert to allow steelhead access
to a historically important tributary, which would benefit the population in the entire lower
watershed.
G1-98

Unforeseen events could always affect project implementation. The Draft EIR/EIS uses the
most current and reliable information that is available. To date, Caltrans has continued to
indicate that they will pursue the Highway 154 culvert project in the near future. The effect
of the referenced State budget situation on this project is speculative. CEQA and NEPA do
not require speculation. Please refer to the response to Comment S1-2.

G1-99

Caltrans has the legal right to modify their culvert on state lands for any engineering,
transportation, or environmental purpose that they deem appropriate. Please refer to the
response to Comment G1-9.

G1-100

The environmental impacts of the Hilton Creek Channel Extension Project are addressed at a
programmatic level at this time to allow for meaningful public input on the project. Both
CEQA and NEPA allow programmatic analysis. (CEQA Guidelines section 15168(a); 40
C.F.R. 1502.4(b)) An appropriate subsequent CEQA/NEPA document will be issued based
on detailed design work which will allow a second public review. Hence, the use of a
Program EIR/EIS for this project provides greater public input than the approach suggested
in the comment.

G1-101

Please see responses to Comments G1-1 and N2-11.

G1-102

Please see the response to Comment N1-9. Reclamation nor COMB do not have any
intention of “taking” private lands for fish habitat purposes, as the commenter suggests.
Reclamation and COMB will work with willing landowners to purchase conservation
easements or leases in areas within the watershed that have or, with restoration actions, could
have suitable habitat for southern steelhead. Restoration actions implemented in cooperation
with willing landowners would be funded by Reclamation, COMB or grant funding.

G1-103

The environmental impacts of the main stem habitat enhancements are addressed at a
programmatic level at this time to allow for meaningful public input on this element of the
FMP/BO. An appropriate, subsequent CEQA/NEPA document will be prepared based on
detailed design work which will allow a second public review. The subsequent environmental
document may be an Initial Study/EA or EIR/EIS. In either instance, there will be a public
review and comment period. The use of an Initial Study/EA does not foreclose public input,
as suggested in the comment.

G1-104

The EIR/EIS indicates that there may be a need to rescue fish from the creek if the flows to
the creek must be curtailed due to a drought and low lake level. Fish rescues are not planned
on other tributaries simply because COMB and Reclamation are not creating habitat on these
tributaries by purposely releasing water. COMB and Reclamation have an obligation to
rescue fish from Hilton Creek because the fish are present due to our actions.

G1-105

Fish rescued from Hilton Creek would be placed in suitable habitat on federal property.
Predatory fish at the relocation site will be eliminated, not relocated.
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G1-106

There is no authority in the Federal Endangered Species Act, regulations, or case law that
would indicate that a landowner would be liable for unauthorized take for refusing access to
his/her property to facilitate a fish rescue by others without the landowner’s permission.

G1-107

Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-9 and G2-9.

G1-108

Reclamation and COMB disagree with the commenter’s statement that “the Santa Ynez River
watershed was never much of a naturally occurring habitat for steelhead.” CDFG states that
“[h]istorically, the Santa Ynez River supported the largest steelhead run in southern
California” (Shapovalov 1945 as cited in McEwan and Jackson 1996). Therefore,
Reclamation and COMB disagree that the FMP/BO “is the futile attempt to restore something
that was not natural in the first place.”

G1-109 The lead agencies agree that the increased water shortages could have a significant impact on
the South Coast users. Water supply shortages due to the FMP/BO alternatives with higher
releases or that do not include the 3-foot surcharge would result in a significant, direct
reduction in water supply for municipal, industrial, and agricultural users on the South Coast.
In addition, the cumulative effect of recent reductions in water deliveries from the Cachuma
Project, combined with the reduction associated with the proposed FMP/BO would be
significant. The reduction in water deliveries from the Cachuma Project could result in water
shortages, which in turn, would require water users to reduce demand by voluntary or
mandatory emergency conservation. A severe reduction in water demand due to mandatory
conservation would cause adverse economic impacts. Higher water costs and less available
water could affect commercial and industrial operations and revenues. Similarly, higher
water costs and lower water availability could reduce agricultural production, or cause higher
production costs as agricultural users seek other water supplies. These are considered
significant economic impacts on South Coast water users, and is described as a significant
cumulative impact of the proposed FMP/BO in Section 5.2.2.4 of the EIR/EIS, and for
FMP/BO alternatives with higher releases or that do not include the 3-foot surcharge (Section
10).
G1-110

Perhaps the best example of the success of the fish releases to date is the results in Lower
Hilton Creek due to operation, since spring 2000, of the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering
Facility. The number of fish trapped moving upstream in Hilton Creek has increased in the
years following implementation of the watering system (i.e., 2001, 2002, & 2003). It is
important to note that 1995 was a successful year for upstream migration before
implementation of the watering system and was also a very wet, El Niño year. Over this
same period, several hundred fish were regularly observed during snorkel surveys in Lower
Hilton Creek. Field data collected by COMB demonstrate that the majority of these fish
survived through the critical summer rearing period. This evidence demonstrates that the
rearing flows already implemented are improving habitat conditions for steelhead and are
increasing their numbers.

G1-111

Activities of the State or a private landowner, such as farming, grazing, and logging,
generally are not affected by critical habitat designation, even if the landowner's property is
within the geographical boundaries of the critical habitat. As stated in Section 5.10.2 of the
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Draft EIR/EIS, there is no substantial evidence that the potential increased presence of
steelhead on the river would displace or significantly alter ongoing lawful activities on private
land. In fact, steelhead occur in various locations in the Santa Ynez River with agricultural
land uses, without significant conflicts. In addition, as described in Section 5.10.2, based on
the best available data provided by landowners about historic operations, the lead agencies
have determined that passage flows will not have a significant adverse impact on historic
operations of San Lucas Ranch. Accordingly, the project would not cause a taking. Please
refer to the responses to Comments G1-73 and G1-84.
G1-112

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-111.

G1-113

Farming and ranching activities do make positive contributions in the watershed. The
contributions listed in this comment are among those contributions. The Project will not
have significant adverse impacts on agriculture or ranching. Accordingly, consequential
effects from impacts to agriculture and ranching will also be less than significant

G1-114

All recommended management actions will be implemented only through voluntary
participation by landowners, whether public or private. As such, neither of the lead agencies
will “control” land uses in the watershed. Any mortality associated with steelhead using the
reach of Hilton Creek between Highway 154 and Reclamation property would be considered
a natural outcome of the species exploiting new rearing habitats. Please refer to the response
to Comment G1-33.

G1-115

The lead agencies have provided a full analysis of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable
County Comprehensive Plan Policies in Appendix G. The FMP/BO is consistent with
applicable County policies.

G1-116

The EIR/EIS provides an assessment of impacts to species other than steelhead, including
plant and wildlife species. Please see Sections 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 8.0, and 9.0 of
the EIR/EIS.

G1-117

The project is consistent with local or regional plans, policies or regulations, including those
referenced in this comment. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21 and G1122.
The proposed project is not inconsistent with the County grading ordinance. The grading
ordinance would apply to projects that involve earthwork on private land, not at Cachuma
Lake which is federal lands. The grading ordinance prohibits grading that would result in a
significant environmental impact to occur as a result of new grading. No significant impact
due to earthwork as part of any FMP/BO project was identified in the EIR/EIS.
The proposed Project is also not inconsistent with the County Flood Control Program. The
standards of construction under that program, according to Section 15A-16, applies only to
proposed new development. Section 15A-5 defines "development" as any man-made change
to improved or unimproved real estate, including but not limited to buildings or other
structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations or
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storage of equipment or materials. The proposed management actions comprising the
proposed Project do not meet this definition.
G1-118

The FMP/BO actions were developed in light of the current and future water deliveries from
the Cachuma Project. The use of surcharging will reduce impacts to water supply, but would
not fully offset a cumulatively significant water supply impact that would primarily affect
South Coast residents. The assessment of water supply impacts took into consideration future
population growth and the limitations on yield from the Cachuma Project. The Member Units
have long recognized that the Cachuma Project has a finite water supply, and as such, the
water supply for future population growth will be derived from other sources, such as State
Water Project.

G1-119

The comment is incorrect. The FMP/BO actions would not reduce the water supply from
Cachuma Lake by 40 percent. The critical drought year water supplies would be about 38
percent of normal supplies under the FMP/BO, which would be about 11 percent more than
under operations without the FMP/BO. The reduction in average annual water supply and
critical drought year water supply due to the implementation of the FMP/BO would be almost
the same as under current operations, as described in Section 5.2.5 of the EIR/EIS.

G1-120

The effects of the greater storage volume in Cachuma Lake under the FMP/BO on
downstream flooding is addressed in Section 5.1 of the EIR/EIS.

G1-121a Reclamation conducted engineering studies to determine that the existing radial gates and
earthen embankment would support the increase water storage from a 3-foot surcharge.
G1-121b The lead agencies have provided a full analysis of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable
County Comprehensive Plan Policies in Appendix G. The FMP/BO is consistent with
applicable County policies. The FMP/BO is consistent with applicable regional, such as the
Santa Barbara County Clean Air Plan, prepared by the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District, and the Water Quality Control Plan (or Basin Plan) for the Central Coast
prepared by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The proposed FMP/BO management
actions and projects are consistent with the Clean Air Plan because they would not facilitate
or induce growth, nor involve substantial construction related emissions. The proposed
FMP/BO management actions and projects are consistent with the Basin Plan because the
proposed releases for fish habitat would not degrade water quality, and the proposed flow and
non-flow related project and management actions would enhance several beneficial uses
identified in the Santa Ynez River, including wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered
species, and wetlands.
G1-122

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to
a 3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at
the Lake (MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1.
Under the terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until
the County has relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years
from the date of the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the
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County to fund, design, and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot
surcharge. In addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the
relocation, if necessary. The MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on
recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided.
G1-123

Section 11 of the EIR/EIS includes an evaluation of cumulative impacts in the watershed.

G1-124

The monitoring program will provide important data even with limited private landowner
participation. Please refer to response to Comment G1-167.
To date, monitoring has been successfully implemented with relatively limited landowner
participation. However, COMB and Reclamation are confident that landowner cooperation
will continue as described in response to Comment G1-48. COMB and Reclamation have
been very successful to date in acquiring landowner permission for tributary projects. Three
tributary projects have been completed to date with landowner permission. The Quiota Creek
passage impediment removal project is scheduled for completion next year, with the consent
of the landowners.

G1-125

The rainfall amounts are from records from the City of Santa Barbara.

G1-126

The description of where the Santa Ynez River occurs presented in the EIR/EIS is accurate.
However, as the comment correctly indicates, flow in the river can be intermittent, and often
absent. Flow is generally present year-round immediately upstream and downstream of
Lompoc.

G1-127

The issue presented in this response is outside the scope of the project and the authority of
COMB and Reclamation. The Santa Barbara County Flood Control District has the authority
to manage the river channel to meet the channel capacity that it determines appropriate, not
COMB or Reclamation. The statements in the EIR/EIS to which this comment refers were
included as part of the project setting and not as part of the analysis of project environmental
impacts.

G1-128

The analysis in Section 5.1.2.4 of the EIR/EIS concluded that a significant impact to flood
hazards along the Santa Ynez River is not anticipated due to the proposed FMP/BO releases.
Hence, no mitigation measure requiring channel maintenance by the County Flood Control
District or private landowners is considered necessary.

G1-129

For clarification, the proposed project will provide releases for downstream habitat in all
years when Cachuma Lake storage is above 30,000 acre-feet and not just in spill years or the
first year after spill years. Target flows for the downstream priority reaches vary, depending
upon the hydrologic conditions of the watershed. Fish population surveys show that fish are
much more abundant in wet years compared to dry and average years. Releases for fish are
structured to ensure higher levels of flow in the primary and secondary habitat reaches during
years when steelhead are more likely to benefit (i.e., spill years and the first year after a spill
when Cachuma Lake spills more than 20,000 acre-feet). Also, impacts on Cachuma Project
water supply deliveries from releases for fish are greatest during droughts, when fish
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populations are also the smallest. Target flows are then reduced when Cachuma storage
drops below 120,000 acre-feet. The final target flows of the BO and FMP are shown in
Table 2-4 of the EIR/EIS.
The additional flow targets in spill years and the year after a spill is for 1.5 cfs in the reach
between Highway 154 Bridge to Alisal Road Bridge. The flow target only applies when
rainbow trout/steelhead are present in the Alisal Reach. The additional impact of this flow
target is not significantly different than the impacts of flow targets of 10 and 5 cfs in the
reach from Hilton Creek to the Highway 154 Bridge because this reach is immediately
upstream of the Alisal Reach and would only occur following a wet year when the spill from
Cachuma Lake is greater than 20,000 acre-feet.
G1-130

The Santa Barbara desalination project is an element of the City of Santa Barbara’s water
supply, as described in Section 5.2.1 and shown in Table 5-6 of the EIR/EIS. Its role as an
emergency water supply is incorporated into all analyses of water supply in the EIR/EIS,
including alternatives. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.

G1-131

The costs of the FMP/BO projects are derived from water supply revenues from South Coast
Member Units. In addition, Caltrans is voluntarily proposing to modify the Highway 154
culvert using state funds. Santa Barbara County is voluntarily proposing to modify three
crossings of Quiota Creek along Refugio Road using County funds. No funds are being
derived from the “North County property owners.” The costs of relocation facilities at
Cachuma Lake County Park to accommodate surcharging will be derived from various grants
and loans acquired by the County, and funds from Reclamation. The FMP/BO management
actions and projects are being implemented by public agencies with full public disclosure, as
evidenced by the issuance of the EIR/EIS.

G1-132

Please see the responses to Comments G1-1 and N2-11. Reclamation and COMB disagree
with the commenter that only those freshwater lifestages of O. mykiss that can be distinctly
determined to be the anadromous form of O. mykiss deserve protection and restoration
measures. If actions were designed only to protect the smolt, kelt, and returning adult phases
of the O. mykiss anadromous lifehistory form, then all lifecycle stages of the anadromous,
protected, form of O. mykiss would not have improved conditions. As noted by the
commenter in several other places (e.g., Comment G1-47), it is important to improve
conditions for all lifestages of the species in order to contribute towards recovery.

G1-133

The steelhead that migrate up Santa Ynez River are the southern steelhead Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU), designated an endangered species.

G1-134

Data collected by the Cachuma Project Biologist is reported in numerous SYRTAC sources
and includes information regarding recent observations of steelhead migration (SYRTAC
1997, SYRTAC 1998, SYRTAC 2000, SYRTAC 2000b). No complete counts of the total
number of steelhead migrating into the Santa Ynez River exist.

G1-135

Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides background information on the status of fish
habitat and fish use of that habitat in the Lower Santa Ynez River. Section 2.4 of the
EIR/EIS presents a detailed release scheme to support rearing and passage flows along the
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main stem of the river. These flows were determined to be necessary and appropriate to
enhance rearing along the management reaches, and to supplement natural passage flows.
Please see response to Comment G1-272 regarding flows at various points along the river
that are considered necessary to achieve the desired results.
G1-136

A lagoon can only be found at the mouth of a river or creek where it joins the ocean.
Therefore, a lagoon, by definition, can not be created anywhere else in the Santa Ynez River
beyond the lagoon that already exists near Surf. Steelhead may potentially use the existing
Santa Ynez River lagoon. However, the SYRTAC (1997) data does not show that the lagoon
is currently used for rearing.
Steelhead are known to migrate upstream in a watershed or tributary until their migration is
impeded, at which point they seek suitable spawning habitat (Stolz and Schnell 1991).
Therefore, steelhead in the lower Santa Ynez River that migrate in the mainstem as far as
Bradbury Dam will no longer be able to continue in the mainstem and are likely to then
migrate up the nearest tributary, Hilton Creek. Please see also response to Comment G1-3.

G1-137

The FMP/BO seek to restore spawning and rearing habitat at several locations throughout the
lower watershed. Some of these locations are near the ocean (e.g., Salsipuedes Creek) while
others are further inland (e.g., the river management reaches, Hilton Creek) and others are in
between (e.g., Quiota Creek). The selection of locations takes advantage of the cooler water
temperatures at the coast, the ability of Bradbury Dam to maintain cooler water temperatures
near the dam, and the lifehistory strategy whereby steelhead migrate upstream until their
passage is blocked (Stolz and Schnell 1991).
It should be noted that it is important to provide suitable habitat for steelhead over a wide
geographic area to ensure success in enhancing the population. As noted in Busby et al.
(1996), “the spatial and temporal distribution of adults is important in assessing risk to an
ESU. Spatial distribution is important both at the scale of river basins within the ESU and at
the scale of spawning areas within basins.”

G1-138

Treated wastewater from the Lompoc wastewater plant are unlikely to be suitable for
steelhead rearing habitat due to high temperatures in the summer. In addition, the channel
downstream of the treatment plant is very wide and mostly unshaded, lacks instream
structure, and lacks spawning substrates (the channel is sandy) suggesting that any habitat
would be of limited value to steelhead regardless of water temperatures.

G1-139

Adult steelhead migrate primarily during stormflow conditions, especially at the southern end
of their range (McEwan and Jackson 1996). Therefore, the small amount of water (typically
5 cfs, Reclamation 1999) released by the Lompoc Sewer Treatment Plant is a small fraction
of the water in the river and is not a substantial enough component to affect the water quality
of the river flow during migration periods.

G1-140

Southern steelhead are part of a native aquatic ecosystem that includes prickly sculpin,
threespine stickleback, and Pacific lamprey. In addition, other listed species including the
California red-legged frog, southwestern willow flycatcher, and least Bell’s vireo are native
inhabitants of the associated riparian corridor in the Santa Ynez River and its tributaries
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where habitat is present. These and other native species have evolved together to co-exist in
this system each occupying a different ecological niche. Therefore, actions that restore
habitats that support these native species and their native ecosystem are compatible. Nonnative species also inhabit the ecosystem and there is some niche overlap because these
species did not co-evolve together. The actions outlined in the FMP/BO are designed to
maintain habitat that is more suitable to the native ecosystem than the non-native ecosystem
(see also response to Comment G1-43). Surveys of potential steelhead habitat in the Lower
Santa Ynez River suggests that this habitat is not currently at carrying capacity for this
species. Carrying capacity studies have not been conducted for non-native species.
G1-141

Neither the FMP nor the BO propose predator removal except in the limited case of removal
at the location where rescued steelhead are to be relocated, should a fish rescue occur.
Reclamation and COMB are not aware of specific policies of NOAA Fisheries and USFWS
regarding non-native species that would pertain to the Santa Ynez River system.

G1-142

Please see the response to Comment G1-1 and SYRTAC reports (1997, 1998, 2000, 2000b)
for this information.

G1-143

As reported on page 5-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “[d]uring the 1995 fish rescue, over 220
young-of-the-year…. were rescued and relocated. In June 1998, 831 young-of-theyear…were captured”. Reclamation and COMB disagree that juvenile fish are not smolting
and migrating to the ocean because the Cachuma Project Biologist has observed smolts
outmigrating as part of the trapping program (see response to Comment G1-110). Also,
please see responses to Comments G1-1, G1-3, and G1-47.

G1-144

Please see the response to Comment G1-1. In addition, McEwan and Jackson (1996) note that
the “variability in life history patterns probably confers a survival advantage, especially in
unstable, variable climatic and hydrographic conditions such as in southern California
environments at the southern-most limit of steelhead distribution.” Further, as noted in many
of the COLAB’s comments (e.g. G1-47), it is important to support all lifestages of a species
if the species is to recover. By restoring the habitat necessary to support all phases of both
lifehistory strategies for O. mykiss, a steelhead run can be restored to the Lower Santa Ynez
River. Therefore, Reclamation and COMB believe it is premature to give up hope that the
steelhead lifehistory strategy can be recovered in this river.

G1-145

The question presented in the comment is a legal question regarding the prohibition of take
under the Endangered Species Act. Reclamation and COMB are not the agencies that would
determine what constitutes take of an endangered species.

G1-146

The SYRTAC attempted to survey the lagoon on two different occasions and few southern
steelhead were observed (SYRTAC 1997). Due to the low numbers of adult steelhead in the
Santa Ynez River (see response to Comment G1-59), observations of large numbers of
steelhead in the lagoon would not be expected at this time. In the future, as the population
increases, use of the lagoon as a potential rearing area may occur. Finally, Reclamation and
COMB do not agree that the suitability of the watershed has been over exaggerated; the
FMP/BO are designed to dramatically improve the suitability of portions of the lower
watershed for southern steelhead and in so doing, increase the southern steelhead population.
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G1-147

Reclamation and COMB disagree that the habitat information provided in the EIR/EIS is
insufficient to determine the results of the FMP/BO management actions and projects.
COMB, Reclamation, and other agencies involved in the SYRTAC have spent many years
examining the main stem of the river and accessible tributaries in the lower watershed, in
sufficient detail to formulate the FMP management actions and projects. The lead agencies
are confident that the level of knowledge on the watershed is sufficient to predict the
beneficial effects of the project, notwithstanding the data gaps along tributaries and the river
where at least one landowner as refused access.

G1-148

Section 5.6.1.3 of the EIR/EIS has been corrected to indicate that temperatures suitable for
steelhead can be maintained, under specific conditions, in the Highway 154, Refugio, and
Alisal reaches. Downstream of the Alisal Reach, suitable temperatures can not be maintained
for rearing and therefore the FMP/BO have not proposed providing releases from Bradbury
Dam to these areas.

G1-149

The FMP/BO have accomplished what is requested in the comment – three management
reaches along the main stem of the river have been identified as having suitable habitat that
can be enhanced with certain releases for rearing purposes: the Highway 154, Refugio, and
Alisal reaches. In addition, several tributaries with suitable habitat have been identified as
having potential for enhancement – Hilton Creek, Salsipuedes, and El Jaro creeks. Please
refer to the response to Comment G1-156.

G1-150

The proposed FMP/BO actions would not affect mining operations in the Hilton Creek
watershed. The mine is located outside the creek, and does not involve diversion of water
from the creek or a crossing the creek. There is no reason to believe that activities at the
mine would encroach on Hilton Creek. The lead agencies understand that Granite
Construction, the mine lessee, has met with NOAA Fisheries on several occasions in the past
several years to determine the most appropriate sediment control measures at the mine to
prevent impacts on Hilton Creek. Granite has voluntarily coordinated with NOAA Fisheries
without any involvement of COMB or Reclamation. The resolution of the sediment issue
between Granite and NOAA Fisheries is evidence that the mining operations and an
endangered species can co-exist in this watershed

G1-151

During low flow periods (summer through fall), beaver dams will act as passage
impediments. During the times when steelhead juvenile and adults migrate, namely during
high flow events in the wet season, the beaver dams do not present a passage problem
because the water washes them away. The pools created by the dams during the low flow
season can provide rearing habitat to juvenile fish.

G1-152

[Numbering error: There is no comment with this number]

G1-153

The FMP/BO include actions throughout the Lower Santa Ynez River watershed because it is
important for suitable habitat to have a spatial distribution (see the response to Comment G1137). Therefore, the FMP/BO would not achieve its goals if habitat were only improved in
one tributary within the watershed. It should be noted that the FMP/BO includes a high
number of projects for these two watersheds including: the passage impediment on Highway
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1 Bridge over Salsipuedes Creek, passage impediment on Jalama Road Bridge, passage
impediment on El Jaro Creek, El Jaro Creek bank stabilization project, and tributary habitat
enhancements, including conservation easements. Salsipuedes and El Jaro creeks currently
have perennial flow through most of the tributaries and therefore increased flow
supplementation, especially through what would be very costly projects to permit and
implement, is not warranted for consideration at this time.
G1-154

The Santa Ynez River lagoon currently maintains suitable conditions for steelhead rearing
based on surveys conducted by the Cachuma Project Biologist (SYRTAC 1997, S. Engblom
pers. comm. 2003). The FMP/BO do not explore additional alternatives because the habitat
is currently suitable. The habitat is currently under-utilized because of the small population of
steelhead in the Lower Santa Ynez River and the distance to suitable spawning habitat in the
Salsipuedes/El Jaro creek watershed.

G1-155

Vandenberg Air Force Base has not permitted fisheries studies to occur on their property.
Further, opportunities in the mainstem for fisheries rearing and spawning habitat would be
limited for reasons outlined in the responses to Comments G1-15 and G1-137.

G1-156

The releases to support steelhead rearing on the lower Santa Ynez River are not intended to
enhance habitat along the entire lower river – only those portions of the river where there is
suitable in-channel habitat, and where suitable flows can be feasibly achieved with releases
from the dam. Contrary to the comment, the intent of the releases is not to add water to the
entire lower river.
The purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to
make decisions with environmental consequences in mind. (CEQA Guidelines § 15003(g))
CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) states: “The description of the environmental setting shall
be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives.” The additional information requested is not necessary to
determine whether suitable steelhead passage conditions exist. Please also refer to 40 C.F.R.
1502.2(a).

G1-157

The purpose of the scoring system is to provide criteria to compare the impacts of the various
on different steelhead lifestages. The scoring system was designed for the Lower Santa Ynez
River system because that is the ecosystem being considered for management. Using a
scoring system from another watershed would not be applicable or valid because habitat
conditions vary amongst watersheds, and fish populations in each watershed show different
habitat utilization patterns. However, it should be noted that the criteria used to define
optimal rearing and passage conditions in the FMP/BO take into account data from the entire
southern California ESU, which includes other regional watersheds such as the Ventura River
and Santa Clara River.

G1-158

Typically, the Santa Ynez River would receive its “first flush” during the October through
December period which constitutes the beginning of the rainy season. The period used to
calculate adult passage ran from January through April and therefore avoided the early
rainfall events. Beyond the first rains of the season, the Santa Ynez River can carry a high
sediment load. Steelhead can migrate under highly turbid conditions and therefore fish
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passage days were not discounted based on potential turbidity. Finally, in assessing fish
passage opportunity, NOAA Fisheries concurred with the use of the flow-based passage day
assessment (NOAA Fisheries 2000), therefore water quality was not included as a passage
day analysis component
G1-159

The “25 cfs at Alisal” criterion is based on studies that demonstrate that when this flow value
is met through natural storm events, flow is continuous in the main stem in the months of
January through May and provides passage conditions for adult steelhead. In the lower Santa
Ynez watershed, tributary contributions during storms increase as a function of distance from
Bradbury Dam. Thus, the criteria do not indicate that passage is only possible at the Alisal
location, but rather that passage is possible in the main stem Santa Ynez River. Specific
analyses that have been conducted are outlined below and indicate that when flow is 25 cfs at
Alisal, the following conditions also exist:




In the Alisal reach, an adult passage criteria of 8 feet of contiguous width at or above 0.6
ft in depth is met at critical riffles in this reach indicating passage is provided from the
Alisal reach upstream to the dam (SYRTAC 1999).
Adult steelhead passage criteria are also met in the Cargasachi and Lompoc transects
indicating passage between Alisal and Lompoc (Reclamation 2000).

G1-160

Fish have been observed in the stilling basin and Long Pool portions of the Highway 154
Reach (SYRTAC 1997, SYRTAC 2000b). Observations of steelhead in the remainder of the
Highway 154 Reach have not occurred because access to conduct fisheries surveys has not
been granted by the landowner.

G1-161

Summer and fall flows were frequently absent in the portion of the main stem where target
flows are proposed. However, NOAA Fisheries recognizes that in some cases “providing or
mimicking a more ‘natural’ condition with respect to one or more habitat features may be
detrimental or neutral in effect to a listed species if other habitat features are not, or cannot
be addressed in a coordinated fashion.” (NOAA Fisheries 2000) Therefore, the ESA
recognizes that sometimes it is more beneficial to create habitat (e.g. rearing target flows)
where perennial habitat did not historically exist given the suite of potential options available.
State CEQA Guidelines section 15125 states that “an EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published” and that the “environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an
impact is significant.” The baseline suggested in this comment is inconsistent with the
requirements of State CEQA Guidelines section 15125 because it significantly predates the
time at which the Notice of Preparation was published and does not provide a better baseline
for impact assessment.

G1-162

Reclamation and COMB believe that the rearing target flows will benefit the population as a
whole even when habitat in the main stem of the river is not connected to main stem flow.
The river may be dry or discontinuous during summer and fall. However, fish populations in
residual pools will be move along the river in the subsequent winter when flow is continuous.
In addition, habitat in tributaries are typically discontinuous with the main stem flow in the
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summer and fall. However, the tributaries become connected in the winter, thereby allowing
fish to move to and from the main stem.
G1-163

The enhancement of habitat for resident fish along the Highway 154 reach due to releases
from Bradbury Dam will enhance the native fisheries of the entire lower watershed by
providing more fish to migrate to lower reaches and tributaries under favorable hydrologic
conditions.

G1-164

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-163.

G1-165

Monitoring data has demonstrated that annual variation in fish population numbers is
substantial and correlated, in part, to variations in precipitation and runoff. The interim
rearing target flows were implemented in September 2000. The high degree of annual
variability makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the size of the steelhead and predatory
species populations because only three years of data have been collected since operations
began.
Data from snorkel surveys conducted in 2001 demonstrate that steelhead successfully rear in
the Highway 154 Reach. Data also show that a smaller fraction of young-of-the-year
steelhead rearing in the Refugio and Alisal reaches are successful. Declines are likely due to
poor water quality (e.g. lower dissolved oxygen levels and stressful temperatures; see
response to Comment G1-148) and predation. However, it is difficult to determine the
portion of decline due to each cause. Based on the analysis provided in the response to
Comment G1-43 and the result from 2001 that show that steelhead are successfully rearing in
the mainstem, Reclamation and COMB believe that the level of analysis presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS is sufficient to conclude that the releases under the FMP/BO would benefit
steelhead.

G1-166

The studies cited in the comment are pertinent to the evaluation of impacts of the FMP/BO
management actions and projects on resources other than steelhead, such as riparian
vegetation and groundwater. The results of the studies remain valid despite the fact that they
were prepared several years ago. Groundwater and riparian vegetation conditions have not
changes appreciably in this time frame. Furthermore, the studies were designed to examine a
wide range of conditions in the watershed that would span many decades. Hence, relying on
data from the most current year would be misleading.

G1-167

The conclusion concerning the occurrence of sensitive plant species along the Santa Ynez
River is based on available scientific information on these species by others, field data from
public lands or easements along the river, information from environmental studies on private
lands that were published in public documents, and professional judgment based on
observations of conditions along the river from public vantage points.

G1-168

The bullfrog is present throughout the lower river. There is no feasible method to eradicate
this species. It can prey on trout eggs. Bullfrogs may increase in number due to more
abundant and frequent water along the river. The effect of bullfrogs and other steelhead
predators and competitors is described in Section 5.6.2.
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G1-169

The comment is incorrect. Critical habitat for the arroyo southwestern toad is not designated
on the lower Santa Ynez River. Potential suitable habitat is also absent from the lower river.

G1-170

Red-legged frogs can prey on small fish, including trout. Adult steelhead could potentially
prey on red-legged frog tadpoles or eggs.

G1-171

None of the sensitive species discussed in Section 5.8 have an interdependent relationship
with southern steelhead trout – they do not rely upon the trout for their primary food source,
and in most cases, could not utilize steelhead trout for food. Hence, there is no additional
analysis to provide as requested in the comment.

G1-172

There are large pools along the Santa Ynez River between Buellton and Lompoc that contain
year-round water. A primary source is runoff and bank seepage from adjacent irrigated
fields, based on observations of these surface water sources in the field.

G1-173

Aerial photographs of the lower Santa Ynez River were examined for the impact studies for
the EIR/EIS. The information from these photographs was useful and was incorporated in the
environmental document, as appropriate.

G1-174

The EIR/EIS has been corrected to indicate that one population of tiger salamander occurs in
the lower Santa Ynez River along Highway 246 in the Campbell Road ponds. This population
is located over 5 miles from the river.

G1-175

The bald eagle and peregrine falcon occur at Cachuma Lake, as described in Section 6.5.
They are not known to prey on steelhead in the lower river.

G1-176

The impacts of the FMP/BO actions on the recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake are
presented in Section 6.6, not Section 5.9. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2,
L1-14 and L1-43.

G1-177

The stocking of Lake Cachuma with trout is an ongoing effort by County Parks Department
and CDFG. It is not a component of the FMP/BO. Hence, the impact of the stocking on
native fish in the lake and lower river are not addressed because the stocking is an existing
condition. Further, the FMP/BO do not recommend any changes to CDFG stocking
practices. The FMP/BO recommend continuing to study the feasibility of stocking the lake
with sterile trout, which is an emerging but still unproven management approach. The study
involves reviewing the results of attempts to use sterile fish in stocking in other watersheds.
Implementation of the FMP/BO will not have any effect on the stocking at Cachuma Lake.

G1-178

The FMP/BO is designed to work towards recovery of the Lower Santa Ynez River steelhead
population which would foster recovery of the ESU and ultimately, delisting. Once the
population is delisted (or downgraded to threatened), fishing would be allowed again in the
lower river. Therefore, the actions proposed in the FMP/BO will not have impacts on the
ability to fish in the lower river but rather, over the long term, provide a benefit. The
FMP/BO will have no affect fishing at Cachuma Lake.
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G1-179

The FMP/BO actions would have no effect on the snowy plover population or critical habitat
at Surf Beach; hence, this species was not addressed in the EIR/EIS.

G1-180

The impacts of the FMP/BO actions on the recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake are
presented in Section 6.6, not Section 5.9. The FMP/BO actions would have no effect on
recreation along the upper Santa Ynez River, as described in Section 5.9.2.
The effects of a 3-foot surcharge on essential County Park facilities is identified in the
EIR/EIS as a significant, but mitigable impact because the facility relocation can be feasibly
accomplished without park closure or major inconvenience to park users. This conclusion is
further strengthened by the recent Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge
of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU) that was
executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the terms of
the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date
of the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund,
design, and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In
addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if
necessary. The MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due
to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided. Based on these considerations, the lead agencies
believe that the impact should be considered Class II. Please refer to the responses to
Comments S1-2, L1-14 L1-35, and L1-43.

G1-181

Please refer to responses to Comments S1-2, L1-14, L1-35, and L1-43.

G1-182

The information in the EIR/EIS indicates that endangered species and grazing can co-exist, as
evidenced by other landowners in the lower watershed that graze cattle on property with
steelhead streams. In addition, the San Lucas Ranch graze cattle along miles of the Santa
Ynez River that contain steelhead. No substantial evidence has been provided by the
landowner about conflicts with endangered species despite repeated attempts by COMB and
Reclamation to engage in a dialogue with the landowner.

G1-183

CEQA requires the discussion of feasible mitigation measures. (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(a)(1). The term “feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social, and technological factors. (Public Resources Code section 21061.1) The commentor
has not provided any information regarding the economic, environmental, social or
technological aspects of any mitigation measure in this comment, nor described such
mitigation measures even conceptually. Without additional information, it is not possible to
properly analyze any additional mitigation measures.

G1-184

The installation of the flashboards will not alter the runoff patterns in the watershed. High
flow events into Cachuma Lake will occur at the same frequency with or without the
flashboards that create the surcharge.

G1-185

See response to Comment G1-1.

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

67

Responses to Comments

G1-186

Reclamation and COMB disagree that the assessment of impacts of the FMP/BO on game
fish in the lower river was less rigorous than the assessment conducted for fish at Cachuma
Lake. Both use the same type of scoring system to objectively evaluate and compare relative
amount of habitat available to the fish in the Lake and in the river downstream of Bradbury
Dam.

G1-187

Several plant species of local interest have been added to Section 6.4.1 of the Final EIR/EIS,
and the impacts of surcharging are addressed in Section 6.4.4.

G1-188

County ordinances do not apply to federal actions on federal properties.

G1-189

Federal actions on federal property are exempt under the County’s oak tree ordinance, see
response to Comment L1-4. The proposed oak tree replacement program has higher
standards and longer maintenance requirements than the County program – see responses to
Comments L1-25 to L1-31.

G1-190

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-156.

G1-191

The County of Santa Barbara does not have legal authority to impose mitigation on the
FMP/BO projects at Cachuma Lake – COMB is the CEQA lead agency, not the County.
Nevertheless, the oak tree replacement program will include the establishment of native
understory herbs and shrubs at restoration sites at Lake Cachuma. Please refer to the
response to Comment S2-4.

G1-192

COMB and Reclamation have recently agreed to increase the initial oak tree planting ratio
from 3:1 to 5:1 after discussions with the County staff to resolve concerns about the proposed
oak tree restoration program. The planting ratio will be increased over time to greater than
5:1 if it the observed mortality is higher than expected.

G1-193

The loss of individual trees along the shoreline over a 15 to 20 year period would not
significantly affect bald eagles and peregrine falcons, as described in Section 6.5.2 of the
EIR/EIS. Marsh habitat is not expected to be removed by surcharging, as it will become
established at the new high water level.

G1-194

The lead agencies have provided a full analysis of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable
County Comprehensive Plan Policies in Appendix G. The FMP/BO is consistent with
applicable County policies.

G1-195

Under current County ordinances, County-sponsored projects at Cachuma Lake are subject to
County policies and permit requirements. Hence, County Parks will need to acquire County
approvals for relocate facilities that are funded, designed, built, and operated by the County.

G1-196

The quoted sentence has been removed from the EIR/EIS, as it referred to a term in the 1952
recreation contract that has since expired.

G1-197

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to
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a 3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at
the Lake (MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1.
Under the terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until
the County has relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years
from the date of the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the
County to fund, design, and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot
surcharge. In addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the
relocation, if necessary. The MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on
recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided.
G1-198

The removal of game fish from Cachuma Lake or the Santa Ynez River is not part of the
proposed project, nor a reasonably foreseeable project.

G1-199

Any future changes to the listing of steelhead and the critical habitat designation and the
scope of those changes are speculative at best and thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS.
Please refer to the responses to Comments G1-10, G1-30 and N1-4.

G1-200

Please see the response to Comment G1-177.

G1-201

Steelhead populations upstream of the dam were not listed under the Endangered Species Act.
Please see the response to Comment G1-1.

G1-202

The analysis of impacts of surcharging was conducted by County Parks prior to the issuance
of the EIR/EIS in order to begin planning the relocation and seeking funding in the event that
surcharging was approved. The study was simply prudent planning.

G1-203

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, Santa Barbara County has executed an MOU with
CCRB and ID No. 1 to ensure that the water treatment plant at Cachuma Lake will be
relocated to avoid significant impacts of surcharging on recreational facilities. Please also
refer to the response to Comment L1-14.

G1-204

Federal law governing cultural resources on federal property takes precedent over state law.
Please refer to Don't Tear It Down, Inc. v. Pennsylvania Ave. Dev. Corp., 642 F.2d 527,
534-535 (U.S. App. D.C. 1980) (Specifically addressing the NHPA.)

G1-205

See response to Comment G1-204.

G1-206

The lead agencies disagree that it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the FMP/BO
that predatory fish will be eliminated from Cachuma Lake. Nothing in the Draft EIR/EIS or
any of the supporting documents indicates any intention by an agency with jurisdiction to
eliminate predatory fish from the lake.

G1-207

Information on the history of water rights and development in the watershed is not necessary
to evaluate the impacts of the FMP/BO, and therefore, is not included in the EIR/EIS. Please
refer to the responses to Comments L1-9 and G2-9.
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G1-208

The No Action Alternative is described in Section 10.2.1. It includes the continuation of
current interim releases for fish, as required under the BO. However, no other elements of
the BO would be implemented. This definition of the No Action Alternative is consistent with
the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, as stated in CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(e)(3)(A) and 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(e)).

G1-209

COMB and Reclamation disagree with the conclusion that impacts to cultural resources along
the lake shoreline are unmitigable. Data recovery is a common mitigation used to avoid
significant impacts when disturbance to an archeological site cannot be avoided.

G1-210

Construction of a seawall to protect the archeological sites along the shoreline of Cachuma
Lake would cause more impacts to the site than surcharging, as the wall would require
extensive excavation and foundation work. There is no feasible way to protect archeological
sites from shoreline erosion.

G1-211

The Santa Barbara desalination project is an element of the City of Santa Barbara’s water
supply, as described in Section 5.2.1 and shown in Table 5-6 of the EIR/EIS. Its role as an
emergency water supply is incorporated into all analyses of water supply in the EIR/EIS,
including alternatives. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.

G1-212

Santa Barbara County ordinances, policies, and impact thresholds do not apply to FMP/BO
actions at Cachuma Lake (federal land) by Reclamation (a federal agency). Please refer to the
responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.

G1-213

The lead agencies disagree that increasing the opportunity for steelhead to access upper
Hilton Creek would be considered a take if any fish are stranded and die as a consequence.
Steelhead are adapted to the highly variable flows in the watershed, and in most situations,
will seek out suitable tributary habitat that will persist through the summer. Any loss of
individual fish due to stranding in the summer would be considered a natural event, not a
purposeful take of an endangered species. The steelhead has persisted in the lower watershed
for hundreds of years, despite the risk of stranding.

G1-214

The selection of passage impediment to remove under the FMP/BO is based on various
factors related to the improvement of fish habitat and population on the lower Santa Ynez
River, not on the presence or absent of designated critical habitat.

G1-215

Please see the response to Comment G1-137.
The commenter suggests that Reclamation and COMB should not comply with the ESA by
responding to NOAA Fisheries that there is “not enough water in the watershed to enhance
steelhead habitat in a meaningful way and that COMB is not going to spend a dime
pretending in a futile effort.” Reclamation and COMB will comply with federal law. In
addition, Reclamation and COMB have determined, through years of study leading up to the
development of the FMP and BO, that there is sufficient flow and habitat in the lower
watershed to enhance conditions for steelhead and contribute to the recovery of the southern
California ESU.
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G1-216

Red-legged frogs are known to occur along the river, as they have been observed by COMB
biologist on both public and private property along the river. Locations are mapped at Figure
5-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

G1-217

Section 5.6.1.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes steelhead migration into Hilton Creek and
references SYRTAC data (SYRTAC 1997, 1998, 2000b) where details can be found.
Migrating fish are trapped at a site on lower Hilton Creek and the original starting point for
their migration can not be determined. The Draft EIR/EIS notes that the fish may have
migrated from the ocean or otherwise be residents of the river. As the SYRTAC data
demonstrates, fish are trapped in Hilton Creek in most years with greater numbers in wetter
years. Steelhead in the Lower Santa Ynez River are protected under the ESA. Finally, the
effects of surcharge on the migration of steelhead is analyzed in Section 5.6.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS.

G1-218

Please see the responses to Comments G1-3, G1-21, G1-47, and G1-61.

G1-219

The section cited in the comment includes a discussion of potential conflicts between
increased presence of steelhead on upper Hilton Creek and existing uses, including water
diversions. The discussion is limited, as the property owner refused to provide information
on the stream diversion and its operation. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-9
and G2-9.

G1-220

Steelhead are already present in the Hilton Creek watershed. The proposed FMP/BO will not
introduce them to a new watershed. The actions by CDFG and NOAA Fisheries related to
ongoing mining operations at Bee Rock Quarry are independent of, and outside the authority
of, COMB and Reclamation. The commenter claims that CDFG and NOAA Fisheries “want
Granite Construction to modify their operations at the mine.” COMB and Reclamation
understand that Granite has implemented stormwater management measures at the mine to
protect downstream water quality (per state law) and to protect aquatic resources in lower
Hilton Creek and the Santa Ynez River, including the southern steelhead. Mining operations
have not been curtailed or otherwise “modified.”

G1-221

Please see response to Comment N1-9.

G1-222

Please refer to the response to Comment N1-9.

G1-223

There is no substantial evidence that the proposed FMP/BO actions would cause a significant
unmitigable impact to agricultural uses in the watershed. The comment speculates on possible
restrictions to ongoing farming. No such restrictions have been required by NMFS to date,
despite the presence of steelhead in the watershed. The EIR/EIS does not identify any
significant impact to agricultural water use due to the project. The comment does not contain
any substantial evidence of such impacts.

G1-224

The environmental impacts of the Hilton Creek Channel Extension Project are addressed at a
programmatic level at this time to allow for meaningful public input on the project. An
appropriate subsequent CEQA document will be prepared based on detailed design work
which will allow a second public review. Hence, the use of a Program EIR/EIS for this
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project provides meaningful and repeated public input. Please refer to the response to
Comment G1-121a.
G1-225

The potential effect of tree removal along the new channel extension will be considered once
a detailed design is prepared for this project that includes information on the extent of tree
removal. At this time, there is insufficient information to assess this impact at a
programmatic level.

G1-226

The potential effect of the habitat modification associated with the channel extension will be
addressed in greater detail once a design has been completed. The question in the comment
will be addressed in a subsequent public environmental document for this project.

G1-227

The impacts of the Jalama Road project were addressed in this program EIR/EIS, and in a
separate Negative Declaration that was issued by COMB for public review and comment.
The public had two opportunities to review and comment on the project.

G1-228

The County Comprehensive Plan policies do not apply to FMP/BO projects undertaken by
COMB or Reclamation, if such projects do not require a County land use permit.
Nevertheless, The FMP/BO is consistent with County Comprehensive Plan policies. Please
refer to responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21, G1-117 and G1-122.

G1-229

COMB and Reclamation disagree that the impacts of improving fish passage along Quiota
Creek along Refugio Road on pools at the road crossings would be a significant impact. The
rationale for considering these impacts to be less than significant impact is presented in
Section 8.2.3 of the EIR/EIS. The loss of several pools along the road would be more than
offset by the increase in available pool habitat upstream. In addition, the pools would not be
completely removed, only reduced in size. It should be noted that the County of Santa
Barbara also concluded that this impact is less than significant in their Negative Declaration
for the project, using the County impact thresholds.

G1-230

At this time, COMB and Reclamation cannot make a determination of impact significance for
these future projects, or speculate on the nature of a subsequent environmental document.

G1-231

The No Action Alternative is described in Section 10.2.1. It includes the continuation of
current interim releases for fish, required under the BO. However, no other elements of the
BO would be implemented. The lead agencies believe that this alternative is consistent with
the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. Please refer to the response to Comment G1-208.

G1-232

A wide range of alternatives to the proposed project is considered in Section 10 of the
EIR/EIS. The use of alternative water sources to make up shortages under the No Surcharge
Alternative was evaluated. Please also refer to the response to Comment L1-5.

G1-233

Under CEQA and NEPA, an alternative that does not meet the project objectives and purpose
and need does not need to be analyzed in an EIR/EIS. Hence, alternatives that would not
meet the requirements of the BO or ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act were
rejected in the EIR/EIS.
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The alternatives in the EIR/EIS are compared using the five criteria listed in Section 10.1.3.
Cost, in and of itself, is not one of the criteria. However, the feasibility criterion includes
technical, logistic, and economic considerations.
G1-234

Please see the responses to Comments G1-3, G1-15, G1-21, and G1-137. The lead agencies
disagree that the FMP/BO should be focused on the Lompoc Valley. It would be infeasible to
pump wastewater to tributaries in the valley. In addition, habitat conditions in the tributaries
are poor compared to the tributaries upstream of the valley. Finally, it would be
economically infeasible to remove the concrete lining from the lower end of San Miguelito
Creek.

G1-235

The proposed project would not cause the conversion of agricultural lands to urban lands.
There is no substantial evidence in the comment to support this assertion. The desalination
plant was included in the EIR/EIS impact analysis and alternatives section. Please refer to the
responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.

G1-236

This comment’s claim of bias is unsupported. Substantial evidence supports the analysis of
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.

G1-237

The lead agencies disagree with the comment that significant unmitigable impacts of the
project were overlooked, and that the document must be recirculated. There is no substantial
evidence presented to the lead agencies to support this assertion. Please refer to the responses
to Comments L1-4, G1-41, G1-150, G1-118, G1-182 and G1-204.

G1-238

The comment is incorrect – the project objective is not “recovery” of the southern steelhead.
Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-9, G1-1, G1-2, G1-3, G1-13, G1-124, G1150, and G1-182.

G1-239

COMB and Reclamation do not consider non-compliance with the Endangered Species Act to
be a feasible alternative.

G1-240

The EIR/EIS did not identify any significant impacts to “farmers, ranchers, mining interests,
the county, and the general public” as indicated in the comment. Hence, no mitigation is
required as requested in the comment.

G1-241

There is no substantial evidence that the genetic integrity of the steelhead population below
Bradbury Dam has been compromised to such a degree that the population is no longer
considered part of the southern California ESU. There is substantial evidence that a steelhead
population is present below the dam that exhibits the typical lifestages of an anadromous fish.

G1-242

The EIR/EIS provide substantial evidence that the proposed FMP/BO management actions
and projects will result in beneficial impacts to the steelhead below Bradbury Dam. The
proposed FMP/BO actions would improve conditions for all life stages of the steelhead.
Please refer to response to Comment G1-70.

G1-243

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not be implementing the mandatory
requirements in the BO prepared by NOAA Fisheries. Reclamation would need to re-initiate
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endangered species consultation with NOAA Fisheries under these circumstances. Any
unauthorized take under this alternative would be a violation of the Endangered Species Act.
G1-244

Reclamation does not believe that the FMP/BO is “untenable,” nor that recovery of the
southern California ESU is impossible. The FMP/BO management actions and projects are
considered feasible, and are expected to benefit the steelhead.

G1-245

The alternatives in the EIR/EIS are compared using the five criteria listed in Section 10.1.3.
Cost, in and of itself, is not one of the criteria. However, the feasibility criterion includes
technical, logistic, and economic considerations. It should be noted that the analysis of
alternatives included a consideration of the City of Santa Barbara’s desalination plant, as well
as other alternative water supplies.

G1-246

Removal of the game fisheries to protect the genetic integrity of steelhead in the upper
watershed would cause significant impacts to another important public trust resource. The
FMP/BO were designed to avoid impacts of this nature and magnitude.

G1-247

Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to
a 3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at
the Lake (MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1.
Under the terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until
the County has relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years
from the date of the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the
County to fund, design, and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot
surcharge. In addition, the MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the
relocation, if necessary. The MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on
recreation due to the 3-foot surcharge would be avoided.

G1-248

No fish rescues will occur on private property without landowner permission.

G1-249

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-21.

G1-250

The comment provides no substantial evidence that the EIR/EIS “understates” impacts and
“understates” the benefits of the project. None of the conditions that require recirculation of
a Draft EIR under State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 are applicable.

G1-251

The lead agencies disagree. The treatment of the No Action Alternative is adequate. Please
refer to Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174, 1181 (U.S. App.
9th Cir, 1990) (“merely because a "no action" proposal is given a brief discussion does not
suggest that it has been insufficiently addressed”). Please also refer to responses to
Comments G1-16 and G1-208.

G1-252

The comment asserts that the lead agencies consider the FMP/BO as ‘inviolate.” The FMP
and BO were developed over many years with technical input from various agencies with
expertise in fish management. As such, the proposed FMP/BO is based on detailed scientific

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

74

Responses to Comments

investigations and recommendations from experts. The Draft EIR/EIS considered many
alternatives with greater or lesser benefits to steelhead. The EIR/EIS confirmed that the FMP
and BO represented the most appropriate and feasible approach to enhancing fish habitat
while minimizing undesirable impacts in the watershed. The lead agencies believe that the
alternatives analysis in the EIR/EIS is objective, complete, and defensible.
The comment indicates that the Cachuma Member Units have proposed the FMP/BO in order
to develop more water to offset the water used for fish releases. This assertion is illogical, as
the FMP/BO will further reduce the water deliveries from the Cachuma Project.
G1-253

The proposed project does not involve renewal of the contract for the Cachuma Project.
Please also refer to the response to Comment G1-243.

G1-254

The Biological Opinion, which is part of the proposed project, explains how the various
actions ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act.

G1-255

The commenter did not supply data to support their conclusion that the proposed project will
result in the death of more fish than under current operations. Please see responses to
Comments G1-33, N2-2, and N2-21.

G1-256

The proposed project does not involve renewal of the contract for the Cachuma Project.

G1-257

The lead agencies disagree, and believe that the treatment of the No Action Alternative is
adequate. Please refer to the response to Comment G1-215.

G1-258

Surcharging above 3 feet would require significant structural modifications of the gates,
which are considered infeasible due to costs and seismic safety issues.

G1-259

The lead agencies believe that the FMP/BO represents at reasonable balance of protecting an
endangered species while minimizing impacts to water supply. The EIR/EIS provides
substantial evidence that such a balance is achieved with the proposed FMP/BO. Please note
that the proposed FMP/BO is not designed to “recover” the southern California ESU, as
asserted in the comment.

G1-260

The costs of alternative water supplies to offset the loss of water due to fish releases would
be significantly greater than the cost of surcharging over time. Water captured in Cachuma
Lake is substantially less costly than water developed by the desalination plant or imported
from the State Water Project. There are insufficient groundwater supplies to offset the fish
releases.

G1-261

The Cachuma Member Units have been committed to protecting the southern steelhead from
significant impacts of the Cachuma Project for many years. The Member Units have been
releasing water for fish since 1993. However, there was no need to offset the effect of these
releases on water supply until the FMP and BO release requirements were developed because
of the high magnitude of these releases.
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G1-262

The alternatives analysis in the EIR/EIS incorporate the desalination plant in the
consideration of water supplies. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-5, S1-2, G1-7
and G1-34.

G1-263

Increased groundwater extractions can result in well drawdowns, water quality degradation,
and loss of riparian habitat. The Member Units have individually evaluated the use of
groundwater for their water supplies as part of a separate public process.

G1-264

An estimate of the likely shortages are presented in Table 5-10b of the Final EIR/EIS.

G1-265

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-11.

G1-266

As described in the EIR/EIS, the “no surcharge” alternative would result in significant
unmitigable water supply impacts. Hence, it would not be the superior alternative when there
is another alternative that avoids this impact, while meeting the project objectives.

G1-267

As described in the EIR/EIS, the shortages cannot be feasibility offset, and as such, would
cause a significant unavoidable impact. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, L15, G1-7 G2-21, and G1-34.

G1-268

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-267.

G1-269

Under CEQA, impacts must be evaluated relative to the baseline, typically meaning “the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published,” not historic conditions.

G1-270

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-259.

G1-271

Releases for passage flows under any alternative are keyed to natural runoff events that are
sufficient to open the sandbar at the beach and provide opportunities for fish to move
upstream. Providing passage flows under any other conditions would be fruitless, as
steelhead would either not be present, or there would be insufficient natural flows to induce
the fish to move upstream.

G1-272

Please see the response to Comment. G1-159.

G1-273

As described in the EIR/EIS, the cascade and bedrock chute on lower Hilton Creek are not
considered an impassable barrier for steelhead. In addition, Caltrans does not consider
Highway 154 culvert to be an impassable barrier. Hence, the protection of steelhead extends
the length of Hilton Creek.

G1-274

Removal of Bradbury Dam is not considered feasible due to obvious water supply and
recreational impacts.

G1-275

The SYRTAC considered methods by which trout stocking practices in Lake Cachuma could
be modified to provide genetic protection for southern California steelhead stocks (SYRTAC
2000, Appendix E). The SYRTAC “evaluated opportunities to prevent the introgression of
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non-native stocks into the native steelhead population, while protecting the recreational
fishery in Lake Cachuma and below Gibraltar Dam.” (SYRTAC 2000, Appendix E). The
SYRTAC did not consider complete cessation of stocking practices because the it would not
be consistent with the goals of the Upper Basin Work Group which sought an alternative that
allowed the recreational fishery to continue. The commenter is correct that complete
cessation of trout stocking into Lake Cachuma would achieve the goal of protecting the
southern California steelhead population in the lower basin by stopping the stocking practice.
However, ceasing stocking would not be consistent with maintaining the recreational fishery
and therefore was not evaluated.
G1-276

See response to Comment G1-1.

G1-277

The collapse of many Columbia River basin hatchery and naturally-spawned stocks generated
a substantial amount of research and review about the effects of hatchery populations on
natural populations. The CDFG and NOAA Fisheries Joint Hatchery Review Committee
Final Report on Anadromous Salmonid Fish Hatcheries in California concluded that
The DFG policy to restrict inter-basin transfers except in very limited circumstances is
appropriate. Out-of-basin brood stock should only be permitted when the genetic
characteristics of those fish are very similar to the genetic characteristics of the fish in the
area of the hatchery, and when local origin fish are not available in sufficient numbers to
meet hatchery objectives. (CDFG and NMFS [NOAA Fisheries] 2001 p. 13).
Some of the supporting evidence is cited in that document. A conceptual framework for this
issue, as well as some supporting citations, is given in Waples (1991).

G1-278

Based on records that COMB and Reclamation obtained from CDFG (1930s to 2003),
rainbow trout have been stocked in Lake Cachuma, the Santa Ynez River and its tributaries
in the Upper Basin for 26 years, with at least an additional seven (+) years of known
stocking (CDFG 1974-2003; Colpron circa 1980s; Flint 1966; CDFG 1954; Shapovalov
1944; Curtis 1937). Santa Barbara County Parks has also stocked Lake Cachuma with
rainbow trout, however, the exact number of years fish have been stocked is not known.
Non-native brown trout have been stocked in the Upper Basin at least four years in the 1930s
(Shapovalov 1944; CDFG 1940a-c; Curtis 1937; CDFG 1931). Hatchery-raised steelhead
have also been stocked in the Upper Basin at least five years in the 1930s (Shapovalov 1944;
CDFG 1940b; Curtis 1937).

G1-279

Approximately 1,861,852 non-native rainbow trout have been planted in the Upper Basin of
the Santa Ynez River in the 26 years of record that we have collected from CDFG (CDFG
1974-2003; Colpron circa 1980s; Flint 1966; CDFG 1954; Shapovalov 1944; Curtis 1937).
In the 1930s, approximately 202,000 non-native steelhead (Shapovalov 1944; CDFG 1940b;
Curtis 1937) and 210,000 non-native brown trout (Shapovalov 1944; CDFG 1940a-c; Curtis
1937; CDFG 1931) were planted in the Upper Basin.

G1-280

See response to Comment G1-1.
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G1-281

Only fish located downstream of Bradbury Dam are currently listed. Fish within Lake
Cachuma or its tributaries are not currently listed. If sterile trout were stocked into Lake
Cachuma, some small fraction of these fish may potentially be washed downstream into the
portion of the river inhabited by listed fish. The sterile trout could not reproduce with the
listed fish thus protecting the gene pool of the listed fish. The commenter argues that since
listed fish would no longer be able to breed with stocked fish washed downstream, there
would be fewer fish breeding and thus fewer listed fish. While the number of fish washed
downstream is anticipated to be small, there are no studies available in this system to estimate
the number of fish potentially washed downstream as a result of spill events nor is there data
to demonstrate the number of fish produced by these hatchery fish. Therefore the text in
Section 10.13.2 will be revised to reflect the lack of information.

G1-282

The hatchery alternative is not considered feasible for several reasons, as described in
Section 10.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, including cost, the need to find a suitably sized-space
and adequate water supply at the proper temperature. Please also refer to the responses to
Comments L1-5 and G1-283.

G1-283

Hatchery siting considerations include quality and reliability of hatchery water supply.
Furthermore, anadromous fish imprint on water that they are reared and acclimated in, and
adults use this imprinting process to home in to natal streams to reproduce. Treated
wastewater may not have the appropriate chemistry for these fish to imprint on the Santa
Ynez River. Hatchery and acclimation siting decisions should be based, in part, on
considerations such as these. Please also refer to the response to Comment L1-5.

G1-284

Studies have not been conducted to determine if hatchery water could be recycled without
having impacts on imprinting.

G1-285

O. mykiss have been documented to occur south of the Santa Ynez River, in Baja California
del Norte (Ruiz-Campos and Pister 1995, cited in NOAA Fisheries 2003), which may be
resident trout. Other reports of steelhead south of the border have been cited (Schiewe 1997,
cited in NOAA Fisheries 2003). Historically numbers within the southern California
steelhead ESU were higher. Recovery planning for this ESU is an appropriate undertaking.
That “fish from other hatcheries won’t work” is supported by the available body of evidence
that indicates hatchery broodstock should selected to conserve the genetic composition of
local stocks.

G1-286

Please see the response to Comment G1-275.

G1-287

See responses to Comments N2-11 and G1-1.

G1-288

Please see the responses to Comments G1-3 and G1-21.

G1-289

Avian predation is a natural part of the ecosystem. Management actions proposed in the
FMP/BO will not adversely affect the nature and level of avian predation on fish. Regarding
avian predation on steelhead in Hilton Creek, the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering
System has dramatically increased the riparian vegetation. The riparian vegetation provides
cover for fish which reduces avian predation.
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G1-290

Avian predation may occur in the long pool under current conditions. The actions proposed
in the FMP/BO will increase the depth of habitat in the long pool providing additional cover
and habitat for listed fish. Therefore, avian predation would continue at similar or slightly
decreased rates within the long pool.

G1-291

The potential for genetic introgression in the listed population located below the dam due to
interbreeding with hatchery stocked fish washed over the dam exists under current
operations. The actions proposed in the FMP/BO have no affect on the stocking practices in
Cachuma Lake. The impact outlined by the commenter to the recreational fishery would
come as a result of impacts associated with NOAA Fisheries’ regulation of those stocking
practices. Such impacts are beyond the purview of the Draft EIR/EIS.

G1-292

If steelhead were to spawn and rear on private lands above Cachuma Lake more than on a
rare basis, there is a potential for land use activities in the watershed to be affected. The
federal ESA prohibits the take of such species, which is broadly defined to include direct
harm or harassment, and certain habitat modifications. The landowners would need to
determine if their current land uses could result in take, and if so, what actions the landowner
should implement to avoid this take. These actions would be no different from effects on
landowners downstream of the dam.

G1-293

As noted in Section 10.13.3, trap and truck operations are deemed infeasible at this time.

G1-294

Please see the responses to Comments G1-3 and G1-21.

G1-295

The “less than 100 fish” is cited from the NOAA Fisheries steelhead status review (Busby et
al. 1996) who cited Titus et al. (in press). Fish above Bradbury Dam were not considered in
the analyses because they could no longer complete an anadromous lifecycle.

G1-296

Reclamation and COMB have cited comments made by NOAA Fisheries. Any apparent
discrepancies in the comments of NOAA Fisheries must be directed to that agency.

G1-297

Upper basin projects are speculative at this time, and as such, cannot be addressed in the
EIR/EIS.

G1-298

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-63.

G1-299

COMB and Reclamation cannot answer this question which should be addressed to NOAA
Fisheries. The lead agencies are not aware of any road closures by NOAA Fisheries to
protect steelhead in southern California, and do not anticipate such closures.

G1-300

Please see response to Comment S1-1.

G1-301

The Member Units have developed their plans for meeting future water demands with the
knowledge that certain water shortages would occur at the Cachuma Project due to
endangered species compliance. Hence, the proposed FMP/BO would not affect affordable
housing requirements of local agencies.
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G1-302

The amount of groundwater pumping in the County would not affect the proposed releases
for fish.

G1-303

As noted earlier, the County’s oak tree ordinance does not apply to federal projects on
federal lands.

G1-304

The project in the Lompoc Valley is separate and distinct from the FMP/BO project.

G1-305

The improvements listed in the table were identified by the County, not COMB.

G1-306

The FMP/BO is not proposed nor designed to “save money” for South Coast residents. It is
designed to improve fish habitat on the river in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
For the reasons stated in responses to Comments G1-109, G1-150 and G1-182, the FMP/BO
has no significant impacts on farming, ranching, or mining interests.

G1-307

The river conditions in the Lompoc Valley are not suitable for steelhead spawning and
rearing.

G1-308

The information is correct.
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G2 - Environmental Defense Center [42 comments]

G2-1

Please refer to the response to Comment S1-1.

G2-2

Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 through S1-5.
The lead agencies respectfully disagree that neither COMB nor Reclamation may act to protect
the public trust within the parameters of currently existing water rights. The State Water Board
may impose additional requirements on Reclamation to protect public trust resources.
However, the findings in National Audubon cannot reasonably be interpreted to prohibit
Reclamation’s decision to protect environmental resources independent of the State Water
Board, but within the parameters of its existing water rights permits. This is particularly
applicable when such protection is mandated by the Federal Endangered Species Act. Please
refer to the response to Comment S1-3.
The findings from the Planning and Conservation League case are not inapplicable to the
commenter’s assertion that COMB is not a proper CEQA lead agency. The PCL case involved
the Monterey Agreement affecting contracts between the Department of Water Resources and
its contractors. The Court held that DWR should have been the lead agency because it has the
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the agreement. For the FMP/BO, the
State Water Board does not have responsibility for approving or implementing the FMP or BO.
COMB and Reclamation jointly prepared the FMP and have agreed to implement it, while
Reclamation is required to implement the provisions of the BO as mandated by the Federal
Endangered Species Act. The State Water Board has primary jurisdiction on Reclamation’s
water rights permits, and may impose requirements to protect public trust resources whenever
the State Water Board determines it is necessary. However, that authority does not result in
the State Water Board have any CEQA lead agency status for considering the FMP/BO project.
COMB and Reclamation respectfully disagree that other agencies “will be confused … when …
making significant decisions regarding the future health and sustainability of the many public
trust resources of the Santa Ynez River.” COMB and Reclamation’s responses to this and
other comments regarding the separate jurisdiction of the State Water Board provide additional
clarification. Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-1 and S1-3.
The lead agencies respectfully reject EDC’s invitation to defer and tier for the reasons
explained in responses to Comments S1-1, S1-2, S1-3, S1-4, S1-5, S2-3 and G1-33. It should
be noted that by letter dated October 28, 2003 (see Appendix G), the State Water Board also
acknowledged withdrew a prior proposal to refer the FMP/BO EIR/EIS to the Office of
Planning and Research. Please refer to the response to Comment S1-5.

G2-3

There is no inconsistency between the lead agencies and the State Water Board requiring action
or analysis under 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d). Please refer to the responses to Comments S1-3 and
L1-9.

G2-4

The State Water Board has not stated that changes will be made to Reclamation’s permits to
address public trust resources above Bradbury Dam. The State Water Board has not required
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the lead agencies to present evidence regarding the feasibility of passage. In its August 13,
2003 letter, the State Water Board characterizes its May 29, 2003 ruling as “allowing”
participants to present evidence. Furthermore, in the August 13 letter, the State Water Board
expressly permitted the Member Units to submit legal argument concerning the State Water
Board’s reserved jurisdiction and public trust authority. The August 13 letter also expressly
permitted the Member Units to submit evidence and argument in support of the acknowledged
Member Unit position that effective passage for steelhead requires further study. There is no
reason why the lead agencies must give additional consideration to public trust resources above
Bradbury Dam merely because the State Water Board may do so. The State Water Board’s
decision to do so is voluntary and not compulsory. Please also refer to the response to
Comment N1-5.
It would be speculative to conjecture whether the State Water Board will modify Reclamation’s
water rights permits based on the 9405 hearings, and is thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS.
Please refer to the response to Comment S1-4. It is equally speculative to conjecture whether
such modifications, would help, or even harm, steelhead. The commenter opines that the
downstream and upstream populations may need to be reconnected. Even this comment
acknowledges uncertainty about the need for changes to address public trust resources above
Bradbury Dam. The comment then makes an illogical leap to state that protection of upstream
resources is a necessary objective of the FMP/BO. Please also refer to the response to
Comment L1-9.
However, the speculative possibility that one action, protection of downstream resources to
protect steelhead as a public trust resource, may result in another action, protection of upstream
resources, is insufficient to require analysis under CEQA. Please refer to the response to
Comment N1-5. In fact, substantial evidence supports the lead agencies’ findings that passage
above Bradbury Dam is infeasible at this time. Please refer to the responses to Comments S210, G2-10 and N1-6.
G2-5

The potential that changes to the Reclamation’s water rights permits would not be accurately
reflected in the EIR/EIS is speculative and thus outside the scope of the EIR/EIS. Please refer
to the response to Comment S1-4. In addition, the lead agencies dispute the comment’s
characterization of the lead agencies’ alternatives analysis as a dismissal. Please refer to the
response to Comment L1-5.
COMB and Reclamation are already cooperating with NOAA Fisheries and CDFG to ascertain
the feasibility and potential benefits of the entire range of fish passage alternatives through the
Adaptive Management Committee established by the Biological Opinion. This is an ongoing
collaboration that will continue to occur both before and after December 31, 2004, the
commenter’s arbitrary deadline date.
The Draft EIR/EIS statements of Purpose and Need and CEQA Objectives are appropriate.
Please refer to the response to Comment L1-9. The lead agencies concur that the CEQA
Objectives and Statement of Purpose and Need must facilitate identification of a range of
reasonable alternatives that can fulfill most of the underlying purposes of the project. The lead
agencies disagree that protection of public trust resources below Bradbury Dam necessarily
requires actions above the dam. Nevertheless, one of the FMP actions is to “continue to
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investigate opportunities to provide passage for steelhead above Bradbury Dam.” If, as the
lead agencies believe, protection of public trust resources below Bradbury Dam does not
necessarily require actions above the dam, then the Objective and Purpose and Need proposed
by the comment is an expansion of the FMP/BO not required by CEQA or NEPA.
Even if one were to assume that steelhead above and below the dam are affected by the
Cachuma Project, Bradbury Dam itself is not undergoing any modification that has an adverse
impact on public trust resources. What will change under the FMP and BO are flows from
Lake Cachuma. Those flows do not have the possibility of affecting public trust resources
above the dam. This is another reason that no change in the Objectives and Purpose and Need
is required.
The first and second sentences of the Objective and Purpose and Need proposed in this
comment are inappropriate because Cachuma Project Operations (i.e., flows) do not affect
upstream resources. The third sentence of the Objective and Purpose and Need proposed in
this comment is inappropriate because COMB and Reclamation are not required to defer to the
State Water Board regarding success criteria for ascertaining achievement of public trust
resource objectives. COMB and Reclamation, like the State Water Board, must comply with
applicable law. The State Water Board has primary jurisdiction to determine success criteria
for ascertaining achievement of public trust resource objectives. However, its determinations
are also subject to judicial review.
G2-6

The lead agencies have requested that the State Water Board impose a condition prohibiting
take of endangered species similar to that imposed by water rights order D-1641. However,
the State Water Board retains primary jurisdiction to determine water release requirements,
subject to its legal obligations. Please refer to the response to Comment S1-1.

G2-7

The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project. The lead agencies dispute that “SWB guidance” requires evaluation of larger
and more continuous water releases below Bradbury Dam. There has been no State Water
Board guidance regarding water releases from Cachuma Lake since WR 94-5.
This comment suggests the following alternatives: 1) larger and more continuous water releases
from Bradbury Dam; 2) Higher Rearing and Passage Flow Alternatives; 3) steelhead passage
around Bradbury Dam; 4) implementation of the conservation recommendations; 5) a “reopener”; 6) alternatives that implement WR 89-18 downstream water rights releases to
maximize protection of beneficial uses; and 7) no-surcharge alternatives.
Each of these alternatives contains an implicit assumption about the availability of supplemental
water supplies. The unreliability of these water supplies for planning purposes is discussed in
responses to Comments S1-2 and G2-21. Without the availability of these water supplies,
larger and more continuous water releases from Bradbury Dam, assumed as part of
Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, and 7 fail to meet the project objectives which state that project actions
must not substantially affect the Cachuma Project yield. A reopener, Alternative 5, is not a
project alternative and is not within the jurisdiction of the lead Agencies and so is both
infeasible and fails to meet project alternatives. It is a discretionary decision of the State Water
Board. Steelhead passage was analyzed extensively in Appendix E of the Fish Management
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Plan and within the Draft EIR/EIS at Section 10.13. Higher rearing and passage flow
alternatives are analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS at Sections 10.1.3, 10.4.2, 10.4.3, and 10.5.2.
Lower-surcharge and no-surcharge alternatives are also considered at Section 10.3.
In addition, as to surcharge, like all other water uses in California, public trust uses must
conform to the standard of reasonable use. Accordingly, by necessity, surcharging is required
to protect public trust resources because public trust resources are part of the balancing process
undertaken by the State Water Board to arrive at the public interest. See Water Code § 1257.
Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-9 and S2-9. Please also refer to the response to
Comment L1-5.
G2-8

The State Water Board may impose requirements on Reclamation, but the public trust doctrine
cannot reasonably be interpreted to prohibit the protection of environmental resources. Please
refer to the response to Comment S1-3. The public trust is “an affirmation of the duty of the
state to protect the people's common heritage of streams, lakes, marshlands and tidelands.”
(National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal. 3d 419, 441). The “no harm”
concept is consistent with the public trust as a protection of the people’s common heritage of
streams. Conversely, the public trust does not necessarily require recovery. Like all other
water uses in California, public trust uses must conform to the standard of reasonable use.
Public trust uses are part of the balancing process undertaken by the State Water Board to
arrive at the public interest. See Water Code § 1257. Please refer to the responses to
Comments L1-9 and G2-9.

G2-9

The FMP/BO flow and non-flow management actions and projects will enhance public trust
resources, including southern steelhead, in the lower watershed. Restoration, recovery and
upstream passage are not requirements of the public trust doctrine in this context because the
“preservation and enhancement of fish and wildlife” is balanced with, among other purposes,
“domestic, irrigation, municipal, industrial… recreational, mining and power purposes”
pursuant to Water Code section 1257. Please refer to the response to Comment L1-9.

G2-10 Substantial evidence supports the lead agencies’ findings that passage above Bradbury Dam is
infeasible at this time. Steelhead passage was analyzed extensive in Appendix E of the FMP
and within the Draft EIR/EIS at Section 10.13. Fish ladders are infeasible for several reasons.
Fish ladders have not successfully been implemented at dams as high as Bradbury Dam,
presenting technical obstacles that are insurmountable at a cost that is not prohibitive. Even if
fish were capable of surmounting a fish ladder, there is no evidence they would be able to find
their way back down. Migrant trapping from upstream tributaries downstream would need to
be implemented. The lead agencies are gathering data now on the feasibility of such an
operation. Trap and truck and similar upstream passage alternatives are currently infeasible
because of concerns over impacts to other species of fish residing upstream of Bradbury Dam,
the genetic integrity of fish residing upstream of Bradbury Dam, stress on the limited existing
population of southern steelhead in the Lower Santa Ynez River, and the condition and gradient
of roads above the dam. As fish populations downstream increase, transport upstream may
become more feasible. Passage above Bradbury Dam may also pose significant institutional
constraints because Lake Cachuma and upstream tributaries are currently popular for sport
fishing.
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An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Please refer also to the
response to Comment L1-5.
Without additional information, the comment is speculative as to additional alternatives and it is
not possible to address this portion of the comment more fully. However, it should be noted
that the adaptive management process approach is designed to provide maximum flexibility to
protect public trust resources. It assures that, as circumstances on the ground dictate that
different protection measures be taken, such changes can actually be implemented.
Please also refer to the responses to Comments S2-10 and N1-6.
G2-11 Lower-surcharge and no-surcharge alternatives are considered at Section 10.3 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment G2-7.
G2-12 The project described in the Draft EIR/EIS will keep steelhead in good condition pursuant to
Fish & Game Code Section 5937 by enhancing and expanding spawning and rearing habitats on
the main stem of the lower Santa Ynez River and key tributaries (as described in the FMP/BO
and Draft EIR/EIS). The lead agencies have been able to ensure consistency with Fish & Game
Code Section 5937 while avoiding significant impacts to water supply by including a Project
Purpose and Need Statement and Project Objectives that protects municipal water supply to the
residents of Santa Barbara County.
The lead agencies agree that the State Water Board may determine, pursuant to its public trust
authority, that additional releases are required to protect public trust resources.
G2-13 The flow targets in the mainstem are implemented at specified locations to support rearing
steelhead. The rearing flows described in the BO prepared by NOAA Fisheries are the flow
rates to be achieved within the specified target reaches. They are not mandatory minimums
because the rearing flows could fluctuate from one day to another depending upon climatic
factors similar to those occurring under natural conditions. The rearing flows are described in
Section 2.4.3 of the EIR/EIS in the same level of specificity as in the BO. This description is
considered adequate to fully understand the technical and environmental aspects of the releases
(i.e., certain flows are achieved at target sites by releasing water from the dam). The economic
impact of water releases from the dam is not considered necessary to understand the proposed
actions because the flow targets are maintained independent of the cost. To the extent the
rearing flow targets are achieved in the target reaches as discussed in the next response (G214), the project objectives are met.
G2-14 Interim target flows are being provided in the Highway 154 reach. In September 2003, the
current target flow in the Highway 154 reach was 1.5 cfs. September 2003 releases from
Cachuma Lake to Hilton Creek were 4 cfs. An overflight observation in September 2003
showed that the gravel bar at the Highway 154 Bridge was the only dry location in the
mainstem between Hilton Creek and Highway 154. Please refer to the rebuttal testimony of
Scott Engblom before the State Water Board (MU-268) included in Appendix G.
The location of Highway 154 Bridge is physically unsuitable for low flow measurements in the
Santa Ynez River and is not an accurate depiction of flow within the Highway 154 reach. The
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river channel at the bridge is very braided and wide with a gravel bar, which makes it difficult
to measure low flows. Because of the extensive deposits of sediments in this area, the low
flows in the river continue as subflow for a short distance as it flows downstream.
Unfortunately, measurements cannot be taken upstream or downstream of the current Highway
154 Bridge because the landowner has not granted access.
Reclamation releases fish water (not including downstream water right releases) from Cachuma
Lake at significantly higher rates than the flow targets. For example, since storage in the
reservoir receded below 120,000 acre-feet in September 2003, Reclamation has been releasing
about 4.20 cfs (September 2003-January 2004), which is about 280 percent of the flow target
(1.5 cfs). With the estimated losses of about 1.0-1.5 cfs for phreatophytes, agriculture and
subflow, the objective of flow targets within the reach (Bradbury Dam to Highway 154) is met.
Because of the circumstances at the Highway 154 Bridge, it is not possible to have appropriate
monitoring at that site.
Furthermore, the BO states in the chapter of “Summary and Synthesis of Effects” under section
“Impacts of the Proposed Action that Affect the Survival of Steelhead Freshwater Life History
Stages” (pg. 65-66):
4. Maintaining the proposed flow targets for steelhead will provide increased low flow
summer rearing habitat when compared with recent or historical conditions. This will
provide the benefits identified above, including increased food, cover/shelter, dissolved
oxygen, and lower temperatures near the dam. However, at some low flows, areas of
the river known to contain steelhead are likely to return to fragmented flow, or
complete lack of flow based on the proposed project. A lack of flow in the areas is
likely to continue to reduce the survival chances of steelhead farthest from the dam (3.5
to 10 miles) if steelhead are present. As noted, this adverse effect is most likely to
occur during the interim prior to approval and implementation of the 3.0 foot
surcharge. Proposed long term flow targets will increase the survival chances of
steelhead in the mainstem improving the Santa Ynez’s population’s viability. These
effects are expected to continue in the mainstem for the duration of the project.
G2-15 Section 2.4.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate the requirement in the
Biological Opinion to implement target flows.
G2-16 The Adaptive Management Committee does not have the authority to modify the rearing target
flows.
G2-17 The previous measurement site for measuring flows in the Highway 154 management reach
was found to be on private property in 2001. The current area of access allowed near the
Highway 154 Bridge is physically unsuitable for low flow measurements in the Santa Ynez
River and is not an accurate depiction of flow within the Highway 154 reach. Unfortunately,
measurements cannot be taken upstream or downstream of the current Highway 154 Bridge
because the landowner has not provided access.
The Adaptive Management Committee is currently working on alternative methods of
measuring target flows in the management reach from Hilton Creek to Highway 154 Bridge.
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Currently, the best method to determine if the interim flow targets are being provided in the
management reaches is to visit the Reclamation website,
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/vungvari/cchdop.pdf, which has the latest flow releases into the
downstream management reaches under the column “Outlet”.
G2-18 The AMC is granted specific and limited ability to modify flows in the FMP/BO. The abilities
granted to the AMC include determining how the water released to meet the target flows is split
amongst the three release points of the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System (SYRTAC
2000, page 3-20) and how water from the Adaptive Management Account is released
(SYRTAC 2000, page 3-16). However, the statement that the AMC can change target flows
without being subject to CEQA or NEPA review is not true and therefore Reclamation and
COMB consider the project description to be sufficiently stable for CEQA/NEPA analysis.
There is a substantial process by which changes to the FMP/BO that can affect steelhead and/or
require a commitment of resources (e.g. water, funding) can be made. This process is much
broader than the AMC and includes CEQA/NEPA review. The AMC is a technical advisory
body that reviews information and makes recommendations for potential changes to the
FMP/BO to the Consensus Committee and other groups .
There are numerous steps necessary to make a change to the FMP/BO actions. First, as stated
on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “Condition 10 requires that all decisions by the Adaptive
Management Committee that could affect steelhead must be approved by NOAA Fisheries
before they are implemented.” Therefore, the AMC cannot change target flows without
approval from NOAA Fisheries. Changes in target flows would also require the approval of the
Consensus Committee, approval by the individual Cachuma Member Unit Boards and
Reclamation, review by USFWS for potential adverse effects on other listed species, and any
appropriate CEQA/NEPA review.
It must be noted that the AMC is an advisory body with representatives from NOAA Fisheries,
CDFG, USFWS, and Reclamation as well as the local agencies and therefore decisions are
examined by fisheries biologists from several agencies prior to any recommendations being
made. Finally, Reclamation is willing to extend an invitation to the SWRCB should they desire
a seat on the AMC.
G2-19 The FMP has short-term and long-term goals. The short-term goal of the FMP is to “identify,
evaluate, and recommend potential management actions that will benefit fish and other aquatic
resources in the Lower Santa Ynez River.” “The long-term goal of this Fish Management Plan
is the protection and recovery of southern steelhead in the lower Santa Ynez River.”
Success in attaining those goals will be evidenced by an increase in the moving average of
steelhead over time. No evidence for a predictable rate of recovery has been submitted by any
of the commenters. The FMP/BO is designed to maximize the possibility of collecting that
evidence within the shortest time feasible under economic, environmental, social, and
technological constraints. NOAA Fisheries is actually tasked under the Endangered Species Act
with developing a recovery strategy and it has only just recently selected its Technical
Recovery Team.
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COMB and Reclamation have the flexibility under CEQA and NEPA to define their own
project objectives and purpose and need. Please refer to the response to Comment L1-9. The
FMP/BO is consistent with the EPA document referenced, which is not binding on COMB or
Reclamation. COMB and Reclamation will evaluate whether the FMP actions, including
studies, were executed as planned – which is the goal. COMB and Reclamation will then
evaluate whether data observed from those actions and studies leads to the gradual recover of
steelhead, measured by an increase in the moving average of steelhead over time.
Measurable success criteria have been established for individual projects recommended within
the FMP (SYRTAC 2000, Section 5). Specific goals for the amount of habitat and/or number
of fish have not been established for the FMP/BO. The AMC is in the process of reviewing the
structure of the adaptive management program contained within the FMP/BO and
recommending changes needed. The proposed changes to the adaptive management program
would not result in changes to the recommended projects outlined in the FMP/BO and the
associated Draft EIR/EIS.
Please also refer to the responses to Comments G1-259 and G2-12.
G2-20 The public trust is “an affirmation of the duty of the state to protect the people's common
heritage of streams, lakes, marshlands and tidelands.” (National Audubon Society v. Superior
Court (1983) 33 Cal. 3d 419, 441) The “no harm” concept is consistent with the public trust
as a protection of the people’s common heritage of streams. Conversely, the public trust does
not necessarily require recovery or quantification thereof.
Not enough is yet known about the factors affecting fish recovery to adequately establish
success criteria. The Adaptive Management Committee measures success by an increasing
trend of steelhead population. The lead agencies expect that success criteria will be developed
by NOAA Fisheries as part of the recovery planning process that will be a useful starting point
from a scientific perspective for discussions of success criteria as they relate to the public trust
doctrine. None of the legislative schemes cited in this comment requires recovery of public
trust resources by water contractors.
Please also refer to the response to Comment G2-19
G2-21 The Draft EIR/EIS' conclusion that the proposed FMP/BO project is the Environmentally
Superior/Environmentally Preferable Alternative is supported by the discussion of alternatives
in Section 10.1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Specifically, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the
proposed Project: 1) meets the Purpose and Need and CEQA Project Objectives; 2) is
technically, logistically and economically feasible; 3) is consistent with the FMP and BO; and
4) has the least severity of environmental impacts and, in most cases, does not result in a
greater number of impacts.
The comment states that the proposed FMP/BO results in a greater number of significant
unavoidable impacts than the 1.8-foot surcharge alternative. While it would be simplistic to
count the number of impacts generated by each alternative to determine the environmentally
superior alternative, this would not always produce the correct result under CEQA because it
does not account for the relative severity of impacts. The water supply impact of the 1.8 foot
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surcharge alternatives are severe enough to preclude this from being the environmentally
superior alternative compared to the proposed project.
Furthermore, the proposed FMP/BO does meet project objectives. While public trust
considerations are incorporated into the Purpose and Need Statement and Project Objectives,
like all other water uses in California, public trust uses must conform to the standard of
reasonable use. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-9 and G2-9.
The lead agencies are already engaging in conjunctive use operations. Without additional
information, the comment is speculative as to what additional conjunctive use operations are
contemplated and it is not possible to address this portion of the comment more fully.
The Draft EIR/EIS states that “the occurrence and length of drought periods cannot be
predicted, nor can the availability of supplemental water supplies be ensured at that time. As
such, there is a potential that the increased shortages would not be fully offset, and there would
be a potentially significant, residual impact.” Water conservation is a supplemental water
supply. Its unreliability as a water supply source was addressed at the November hearings
before the State Water Board. The lead agencies’ analysis of that unreliability was part of the
Cachuma water rights hearing (Exhibit MU-280) (see Appendix G). Because water
conservation is not reliably quantifiable for water supply planning purposes within reasonable
time frames and at reasonable cost, water conservation is not a feasible mitigation measure to
reduce the lead agencies’ water supply impact to a level of insignificance. See also response to
Comment S1-4.
G2-22 Increasing use of alternative water supplies has already been accounted for by water supply
managers because these supplies are going to be needed during droughts. Please also refer to
the responses to Comments S1-2 and L1-11. Tables 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8 in the Final
EIR/EIS have been expanded to show critical drought year, as well as normal year, water
supplies to better illustrate how alternative water supplies are already heavily relied upon
during critical drought years. A composite of Tables 5-4 through Table 5-8 from the EIR/EIS
is shown below for the critical drought year supplies. It should be noted that all Member Units
are distinct, separate entities with separately elected boards or councils, and legal, political,
and practical reasons limit the ability to combine and/or exchange supplies. The Cachuma
Project critical drought supply shown is for the proposed FMP/BO with the final BO fish flows
and 3.0’ surcharge and reserves set aside for an additional dry year due to lack of perfect
forecasting of the drought’s end. In real-time planning for water supply during a prolonged
drought, water supply managers do not know if they are in the last year of the drought.

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

89

Responses to Comments

Summary of Cachuma Project Member Agencies Critical Drought Year Water Supplies
(acre feet per year)
City of
SB
Goleta Carpinteria Montecito
ID#1
Total
3,330
3,750
1,132
1,066
1,066
10,344
Cachuma Project
State Water
1,650
3,725
1,100
1,650
350
8,475
(50% delivery)
4,150
2,350
4,650
400
3,770
15,320
Local Groundwater
900
1,500
2,400
Recycled
800
442
1,242
Other SYR&Tunnels
Desalination

3,125

3,125

Total

13,955

11,325

6,882

3,558

5,186

40,906

Current Year Demand

14,342

14,000

4,300

6,073

5,792

44,507

Planned Future Demand

18,200

17,300

5,833

6,835

6,619

54,787

All of the Member Units, except for Carpinteria Valley Water District, will experience water
supply shortages even under current year demand in critical drought years. These water supply
shortages will be even greater under the planned future demand. This is why the alternatives
that increase shortages from the Cachuma Project were determined not to be feasible due to
increasing the water supply impacts.
The Member Agencies have little ability to increase other supplies (SWRCB Cachuma Project
2003 Hearings, Exhibits MU-203 and MU-266; see Appendix G):


State Water Project deliveries are already planned for use at approximately the maximum
long-term average estimated by the Department of Water Resources. Many think that is an
optimistic delivery amount. State Water is limited. At one time water supply managers
assumed that the State’s drought water bank would be available to replace the unavailable
“Table A” amount with water purchased for a nominal fee. However, in 2003 there was
no water available in the drought water bank. Additionally, the South Coast water agencies
cannot increase their respective “Table A” amounts without constructing additional
capacity to the CCWA pipeline.



To avoid groundwater overdraft, including seawater intrusion, local groundwater is used
conjunctively with surface water, and is reserved for seasonal peaking and for drought
water supply. Also, the basin from which Goleta pumps was adjudicated by the courts in
the case of Wright v. Goleta Water District. Thus, the groundwater rights that Goleta has
are limited.



Recycling water projects developed by the City of Santa Barbara and Goleta are already
being implemented. Once a recycled water project is completed, there is little opportunity
to increase its use because of the inherent limitations on the use of recycled water.



The desalinization facility only has a capacity of 3,125 AFY, and the facility is currently in
long-term storage. Its use during critical droughts is already accounted. Please also refer to
the responses to Comments S1-2, G1-7 and G1-34.
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Water conservation will not make up for shortages. Member Units have already accounted
for water conservation and been signatories to the California Urban Water Conservation
Council since 1994 and have until 2007 to achieve full Best Management Practices (BMPs)
implementation. The 14 BMPs already committed to by the Member Units have been
accepted by the California Bay-Delta Authority as the standard basis for a proposed
program of water agency certification (State Water Resources Control Board Cachuma
Project 2003 Hearings, Exhibit MU-277; see Appendix G).

In summary, if Cachuma Project water supplies are more limited than planned for, then
shortages in available supplies will increase during severe droughts, compared to demand, with
the consequence that decreases in the level of consumption equal to or exceeding those
undertaken during the last drought of 1987-1991 may be necessary. Additional supplies from
sources other than Cachuma have already been allocated for by water supply managers and will
not make up for water shortages from the Cachuma Project.
Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2 and L1-11.
G2-23 The reasons why releases of downstream water rights can not be made as a release of
continuous nature are discussed below (SWRCB Cachuma Project 2003 Hearings, Exhibit MU264; see Appendix G). If water rights releases were made at, say, 30 cfs continuously, rather
than starting at 150 cfs when making releases to both above and below Narrows areas, then
considerably more ANA water would be expended before any water is delivered to the Lompoc
Narrows. Consequently, there would not be enough water left in the ANA to serve the above
Narrows areas during drought periods. Furthermore, there would not be enough ANA water to
deliver BNA water to the Lompoc Narrows in that year and subsequent years, resulting in
stranding the Lompoc’s water in Cachuma Lake. This would result in impairment of
downstream water rights and deterioration of water quality in the Lompoc Basin.
For example, during 1996 (July 19 to October 31), water was initially released at the rate of
about 135 cfs for 11 days before it reached Lompoc Narrows; after that releases were
maintained at an average rate of about 65 cfs for another 30 days. During this 30-day period
the flow at Lompoc Narrows averaged about 25 cfs. This means 40 cfs of the released water
did not reach the Narrows during the 30-day period. If the releases had been made at the rate
of 30 cfs instead of 135 cfs, and continued at the 30 cfs rate, it may have taken 40 to 60 days
before an appreciable amount of water had flowed at the Narrows. This would have reduced
the recharge period in the Lompoc Plain by about 30 to 50 days.
In 1996, releases outside the rampdown period extended for a period of 94 days, at a rate
averaging about 55 cfs, as shown in table below. The BNA water delivered to the Narrows
averaged about 20 cfs. That means it took 35 cfs of ANA water to deliver 20 cfs at Lompoc
Narrows when averaged over the delivery period of 94 days. If water rights releases are made
at a rate of 30 cfs, the amount of BNA water delivered to the Lompoc Narrows would not be
appreciable. This would cause an impairment of downstream water rights and deterioration of
water quality in the Lompoc groundwater basin. It would also result in stranding the BNA
water in Cachuma Lake and reducing the Cachuma yield.
Water Rights Releases from Bradbury Dam July 19 - October 31, 1996 (94 days)*
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Total Release from
Flow at Narrows
Bradbury Dam
(Below Narrows Account)
Total
Average
Total Volume
Average
Volume (af) Release (cfs)
(af)
Release (cfs)
10,778
55
3,459
20
*Ramp down period excluded

Above Narrows Percolation
(Above Narrows Account)
Total Volume
Average
(af)
Release (cfs)
7,319
35

However, water rights releases are currently made in tandem with other releases for fish. That
is how the Conjunctive Use Program works as recognized in the Biological Opinion and the
Settlement Agreement. On average, about 31% of the long-term releases for fishery purposes,
as required by the BO, actually come from water rights releases. The Settlement Agreement
assures the coordination of scheduling for tandem releases with fish water and requires water
rights releases for a specified period of time. Please refer to the response to Comment G2-22.
G2-24 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to a
3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake
(MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the
terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of
the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design,
and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the
MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The
MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot
surcharge would be avoided.
G2-25 As noted in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS, there may be insufficient space to complete the oak
tree replacement planting in the County Park at Cachuma Lake, and that other suitable
locations around the lake would be utilized. Potential oak tree restoration areas in the Cachuma
Lake Recreation Area outside the County Park are described in Section 6.4.3 of the EIR/EIS,
and shown on Figure 6-3. There is sufficient land surrounding the lake to accommodate all
required oak tree plantings.
Please see responses to Comments L1-25 to L1-31 regarding the adequacy of the oak tree
replacement program, the replacement ratios, and the term of the program. The proposed oak
tree replacement program has a term of 20 years with assurances of a 2:1 replacement ratio.
This program has a higher performance standard, maintenance and monitoring requirement,
and term than the County’s Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Ordinance
(County Code Chapter 35, Article IX). It should be noted that COMB and Reclamation have
recently agreed to increase the initial oak tree planting ratio from 3:1 to 5:1 after discussions
with the County staff to resolve concerns about the proposed oak tree restoration program. The
planting ratio will be increased over time if it the observed mortality is higher than expected.
COMB is a separate CEQA lead agency from the County of Santa Barbara and the State Water
Resources Control Board. As such, it has the discretion to determine its own impact
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significance thresholds, per CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The COMB Board of Directors
has not adopted the Santa Barbara County CEQA Thresholds and Guidelines Manual because
the guidance in the manual is more applicable to a land use agency than to a water supply and
facility agency. COMB has the authority and discretion to identify and apply its own impact
thresholds, and make its own determination of significance. The development of impact
thresholds must take into consideration technical factors, resource characteristics, policy issues
germane to the CEQA lead agency, and precedent with prior and future actions by the agency.
COMB does not believe that many of the County CEQA thresholds are appropriate, defensible,
and useful in assessing impacts in COMB environmental documents. Please also refer to the
response to Comment L1-19.
G2-26 The comment indicates that the impacts to oak trees along the shoreline of the lake should be
considered significant for several reasons, as noted below. For each reason, a response is
presented that explains why COMB and Reclamation do not agree that the factor under
consideration raises the oak tree impact to a significant and unmitigable level.
Reason 1: Loss of 24 acres of oak woodland is significant and unmitigable because this habitat
type is considered “sensitive.” The impact assessment in the EIR/EIS is based on the inherent
value of the oak trees as resources, not simply a designation of “sensitive.” Oak trees and oak
woodland habitats are abundant at Cachuma Lake. They occur on protected lands and will be
conserved in perpetuity because land development and agricultural are prohibited on the federal
lands. Finally, COMB and Reclamation have identified a feasible and effective oak tree
replacement program that will ensure replacement of trees concurrent with, and prior to, the
loss of the trees, and will double the number of mature oaks that were affected by the
surcharging. Based on these considerations, there is no scientific basis to designate the
incremental loss of trees along the shoreline due to periodic surcharging, a significant
unmitigable impact due solely to the designation of “sensitive” status to oak trees or oak
woodland habitat.
Reason 2: Impacts to oaks should be considered significant and unmitigable because it would
reduce the understory, fragment habitat, alter drainage, disrupt the canopy, or remove large
numbers of trees that would disrupt animal movement. The increased water levels would affect
only the perimeter of extensive oak woodlands that surround the lake. The surcharge would not
remove a large continuous woodland, nor create gaps in the oak cover along the lakeshore that
would affect animal movement. The drainage in the adjacent woodlands would not be affected.
The loss of individual trees would not inhibit the primary ecosystem processes within the oak
woodlands surrounding the lake – that is, high primary productivity and decomposition of dead
materials; extensive cover and vegetative structure for wildlife; temperature modulation for
understory plant, invertebrate, and wildlife species; and high, energy-rich food production
(i.e., acorns). These processes would continue with no significant degradation because the
extensive oak woodlands around the lake would remain intact.
Reason 3: Surcharging would remove trees that serve as perches for raptors or nests. Certain
oak trees along the perimeter of the lake may be used for raptor perches. However, oak trees
will be retained along the margins of the lake, so there would be no loss of perch sites. In
addition, the dead trees along the margins may become new and important perches for raptors,
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herons, and bald eagles. The oak trees on the shoreline that would be affected by surcharging
are unlikely to host nests, as these trees are fully exposed to wind, sun, and predators.
Reason 4: Impacts to oak trees are significant and unmitigable because the oak habitats at
Cachuma Lake could support certain sensitive plant and animal species. Section 6.5.2 of the
EIR/EIS has been expanded to address potential impacts to the additional sensitive plant and
wildlife species noted in the comment. Many of the species do not occur at Cachuma Lake. For
the other species which could occur at or near the lake, the analyses in Section 6.5.2 concludes
that no significant impact would occur to these species.
Reason 5: Impacts to oak trees due to surcharging are significant and unmitigable because the
loss of understory is not addressed. The oak tree replacement program will include the
establishment of native understory herbs and shrubs at restoration sites at Cachuma Lake.
Understory shrubs typically associated with the oak woodlands will be planted along with the
replacement oak trees in order to provide a more natural complement of plant species and
vegetative structure associated with oak woodlands. The species mix, planting method, and
plant density would be determined on a site by site basis.
Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with the staff of Santa Barbara
County Planning & Development Department to resolve its concern about the adequacy of the
oak tree replacement program. At these meetings, COMB and the County identified a number
of elements of the proposed program that are consistent with the County's standards for oak
tree restoration, including use of multiple planting techniques to maximize success, use of
locally derived stock, use of rodent and deer protection devices at each tree, use of irrigation
system to initiate early growth, need to demonstrate at least two years of growth without
irrigation, and the proposed tree spacing distances.
COMB and Reclamation agreed to modify the proposed oak tree restoration program as follows
to address County’s concerns about the program, when compared to the County's adopted oak
tree replacement program:


COMB and Reclamation will use a minimum 5:1 initial replacement ratio when
planting trees instead of the original proposed 3:1 initial planting ratio. The 5:1 ratio
will be used for all plantings throughout the duration of the program. COMB and
Reclamation may increase the ratio if it is determined that a higher ratio is needed to
offset observed mortality in order to meet the final replacement ratio at 20 years of two
new trees for every tree removed by surcharging. The 5:1 ratio will apply to both coast
live oak and valley oak.



Under the proposed program, COMB and Reclamation will inventory oak trees on the
shoreline for 10 years to count downed or dying trees. The minimum size for the
inventory is 6 inches diameter at breast height (DBH). However, to remain consistent
with the County's program, COMB and Reclamation will lower the minimum size to 4
inches DBH for valley oak trees.



Understory shrubs typically associated with the oak woodlands will be planted along
with the replacement oak trees in order to provide a more natural complement of plant
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species and vegetative structure associated with oak woodlands. Hence, the planting
designs for each oak tree restoration site will include shrubs such as coffeeberry,
elderberry, toyon, lemonade berry, blackberry, and others
Please also refer to the responses to Comments S1-2, S2-5, L1-1, L1-4, L1-19, L1-25, L1-26,
L1-27, L1-28, L1-29, L1-30, L1-31, L1-41, L1-50, G1-12 and G1-39.
G2-27 There is no substantial evidence presented in the comment that rare, threatened or endangered
species utilize the chaparral along the shoreline of Cachuma Lake for shelter, food, or nesting.
Application of the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines to the loss of 35 acres of
chaparral along the shoreline due to surcharging does not indicate a significant impact. The
chaparral that would be affected along the shoreline of the lake is a very common vegetation
type in the county. Only a narrow, discontinuous band would be affected by the 3-foot rise in
water, most of which is situated on steep eroding slopes. This vegetation type encompasses
hundreds of thousand of acres in the region, and is not considered rare or unusual. In addition,
the chaparral does not support any federal or state listed species. As such, COMB and
Reclamation do not agree that the loss of chaparral represents a significant impact.
G2-28 The comment indicates that the loss of chaparral habitat should be considered significant due to
the large area involved, the “connections between chaparral and other habitats nearby,” and the
presence of rare species. COMB and Reclamation do not believe that the chaparral should be
considered significant simply because it involves 35 acres. This habitat encompasses hundreds
of thousand of acres in the region, and is not considered rare or unusual. The proposed
surcharging would not affect any “connections” as noted in the comment, because the impact is
on the lake side of the habitats on the shoreline, not on the upland side where such
“connections” occur. Finally, there is no evidence in the comment or in the EIR/EIS studies
that rare, threatened or endangered species occur in the chaparral along the shoreline, and that
removal of a narrow band of this habitat would affect such species.
G2-29 There are no recent records of the four wetland plant species of local interest at Cachuma
Lake. None of these species are listed as rare, threatened, or endangered. None are considered
Species of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and Game, and none are
included in the California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Inventory. Nevertheless, the
surcharge is not expected to result in the extirpation or significant reduction in these species
even if they were present at Cachuma Lake because the periodic increase in water levels would
cause wetland plants to “migrate” to more suitable substrates after several surcharge events.
The plants are found along the perimeter of the lake and are highly adapted to fluctuating water
levels, and surcharging from storm events. There is no evidence to demonstrate that these
wetland plants, if present, could not adapt to a small and periodic change in the water
elevation. These plants colonized Cachuma Lake since the 1950s because suitable habitats are
formed along the lake margins over time.
G2-30 Please refer to Section 6.5.2 of the EIR/EIS where the impacts to sensitive wildlife due to
surcharging are addressed. The EIR/EIS did not identify any significant impact to threatened or
endangered species, including the bald eagle. The comment indicates that the savannah
sparrow, black rail, willow flycatcher, and least Bell’s vireo, and red-legged frog occur at
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Cachuma Lake. There is no evidence of their occurrence at Cachuma Lake, particularly in the
surcharge inundation zone along the shoreline, nor has commenter provided any such evidence.
G2-31 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to a
3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake
(MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the
terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of
the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design,
and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the
MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The
MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot
surcharge would be avoided.
G2-32 The commenter’s recommended alternatives with higher rearing and passage flows are already
included in Section 10 of the EIR/EIS. The commenter’s recommended alternative for passage
around Bradbury Dam is already included in Section 10 of the EIR/EIS. An alternative to
implement the Conservation Recommendations in the Biological Opinion is not considered
necessary, as these actions are not necessary to meet the FMP/BO objectives, and would not
avoid or reduce any significant impacts associated with the proposed project. Finally, the
inclusion of an alternative water rights regime is not considered feasible under CEQA and
NEPA because it would result in severe water shortages and because modification of water
rights releases is under the authority of the State Water Resources Control Board, not COMB
or Reclamation.
G2-33 The FMP/BO is consistent with applicable County Comprehensive Plan policies, including land
use policies. In response to comments, the lead agencies have provided a full analysis of the
FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable County Comprehensive Plan policies in Appendix G.
Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21, G1-117 and G1-122.
G2-34 The FMP/BO is consistent with the CDFG Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for
California (McEwan and Jackson 1996). All of the recommendations included in the Santa
Ynez River section of McEwan and Jackson (1996) are addressed to varying extents in the
FMP/BO as outlined below.
McEwan and Jackson (1996) recommend: (1) seeking “a permanent flow regime from
Bradbury Dam to restore the steelhead resource to a reasonable level and maintain it in good
condition”, (2) investigating the feasibility of providing adult and juvenile passage around
Bradbury Dam and implementing passage accordingly, (3) restoring and enhancing spawning
and rearing habitat in tributaries below Bradbury Dam, (4) investigating fish status and habitat
needs, and (5) investigating the feasibility of modifying the water rights releases to improve
fish and wildlife habitat. The FMP/BO has conducted a programmatic evaluation of the
feasibility and biological benefit of providing passage around Bradbury Dam (see Draft
EIR/EIS Section 10.13) and determined that implementation at this time is not warranted
although further study is called for in the FMP. Further, the FMP/BO establishes a permanent
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flow regime downstream of Bradbury Dam, includes projects to restore and enhance spawning
and rearing habitat in tributaries in the Lower Santa Ynez system, and continues to monitor the
condition of fish and their habitat. As part of the SYRTAC process that developed the FMP,
opportunities to conjunctively use the downstream water rights releases were investigated and
incorporated into the target flow operations.
The FMP/BO is also consistent with the Salmon, Steelhead Trout, and Anadromous Fisheries
Program Act (Fish and Game Code Section 6900 et. seq.), which was passed in 1988. The
legislature found that: (1) it is important to provide protection of, and an increase in, the
naturally spawning salmon and steelhead trout state resources for the benefit (including
economic) of California residents; (2) “proper salmon and steelhead trout resource management
requires maintaining adequate levels of natural, as compared to hatchery, spawning and
rearing”; (3) “reliance upon hatchery production of salmon and steelhead trout in California is
at or near the maximum percentage that it should occupy in the mix of natural and artificial
hatchery production in the state”; (4) “the protection of, and the increase in, the naturally
spawning salmon and steelhead trout of the state must be accomplished primarily through the
improvement of stream habitat”. Fish and Game Code § 6901.
The legislature further declared it is the policy of the state: (1) “to significantly increase the
natural production of salmon and steelhead trout by the end of this century”; (2) “to recognize
and encourage the participation of the public in privately and publicly funded mitigation,
restoration, and enhancement programs in order to protect and increase naturally spawning
salmon and steelhead trout resources”; and (3) “that existing natural salmon and steelhead trout
habitat shall not be diminished further without offsetting the impacts of the lost habitat.” Fish
and Game Code § 6902.
The main goal of the FMP is to “identify, evaluate, and recommend potential management
actions that will benefit fish and other aquatic resources in the lower Santa Ynez River.
Improving conditions for native fishes in general, and rainbow trout/steelhead in particular,
while avoiding adverse impacts to other species of special concern or habitat values, is a
management priority in the lower Santa Ynez River” (SYRTAC 2000). This goal is consistent
with the findings of the legislature, as the FMP/BO seeks to improve natural conditions for
native steelhead/rainbow trout. Furthermore, the FMP/BO is consistent with the state policy,
in that through the process, more steelhead/rainbow trout spawning and rearing habitat will be
created both in the mainstem and tributaries below Bradbury Dam through the various
tributary/mainstem habitat enhancement and removal of passage impediments projects.
G2-35 The FMP and BO are not inconsistent with Fish & Game Code section 5937, if relevant. Please
refer to the responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21, G1-117 and G1-122.
G2-36 Please refer to the response to Comment S2-11.
G2-37 The State Water Board has not made a determination Reclamation’s water rights permits should
be modified to address public trust resources above Bradbury Dam. Please refer to responses
to Comments G2-4 and 2-5.
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G2-38 The proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects are consistent with the Basin Plan
because the proposed releases for fish habitat would not degrade water quality, and the
proposed flow and non-flow related project and management actions would enhance several
beneficial uses identified in the Santa Ynez River, including wildlife habitat, threatened and
endangered species, and wetlands. Please refer to the response to Comment G1-122.
G2-39 The FMP/BO is consistent with applicable County Comprehensive Plan policies. A full
analysis of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable County Comprehensive Plan policies in
Appendix G. Please refer to the responses to Comments L1-4, L1-21, G1-117 and G1-122.
G2-40 Please see response to Comment G2-34.
G2-41 Protection of public trust resources is under the authority of the State Water Board, which is
currently reviewing Reclamation’s water rights permits to determine if any modifications are
necessary to ensure continued protection of public trust resources. As such, the lead agencies
do not have the authority to legally determine compliance with the public trust doctrine.
However, the proposed FMP/BO will benefit public trust resources, including the endangered
southern steelhead. The basis for this conclusion is presented in greater detail in the FMP, BO,
and Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment G2-8.
G2-42 The FMP/BO considers beneficial uses, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS statements of Project
Purpose and Need and CEQA Objectives, consistent with the requirements of Water Code §
1257. Please also refer to the responses to Comments L1-9 and L-22.
G3 - Carpinteria Creek Committee [one comment]
G3-1

The FMP/BO will increase releases from Bradbury Dam to enhance fish habitat. Greater
releases are not considered feasible, as described in Section 10 of the EIR/EIS. COMB and
Reclamation concur with the statement that “ranchers are among the many landowners who are
beginning to acknowledge the importance of healthy riparian corridors and healthy wildlife that
life there."

G4 - Santa Barbara County Taxpayers Association [3 comments]
G4-1

This comment is not a comment about an environmental issue requiring a response under
CEQA Guidelines section 15088(a) and presents no evidence supporting the objection which
could provide the basis for a further response. Please also refer to the response to Comment
G4-2.

G4-2

COMB and County Parks have executed an agreement in which COMB and Reclamation will
postpone the 3.0-foot surcharge for 5 years, during which time County Parks has agreed to
relocate the affected facilities. The County Parks Department has indicated that funding can be
acquired during this time period to relocate the facilities and avoid park closure.

G4-3

See response to Comment L1-40 and G4-2.
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G5 - Santa Barbara County Industrial Association [3 comments]
G5-1

The proposed releases from Bradbury Dam for downstream fish habitat would have no direct
or indirect impact on industrial facilities on the South Coast. Most of the water supply impacts
due to such releases will be offset by the proposed surcharge, avoiding a significant impact on
water supply costs for local water purveyors.

G5-2

The water supply impacts due to the proposed releases for fish would not result in any
significant water rate increases, rationing, or curtailment of new service. Please refer to the
response to Comment G5-3.

G5-3

No significant impact on water supply due to the dedication of the water developed by
surcharging for fish release purposes was identified in the EIR/EIS. The Cachuma Member
Units have never identified surcharge as a viable future supplemental water supply. They have
identified other water supply options to address increased demands in the future that do not rely
on surcharging.

G6 - Randal Fox (Center for Environmental Equality) [one comment]
G6-1

The current environmental conditions at the project site are used in the impact assessment, as
described in Section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS.
The citations cited in the comment are correct statements of the regulations and cases cited,
though the cases cited do not constitute the full range of CEQA authorities on the subject of
existing environmental conditions, baseline or environmental setting. In particular, in the
Cadiz case, the court appears to have reached its result in significant part because the aquifer
was a public water supply in overdraft. With the overdraft condition, the groundwater threat
might be insignificant because the aquifer had already been drawn down. This could not be
known, however, without some information quantifying the amount of water in the aquifer. 83
Cal.App.4th at p. 94. It should also be noted that even though current environmental conditions
at the time the Notice of Preparation is released constitute the baseline in the Draft EIR/EIS, a
lead agency may adopt any baseline supported by substantial evidence. Fat v. County of
Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal. App. 4th 1270, 1280-1281.

FMP/BO Final EIR/EIS Appendix F

99

Responses to Comments

LANDOWNERS
N1 - Morrison and Foerster – Crawford-Hall [18 comments]
N1-1

The lead agencies disagree that there is a substantial likelihood that actions described in their
Draft EIR/EIS will be modified in the immediate future. CEQA does not require speculation.
To the contrary, State CEQA Guidelines section 15145 specifically states that speculation is not
required in an EIR. Likewise, NEPA does not require an analysis of impacts that are too
speculative to identify. (See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman (2002) 313 F.3d
1094.) The lead agencies have requested that the State Water Board impose a condition upon
the Reclamation requiring compliance with obligations imposed under the Federal Endangered
Species Act similar to that imposed by water rights Order D-1641. The best public policy
would be for the State Water Board to allow the actions described in the Draft EIR/EIS to be
implemented without additional restriction.
The lead agencies concur that “releases for fish” have occurred under the jurisdiction of Water
Rights Order 94-5 and the Biological Opinion. The lead agencies disagree that they do not
have jurisdiction, within Reclamation’s existing water rights, to make additional releases for
fish. Reclamation has the right to store up to 275,000 acre-feet of water behind Bradbury
Dam. Subject to beneficial use restrictions, and the requirements of WR 89-18, Reclamation
may release water from the dam for public trust purposes. There is no restriction in WR 89-18
preventing this. However, the lead agencies have consistently recognized the State Water
Board’s primary jurisdiction over both the timing and amount of those releases. Please refer to
the response to Comment S1-1.

N1-2

The lead agencies dispute the comment’s characterization of the lead agencies’ alternatives
analysis as a rejection. All project alternatives were analyzed with the requisite level of
specificity and those alternatives found infeasible were not further analyzed in the document in
conformity with CEQA and NEPA. (State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, 40 CFR
1502.14; see also Draft EIR/EIS Sections 10.1.1 and 10.1.2.) Substantial evidence supports the
lead agencies’ findings that passage above Bradbury Dam is infeasible at this time. Please
refer to the response to Comment G2-10. Please also refer to the rebuttal testimony of Jean
Baldrige before the State Board, Exhibit MU-269, slides 1 through 4 and the rebuttal testimony
of Ed Donohue before the State Board, MU-274 (see Appendix G). Moreover, one of the FMP
actions is to “continue to investigate opportunities to provide passage for steelhead above
Bradbury Dam.” Please also refer to the responses to Comments S2-10, L1-5 and G2-10.

N1-3

Reclamation and COMB are aware of NOAA Fisheries’ deadline in June 2004 to re-designate
critical habitat. Any changes to the listing of steelhead and the critical habitat designation and
the scope of those changes are speculative at best. If changes are made, the lead agencies will,
at that time, consider whether additional environmental review under CEQA and NEPA or reinitiation of consultation under ESA is required. Please also refer to the responses to
Comments G1-10 and G1-30.

N1-4

It is unclear whether the attachment cited in this comment is intended to support the statement
that changes to existing steelhead listing will be meaningfully changed. In any event, the
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precise scope of any changes to the listing of steelhead are speculative, and outside the scope of
the EIR/EIS. If changes are made, the lead agencies will at that time consider whether
additional environmental review is required under CEQA and NEPA.
The lead agencies concur that if NOAA Fisheries’ listing of steelhead as an endangered species
in California is set aside or vacated, such action could release COMB and Reclamation from
the requirements of the Biological Opinion.
The project description is stable and consistent under CEQA and NEPA standards. If a
significant change in the environmental setting were to occur, the lead agencies could decide to
implement a modified or different project, subject to State Water Board jurisdiction. The scope
of any future required modifications to the proposed FMP/BO, if any, is not foreseeable. Any
time a project requires a permit, the permit may require modifications to the project. Neither
CEQA nor NEPA requires a permit to issue before environmental review is complete. To the
contrary, EIRs and EISs should be prepared as early in the planning process as possible to
enable environmental considerations to influence project, program or design. (Bozung v.
Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 282; see also, Scientists’ Institute for
Public Information, Inc. v. Atomic Energy Commission, 481 F.2d 1079 (D.C. Cir. 1973)).
However, should listing of the southern steelhead be set aside or abandoned, the proposed
project will still be implemented in the same manner, as the management actions and projects
in the BO and FMP are essentially identical.
N1-5

The State Water Board has not made a determination that it will modify Reclamation’s water
rights permits to address public trust resources above Bradbury Dam. The State Water Board
has merely allowed the presentation of evidence on this issue at the 94-5 hearings in order to
decide whether such modifications are necessary. It would be speculative to conjecture whether
such permit medications will be required. There is no reason why the lead agencies must give
additional consideration to public trust resources above Bradbury Dam merely because the State
Water Board is considering this issue in its deliberations concerning the need, if any, to modify
Reclamation’s water rights permits for the Cachuma Project.
The FMP/BO project and the State Water Board’s project are distinct actions with different
objectives and geographic scopes. The proposed project addressed in the EIR/EIS consists of
the management actions and projects described in the Biological Assessment, Lower Santa
Ynez River Final Fish Management Plan, and Biological Opinion. These actions and projects
are designed to enhance fish habitat in the lower watershed.
Based on the above considerations, it is not necessary for the lead agencies to include upper
watershed alternatives in the EIS/EIR, as they would not meet the stated Purpose and Need,
and Project Objectives. However, for the sake of full disclosure, the lead agencies have
included a rigorous analysis of management actions in the water shed above Cachuma Lake in
Section 10 of the EIR/EIS. The lead agencies have exhaustively considered the issue and
determined fish passage above Bradbury Dam to be infeasible as part of the current FMP/BO
project. The basis for this conclusion is presented in both Appendix E of the Fish Management
Plan and in Section 10.13.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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N1-6

All project alternatives were analyzed with the requisite degree of specificity and those
alternatives found infeasible were not analyzed further in the document, in conformity with
CEQA and NEPA. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c); 40 CFR 1502.14) Increasing steelhead
production through the use of upper basin habitat was the subject of a lengthy alternatives
analysis in Section 10.13.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment N12. New information on the Upper Basin alternatives was considered in the Draft EIR/EIS.
Despite further analyzing these alternatives, these alternatives still were not recommended for
implementation at this time given the constraints of the project, jurisdictional issues, and
potential biological benefit. Those alternatives either failed to meet most of the Project
Objectives, were determined to be infeasible, or resulted in new significant environmental
impacts. NOAA Fisheries and CDFG both agreed during the FMP development process that
steelhead habitat should be improved in the lower Santa Ynez River before fish passage to the
Upper Basin is re-evaluated (Raysbrook 1999; Hogarth 1998). One of the FMP actions is to
“continue to investigate opportunities to provide passage for steelhead above Bradbury Dam.”
Please also see the responses to Comments S2-10 and N1-2.

N1-7

The impact assessment in EIR/EIS address more than fish issues. Environmental impacts were
addressed related to water supply (Section 5.2.2), water quality (Sections 5.4.2 and 6.6.2),
terrestrial vegetation (Sections 5.7.2, 5.7.3, 6.4.2, 6.4.3, 6.4.4), aquatic species (other than
fish) (Sections 5.8.2, 6.3.2 and 6.5.2), recreation (Sections 5.9.2 and 6.6.2), and cultural
resources (Section 6.7.4).

N1-8

Section 7.2.2 of the EIR/EIS has been revised to include a statement that the Bee Rock Quarry
is the only commercial source of limestone within 300 miles of Santa Barbara County. This fact
does not affect any of the impact conclusions provided in the EIR/EIS regarding the effect of
increased presence of the southern steelhead on upper Hilton Creek due to passage impediment
removal projects on the creek proposed under the FMP/BO.

N1-9

The comment misquotes the EIR/EIS by stating that the document concludes that “…the
presence of steelhead on upper Hilton Creek would have significant [emphasis added] adverse
impacts on existing land uses on San Lucas Ranch, requiring the termination [emphasis added]
or modification of grading and mining activities.” The EIR/EIS does not characterize the
impact as “significant,” nor does the EIR/EIS indicate that effects would lead to terminating
land uses. In fact, the EIR/EIS discussion is focused on the evidence that endangered species
can co-exist with agricultural and industrial land uses, as shown on San Lucas Ranch property
along the Santa Ynez River main stem.
The phrase “frequent and abundant steelhead” on Hilton Creek that is quoted in the comment
has been revised to reflect the original intended phrasing: “more frequent and abundant
steelhead.” The conclusion in the EIR/EIS is that there will be more frequent occurrences of
steelhead on upper Hilton Creek and in greater numbers (compared to current conditions) when
the two downstream passage impediments are removed, not that steelhead would be frequent
and abundant.
With this correction, the purported conflict in the characterization of steelhead on upper Hilton
Creek under the proposed project has been resolved.
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It is important to note that COMB and Reclamation do not believe that the presence of
steelhead, in any numbers, would necessarily create a conflict with existing land uses on Hilton
Creek, and that the EIR/EIS presents this same conclusion. As noted in the EIR/EIS, the
operation of San Lucas Ranch has not been adversely affected by the hundreds of steelhead
smolts that have passed through the ranch along the Santa Ynez River. Therefore, it is
confusing and contradictory that the owners of San Lucas Ranch would predict that the
increased presence of steelhead on Hilton Creek would have catastrophic effects on grazing and
mining activities.
N1-10 The EIR/EIS presents substantial evidence that the simple presence of steelhead in Hilton
Creek would not result in the termination of grazing in the watershed. One, the EIR/EIS
identifies a common grazing management tool that reduces conflicts between grazing and
aquatic species – the use of fencing along portions of the creek. Supplemental water can be
provided to cattle in water gaps or nearby trough without a reduction in grazing production.
Two, grazing occurs unhindered on San Lucas Ranch along miles of the Santa Ynez River
downstream of Bradbury Dam. There is no evidence or arguments presented in the comment
why grazing in the Hilton Creek watershed would be more sensitive to the presence of
steelhead. Three, there are several examples provided in the EIR/EIS of grazing operations coexisting with steelhead streams, even without fencing (e.g., El Jaro Creek, Quiota Creek). The
comment provides no substantial evidence that the presence of steelhead results automatically in
the cessation of grazing.
N1-11 See response to Comment N2.
N1-12 The comment incorrectly states that COMB and Reclamation assume that all 28 elements of the
FMP/BO will be implemented, and that the impact assessment in the EIR/EIS is based on the
assumption that all 28 elements are successful. Implementation of some or all of the FMP/BO
actions will result in neutral to beneficial impacts on the southern steelhead by improving
rearing habitat, improving passage conditions, expanding rearing and spawning habitat in
tributaries, and enhancing the quality of existing habitat on the main stem of the river and along
certain tributaries. Many of the projects are completely independent of others, and do not rely
upon the success of one project to ensure success of the others. The FMP/BO was purposely
developed with a wide range of actions over a wide geographic range of the lower watershed to
increase the potential for beneficial impacts to steelhead in the event that certain actions were
determined to be infeasible, or were not achieving the desired goals.
COMB and Reclamation are currently implementing the releases from the dam to enhance
rearing habitat for fish. The lead agencies are not aware of any significant obstacles to
implementing the mandatory releases from Bradbury Dam to increase passage opportunities.
The enhanced passage flows will increase the success of tributary enhancement projects, but
are not considered a prerequisite for the tributary projects. Steelhead currently migrate to
Hilton Creek without the proposed passage flows, and have successfully produced hundreds of
young fish. The comment incorrectly characterizes the interconnections between individual
FMP/BO projects.
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The comment incorrectly states that only one landowner has provided permission to implement
a tributary project. To date, at least two property owners have agreed, and several more have
expressed a willingness to consider the projects.
The failure to implement the Hilton Creek passage impediment projects would not undermine
the entire FMP/BO program, nor negate the benefits of the proposed passage supplementation
flows. As noted in the EIR/EIS, COMB and Reclamation believe that steelhead can currently
migrate up Hilton Creek, even with the passage impediments. Hence, increased migration of
steelhead to Bradbury Dam would provide more fish to seek spawning opportunities on upper
Hilton Creek. The increased up-migration of steelhead due to passage flows would also
increase opportunities for addition spawning on other tributaries where steelhead are currently
known to occur, including Quiota Creek.
N1-13 Since the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, COMB has met with County staff on several
occasions to resolve concerns about impacts to recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake due to a
3-foot surcharge. Based on this coordination, the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding
the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection of Recreational Resources at the Lake
(MOU) was executed in February 2004 amongst the County, CCRB, and ID No. 1. Under the
terms of the MOU, Reclamation and COMB would not surcharge to 3 feet until the County has
relocated the water treatment plant at the Cachuma Lake Park or after 5 years from the date of
the MOU, whichever occurs first. The agreement provides time for the County to fund, design,
and relocate this essential facility to avoid impacts from a 3-foot surcharge. In addition, the
MOU provides a mechanism to assist the County with funding the relocation, if necessary. The
MOU provides further assurances that a significant impact on recreation due to the 3-foot
surcharge would be avoided.
N1-14 Please see the responses to Comments N2-2, N2-5, N2-18, N2-19, and N2-21.
N1-15 Please see the responses to Comments N2-2, N2-19, N2-21, N2-22, and N2-23.
N1-16 Please see responses to Comments N2-12, N2-13, and N2-19.
N1-17 The Cachuma Project Biologist has observed young-of-the-year O. mykiss (SYRTAC 1997,
1998, 2000b) in Lower Hilton Creek and a young O. mykiss was observed on Upper Hilton
Creek (Engblom 2003) providing evidence that spawning does occur in Hilton Creek and thus
that spawning habitat is present. Further, studies by the Cachuma Project Biologist have
documented spawning habitat in both Lower and Upper Hilton Creek reaches (SYRTAC 1997,
2000b; Engblom 2003). Regarding the barriers, Reclamation and COMB acknowledge the
presence of two barriers/impediments on Hilton Creek. One at the cascade/chute and a second
at the Highway 154 Culvert. The commenter has not provided specific information regarding
additional barriers to Reclamation and COMB for analysis.
N1-18 Please see responses to Comments N2-2 and N2-21.
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N2 - Alice Rich – Crawford-Hall [28 comments]
A number of the following comments concerned flows in Hilton Creek. To respond to these comments,
the lead agencies have provided information clarifying the frequency and amount of flows expected
along Hilton Creek compared to the mainstem of the river. This information, prepared by Stetson
Engineers, is presented in Appendix G.
N2-1

Please see the responses to Comments N2-2 to N2-28.

N2-2

There were numerous factors included in the assessment of tributary stream priority (SYRTAC
2000). The SYRTAC Tributaries Work Group determined that both reaches of Hilton Creek
were a high priority for restoration actions for the following reasons:










There is a seed population of O. mykiss in Hilton Creek as evidenced by the fish rescues
conducted in 1995 and 1998, observations of O. mykiss in the pool downstream of the
Highway 154 culvert (M. Cardenas, pers. com. 200l; S. Engblom, pers. com. 2003), and
the O. mykiss observed by Dr. Rich in Upper Hilton Creek during her studies (Engblom
2003, A.A. Rich and Associates 2003);
The tributary is immediately downstream of Bradbury Dam and therefore steelhead that
migrate as far as the dam will be looking for nearby spawning and rearing habitat (Stolz
and Schnell 1991) which can be found in Hilton Creek;
Hilton Creek has high quality, perennial habitat in the lower reaches maintained by the
Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System (SYRTAC 2000);
Upper Hilton Creek has perennial habitat in many years in portions of the tributary as
evidenced by observations from the Highway 154 easement (S. Engblom, pers. comm.
2003) and by inference based on comparison of other south-side tributaries which maintain
perennial flow in the headwaters (SYRTAC 1997);
Several feasible enhancement actions were identified for Hilton Creek (SYRTAC 2000);
and
Hilton Creek has a gradient that precludes inhabitance by predatory fish such as bass and
catfish while providing spawning and rearing habitat for O. mykiss (SYRTAC 1997, 2000).

Further, McEwan and Jackson (1996) state that “major river systems in [southern California]
are subject to extreme variations in rainfall which can result in high volume, flash flood runoff,
or droughts lasting several years. Stream flow in these streams can vary greatly, both
seasonally and annually.” The document goes on to state:
“Southern California is at the southern periphery of steelhead natural range, hence
environmental conditions that are suboptimal for rainbow trout may occur more frequently
than in areas further north. Ecological theory suggests that in environments near the limits
of a species’ range, physiological, behavioral, and dispersal mechanisms may exist to
allow the persistence of populations in an environment that may be suboptimal.”
Because of this, steelhead at the southern end of their range have adapted to conditions where
habitats are not always perennial and therefore water does not need to be flowing at all times in
all areas for habitat to be useful to steelhead. The Cachuma Project Biologist has documented
that O. mykiss in the Lower Santa Ynez System prosper in wet years when the extent of habitat
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area is increased by higher runoff and persistent through drier years in refuge habitats
(SYRTAC 1997, 1998, 2000, 2000b). Therefore, Upper Hilton Creek need not be perennial in
all portions in all years to provide benefit for O. mykiss. The fact that Dr. Rich’s studies
documented a young O. mykiss during 2002, a very dry year (Santa Barbara County Flood
Control District 2003), suggests that the habitat would be valuable to these fish in wet years
and that Upper Hilton Creek has a seed population. Finally, based on the survey conducted by
the Cachuma Project Biologist of portions of Upper Hilton Creek selected by the landowner
and/or Dr. Rich, the Project Biologist has concluded that potential rearing habitat and some
spawning habitat exist on Upper Hilton Creek (Engblom 2003).
The Cachuma Project Biologist and his team have observed O. mykiss rearing in the pool
immediately downstream of the Highway 154 Culvert in all years since 2000. O. mykiss
observed in multiple size classes have been observed (S. Engblom, pers. comm. 2003)
Dr. Rich concludes that Hilton Creek does not maintain perennial habitat with suitable
temperature and water quality characteristics. Dr. Rich’s studies were conducted during 2002,
which was the second driest year on record since 1953 (Santa Barbara County Flood Control
District 2003, C. Lawler, pers. com. 2003), and in 2003 which was below normal water year
(C. Lawler, pers. com. 2003). Therefore, the conditions observed by Dr. Rich are not
anticipated to be typical of Upper Hilton Creek based on studies of other Santa Ynez River
tributaries.
N2-3

Please see the response to Comment N2-2.

N2-4

Upper Hilton Creek does currently support O. mykiss. Observations of O. mykiss in Upper
Hilton Creek have been made by the Cachuma Project Biologist and a CDFG fisheries biologist
just below the Highway 154 crossing (M. Cardenas, pers. comm. 2001, S. Engblom, pers.
comm. 2003). Further, Dr. Rich observed a young O. mykiss was observed in Upper Hilton
Creek above the Highway 154 culvert indicating that O. mykiss do inhabit Upper Hilton Creek
(A.A. Rich and Associates 2003).
The photos provided in the comment letter show select portions of Upper Hilton Creek. The
photos show a dry channel. However, these photos provide a snapshot in time of specific
locations and do not provide the necessary documentation to modify the conclusions drawn by
Reclamation and COMB regarding the ability of Upper Hilton Creek to support populations of
O. mykiss. Please also see the response to Comment N2-2.

N2-5

Please see the response to Comment N2-2. In addition, Reclamation and COMB disagree with
the commenter’s statement that “there is no evidence that steelhead have used the upper reaches
of Hilton Creek for spawning or rearing.” The observation by Dr. Rich of a young O. mykiss
is evidence that O. mykiss spawned in this reach of Hilton Creek. Further, the commenter does
not provide documentation to support the conclusion that “Upper Hilton Creek does not
provide enough water ‘long enough for steelhead to complete their journey.’” Finally, the
photographic documentation referenced by the commenter is not sufficient to substantiate the
comment regarding the water quality and water temperature of pools in Upper Hilton Creek.
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N2-6

SYRTAC studies have documented that Lower Hilton Creek does contain suitable steelhead
habitat (SYRTAC 1997, 1998, 2000b). Please also see the responses to Comments N2-2 and
N2-5.

N2-7

Please see the response to Comment N2-2.

N2-8

Please see the response to comment N2-2. Further, the SYRTAC Tributaries Work Group
considered access as an issue in their criteria from the perspective of access to implement
identified restoration actions. The only restoration action identified on Upper Hilton Creek is
the modification to the Highway 154 culvert. Access to complete this restoration action is
available through use of Caltrans’ easement.

N2-9

Please see responses to comments G1-1 and N2-11.

N2-10 Please see the response to comment N2-11.
N2-11 Resident “rainbow trout” may or may not be hatchery trout. Although out-of-basin transfers
have occurred, resident trout and steelhead from the same area may share a common gene pool
over evolutionary time. The Biological Review Team (BRT) that completed the NMFS status
review in 1996 addressed the issue of anadromous and nonanadromous forms of O. mykiss
(Busby et al. 1996). The BRT indicated that although few detailed studies have been done on
the relationship between resident and anadromous O. mykiss in the same watershed, studies
generally show that the two forms from the same area are more similar than either is to the
same form from a different geographic area. The BRT has concluded that, in general, the
ESUs include resident O. mykiss in cases where they have the opportunity to interbreed with
anadromous fish. Furthermore, resident fish may be particularly important in southern
California where extreme environmental conditions may promote increased flexibility in life
history strategies for native populations. A recent draft updated status report from NOAA
Fisheries states of the Southern steelhead ESU, “[t]he relationship between anadromous and
resident O. mykiss is poorly understood in this region, but likely plays an important role in
population dynamics and evolutionary potential of the fish” (NOAA Fisheries 2003).
Out-of basin hatchery trout have been planted in the Santa Ynez River watershed, and it is
possible that some introgression between hatchery and wild fish has occurred. However, trout
from northern regions that have been planted in the watershed are not as likely as locally
adapted fish to persist in the watershed. Historical stocking does not negate the importance of
protecting the remaining, naturally spawning anadromous run, which is listed under the ESA,
or protecting remnant wild populations above the dam.
Please see also the response to Comment G1-1.
N2-12 Because the two forms have different life history strategies, rainbow trout data need to be
evaluated before applying them to anadromous trout data. However, steelhead and rainbow
trout are the same species, Oncorhynchus mykiss (see response to Comment G1-1). Rainbow
trout can convert to the anadromous form (steelhead) and steelhead can convert to the resident
form (rainbow trout), and gene flow between the two forms within a watershed is likely. A
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number of factors influence the thermal tolerances of O. mykiss, and the CDFG temperature
criteria used are appropriate (see response to Comment L3-1).
N2-13 Criteria based on studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest, such as the 60°F (15.6°C) or
65°F (18.3°C) criteria suggested in the comment, are not appropriate for steelhead in the
southern portion of their range. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
reviewed water quality objectives for the Russian River in Sonoma County, California and
concluded that a maximum 7-day average stream temperature of 64ºF (17.8ºC) and a daily
maximum temperature of 75ºF (23.9ºC) would likely protect the salmonid species present
(NCRWQCB 2000). The available body of evidence suggests that the CDFG criteria are more
appropriate than those suggested by Dr. Rich (see response to Comment L3-1). Please see also
the footnote in the response to comment N2-2.
N2-14 Fish have physiological responses in naturally occurring habitats. Laboratory studies that
investigate physiological responses to water temperature are extremely important in
determining water temperature criteria for salmonids. Critical thermal maximum tolerance
studies are useful for determining differences in thermal tolerance caused by factors such as
race, stress, acclimation temperature, water quality and pollutants. Studies that investigate
incipient lethal temperatures, which use slower rates of temperature change, are more likely to
approximate rates of change in the environment. Studies that hold fish in fixed thermal
conditions (such as constant or cyclically fluctuating temperatures) often investigate thermal
tolerances concurrently with other factors, such as feeding or growth. All of these types of
studies are invaluable, particularly when combined with field observations.
N2-15 The available body of evidence suggests that the CDFG criteria are more appropriate than those
suggested by Dr. Rich (see response to Comment L3-1). The DEIR/DEIS cannot rely on
unsubstantiated, anecdotal evidence. Temperature studies on Hilton Creek would be reviewed if
submitted.
N2-16 The available body of evidence suggests that the CDFG criteria are more appropriate than those
suggested by Dr. Rich (see response to Comment L3-1).
N2-17 Upper Hilton Creek does not have to support a “viable steelhead population” in order for this
habitat to benefit the O. mykiss population in the Lower Santa Ynez River. A “viable steelhead
population” has a specific meaning in terms of NOAA Fisheries implementation of the ESA for
salmonid population. NOAA Fisheries defines a viable salmonid population as: “an
independent population of any Pacific salmonid (genus Oncorhynchus) that has a negligible risk
of extinction due to threats from demographic variation, local environmental variation, and
genetic diversity changes over a 100-year time frame.” NMFS uses the concept of a viable
salmonid population (VSP) in evaluating hatchery and harvest activities or other activities that
directly affect populations, and in identifying de-listing goals for listed ESUs. (McElhany et al.
2000)
Even if all reaches of Hilton Creek provided ideal habitat for steelhead at all times and the
creek was at its carrying capacity for steelhead, the Hilton Creek population could not be
considered a “viable steelhead population” based on NOAA Fisheries’ definition. Hilton
Creek is a small tributary to a larger watershed and therefore, the Hilton Creek population can
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not be sufficiently distributed to result in a negligible risk of extinction. Therefore it is
inappropriate to apply the term “viable steelhead population” to Hilton Creek. For the reasons
outlined in the response to Comment N2-2, Reclamation and COMB have determined that
Upper Hilton Creek is a priority stream as outlined in the FMP/BO and that restoration actions
on this tributary should move forward.
N2-18 The conclusions drawn by the Cachuma Project Biologist are based on numerous surveys of
lower Hilton Creek, observations of Upper Hilton Creek from the Highway 154 culvert right of
way and a survey in January 2003, and nine years of experience conducting fisheries studies on
the Lower Santa Ynez River and its tributaries. Furthermore, access to conduct more detailed
studies of Upper Hilton Creek as part of the SYRTAC process have been made on numerous
occasions and, except for the half day visit in January 2003, access has been denied. Finally,
the commenter notes that water temperature, water quality, habitat classification, and McNeil
substrate sampling has occurred as part of the A.A. Rich and Associates studies of Hilton
Creek since December 2001. However, it must be noted that only photographs have been
provided to Reclamation and COMB; no specific data has been provided to support the
conclusions presented in the comments.
N2-18a

As noted on page 5-47 of the DEIR/DEIS, “Above this open reach to the Highway 154
culvert (about 2,400 feet total), habitat conditions are good to excellent (Entrix, 2001) based
on observations from adjacent federal property.” Emphasis added. Additional information
was collected during the January 2003 survey (Engblom 2003). Finally, the photographic
documentation referenced by the commenter is not sufficient to substantiate the comment
regarding habitat structure, water quality, and water temperature given that habitat conditions
vary between seasons and water year types (see response to Comment N2-2).

N2-19 Please see the responses to Comments N2-2, N2-5, and N2-13. In addition, the commenter
notes that the “pool at the Highway 154 Culvert appears to be perennial…However, as with all
the other pools, this pool is hardly suitable for rainbow/steelhead.” Reclamation and COMB
disagree with this statement. The Cachuma Project Biologist and his team have repeatedly
observed O. mykiss in the pool located just downstream of the Highway 154 Culvert, including
observations of O. mykiss made this year (S. Engblom, pers. comm. 2003). Further,
regarding passage in Upper Hilton Creek. The commenter cites photographs as evidence of
passage barriers. The photographs cited were not provided to Reclamation and COMB and
therefore there is no evidence to support the commenter’s conclusion. In addition, as noted in
the response to comment no. G1-21, the mainstem and portions of tributaries can be dry during
some parts of the year and yet flow in the wet season creating a continuous corridor for
outmigration. The photographic documentation presented is not sufficient for Reclamation and
COMB to determine that outmigration from Upper Hilton Creek would not be possible.
Finally, the Cachuma Project Biologist observed spawning gravels during his field visit to
Upper Hilton Creek (Engblom 2003) which contradicts the commenter’s statement that their
data “demonstrated poor to non-existing spawning conditions.” The commenter presents data
regarding substrate fractions for the portion of Upper Hilton Creek sampled although the
specific sample area is not defined. While COMB and Reclamation concur that fine sediments
decrease the value of spawning gravels, localized areas can be suitable. The suitability of these
localized areas can be lost when averaged over larger portions of the reach. Therefore, in the
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absence of more detailed data, Reclamation and COMB will rely on the observations of the
Cachuma Project Biologist.
N2-20 The commenter challenges the mesohabitat characterization of Upper Hilton Creek (e.g. runs,
riffles, and pools) and the lack of long term observations upon which to base these conclusions.
First, the challenge to the mesohabitat characterization is based on the assumption that water
must be present to determine what the habitat unit would be. Methods for stream habitat typing
in channels where water is not always present exist. Thus, the lack of water at the time of the
survey does not negate the determination of habitat unit type. Second, mesohabitat types
present in a stream do not change by season, nor typically by year. Changes in habitat units
typically occur after large storm events which provide the substantial runoff needed to generate
the hydraulic force and scouring necessary to create and modify habitat units. Therefore
multiple observations are not necessary to determine the habitat types currently present.
N2-21 Two fish passage projects are proposed in the EIR/EIS for Hilton Creek. The first is
modification of the cascade and chute sections found on Reclamation property near the lower
release point of the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System. The second is modification of
the Highway 154 culvert located further upstream. Both projects would increase the range of
flows under which steelhead/rainbow trout could migrate past these areas. These projects are
not designed to improve habitat quality but rather to increase the ability of O. mykiss to use
existing habitat above these locations. Increasing the amount of habitat available to O. mykiss,
even if that habitat is not suitable in all years, will result in increased numbers of offspring
(SYRTAC 1997, 2000) and ultimately increased numbers of returning adults in the Santa Ynez
system.
N2-22 As noted in the footnote to the response to Comment N2-2, the commenter has only studied
Upper Hilton Creek during an extremely dry year and a below normal year when habitat
conditions are typically less suitable for O. mykiss. Therefore, the commenter has not provided
Reclamation and COMB with sufficient data to support their claim that “favorable conditions
do not occur often and long enough for steelhead …”. Please also see the response to
Comment G1-33.
The EIR/EIS is not inconsistent in its characterization of the effects of the two Hilton Creek
passage impediment projects. The EIR/EIS presents the facts and professional opinions of
professional biologists involved in developing these two projects. The conclusions related to
effects of the two fish passage project on the occurrence of steelhead on Hilton Creek upstream
of Highway 154 are as follows:


The removal of the passage impediments (i.e., bedrock chute) on federal land on Lower
Hilton Creek will increase the frequency and number of steelhead between the passage
impediment and the Highway 154 culvert, which COMB’s consulting biologist, Entrix,
believes is an impassible barrier.



The modification of Highway 154 culvert will increase the frequency and number of
steelhead that already can access upper Hilton Creek under certain favorable conditions.
Caltrans biologists believe that the culvert is a passage impediment, but not a barrier.
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N2-23 Please see the responses to Comments N2-2, N2-21, and G1-33. Further, providing the ability
for O. mykiss to access the majority of Hilton Creek restores access to historical habitat and
increases the amount and range of habitat available to this endangered species. Individual fish
will determine specific spawning and rearing locations based on a number of factors including
habitat quality, water quality, flow, and other factors. Providing access for fish to historic
habitat, including Hilton Creek, is consistent with CDFG guidance on restoring steelhead in the
Santa Ynez River (McEwan and Jackson 1996) and the species lifehistory. If we were to
“protect” steelhead to the point of not allowing them access to habitat that may be unsuitable at
times, then we would “protect” them from entering the Santa Ynez River, part of which has
always, and continues to, go dry. Finally, the commenter does not provide data to substantiate
the conclusion regarding predation on Upper Hilton Creek (see also the response to Comment
G1-43).
N2-24 Please see the responses to Comments G1-3, G1-21, and G1-88.
N2-25 It is unclear which “mitigation measures” the commenter is referring to. The mitigation
measures included in the Draft EIR/EIS are designed to mitigate for impacts associated with
implementing the FMP/BO and are not designed to increase the steelhead population. Please
also refer to the responses to Comments N2-26 and N2-27.
N2-26 The FMP/BO includes fish rescue as a proposed action specifically to address the need to
rescue fish in Lower Hilton Creek in critical drought years (approximately 2% of years) when
the Hilton Creek Supplemental Watering System can not provide water to this reach. The FMP
notes that additional fish rescues may occur in areas inhabited by fish where conditions are
becoming unsuitable. Thus, fish rescues are considered a “last ditch” effort to save O. mykiss
imperiled by unsuitable conditions. The fish rescues are intended to be used in conditions
where the alternative to rescuing the fish would be for the fish to perish in the habitats they
currently inhabit. While some harm and potential mortality may occur to fish during a rescue
operation, these fish would most likely have perished if left un-rescued. There is no specific
data from recent (1995 and 1998) fish rescues to document the extent to which the fish rescues
supported the species; however, it is anticipated that they would not decrease the population
and are likely to benefit it.
N2-27 The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that one of the proposed actions, the fish passage releases, is
considered experimental in nature. NOAA Fisheries, the agency responsible for management
of steelhead, has determined that the experimental fish passage operations are appropriate for
an endangered species as shown by their approval of these operations in the BO (NOAA
Fisheries 2000). Please also see the response to Comment G1-61.
Inclusion of an adaptive management component in the program does not suggest that the
outcomes of the proposed FMP/BO are unknown and that the entire project is experimental.
Adaptive management is included in the FMP/BO program to provide a mechanism to respond
to changing conditions in the watershed and variable nature of biological responses, which will
ensure a higher probability of success.
N2-28 Please see the responses to Comments N2-2, N2-5, and N2-21.
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N3 - The River Committee (downstream landowners) [10 comments]
N3-1

Please refer to the response to Comment G1-73.

N3-2

The presence of southern steelhead on the lower Santa Ynez River has been documented by
various public agencies, public officials, independent scientists and naturalist, and landowners.
There is no assumption involved – only documented fact that southern steelhead occur on the
lower watershed.
The comment indicates that COMB and Reclamation “assume” that steelhead would survive on
the lower Santa Ynez River if it is improved. This is not an assumption. The lead agencies
have demonstrated that improvements in the lower watershed benefit fish. For example, the
watering of lower Hilton Creek has resulted in the production of hundreds of young fish that
would have not otherwise occurred.

N3-3

Hatchery-raised steelhead were planted by CDFG in 1930, 1932-1934, and 1936 in Santa Cruz
Creek and Gibraltar Reservoir and locally rescued stocks were planted into portions of the
watershed in the 1940s. However, stocking of fish into a watershed does not indicate that the
watershed holds no suitable habitat for steelhead. It is CDFG’s mission to “manage
California's diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the habitats upon which they
depend, for their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment by the public…the
department is also responsible for the diversified use of fish and wildlife including recreational,
commercial, scientific and educational uses”. Therefore, CDFG stocked and continues to stock
several streams throughout California to ensure that a robust recreational fishery exists. It was
recognized by “experts” prior to the construction of Bradbury Dam that the Santa Ynez River
probably held the largest steelhead run in southern California (Harper 1990; Shapovalov 1944).
Thus, the Santa Ynez River historically contained suitable steelhead habitat.

N3-4

It is unclear what the commenter is referring to regarding statements in the Draft EIR/EIS
about an “adequate water supply.” Reclamation and COMB understand that there is a limited
amount of water available in the Santa Ynez River watershed and that the water must be
distributed amongst competing environmental and consumptive uses. Reclamation and COMB
have determined that a substantial amount of “water data” has been included in the Draft
EIR/EIS to provide a basis for evaluating potential impacts of the proposed water releases on
the environment and consumptive uses.

N3-5

The appropriate agencies to address public hazards along roadways near the Santa Ynez River
are Caltrans (for state facilities, such as Highway 154) and the County of Santa Barbara. These
agencies have standards for sight distances along roadways and at intersections. When roadside
obstructions interfere with sight distances, these agencies have the authority to remove the
obstructions, such as overhanging tree branches, encroaching landscaping or vegetation, or
structures such as fences and signs.

N3-6

Mosquitoes are a serious vector and a very obvious public annoyance due to their biting.
Mosquitoes are vectors for malaria, West Nile virus, and viral encephalitis. Mosquitoes breed
in open stagnant water, typically in natural water bodies that are drying up, neglected pools or
ornamental ponds, areas where water collects at residences such as in gutters or old tires.
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The Santa Barbara Coastal Vector Control District is a local governmental agency providing
multi-faceted health and safety protection to the many residents of Santa Barbara County. Its
primary mission is to protect the health and well being of area residents from disease vectors.
The District provides direct services to residents in the Goleta and Carpinteria valley, to
government agencies throughout the County, and to residents in other parts of the County (for
a fee). For mosquitoes, the District conducts property inspections, monitoring breeding
populations, and abatement of breeding populations through the application of mosquito fish,
environmentally safe pesticides, or biological controls such as Bacillus thuringiensis isruelensis
bacterium or S-methoprene (a synthetic mimic of an insect hormone).
The Santa Barbara County West Nile Virus Surveillance Project is a multi-agency collaboration
with representatives from the Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, the Santa
Barbara Coastal Vector Control District, and the California Department of Health Services
(DHS). The Santa Barbara County Public Health Department oversees Disease Control,
Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Community and Family Health, Environmental Health,
Emergency Medical Services, Public Health Lab, Health Education, and Animal Services. This
collaborative provides ongoing information updates to the community regarding the status of
the West Nile Virus in Santa Barbara County.
The Surveillance Project involves the following elements: Human Surveillance and Testing;
Veterinary Surveillance; Dead Bird Surveillance; Sentinel Chickens; Mosquito Surveillance;
and Public Education on Prevention (Reducing Risk of Mosquito Bites).
In response to recent public concern about the possible arrival of West Nile Virus in California,
the Santa Barbara County Public Health Department and the Santa Barbara Coastal Vector
Control District are intensifying mosquito control and surveillance planning and activities.
As described in Section 5.1 of the EIR/EIS, the FMP/BO long-term rearing and passage
releases would increase the frequency and duration of low-flows downstream of the dam
compared to current operations. The increase in low flows downstream of Bradbury Dam is
expected to increase the density, vigor, and extent of riparian vegetation in portions of the river
channel over time due to greater moisture availability. It is anticipated that the increase in
riparian vegetation would not be measurable downstream of Alisal Bridge, the location for
downstream rearing flows under certain circumstances. The increased low flows (generally 2 to
5 cfs) will be contained in the thalweg of the river channel. These flows will be concentrated in
a narrow zone (usually less than 10 feet across) within a larger river channel that has a width of
200 to 500 feet). Riparian and wetland vegetation is expected to increase along this wetted low
flow channel over time, until the low flow channel and its vegetation are removed by flood
flows. The increased flows are also likely to increase the amount of open water in the river
channel.
The increase in wetted channel and possible open water in the river downstream of Bradbury
Dam could increase the existing mosquito breeding habitat along the river. This increase is not
expected to cause a significant impact on public health for residents along the river for reasons
listed below:
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The releases from the dam would create flowing water in the river, which is not
suitable habitat for mosquito breeding
The additional vegetation and open water would increase insects and birds that prey on
mosquitoes. Insects that prey on mosquitoes include damsel flies, dragon flies, and
water skimmers. Mosquito populations are typically controlled by natural predators in a
healthy riparian and wetland ecosystem, which will be facilitated by the FMP/BO
releases to the river.
The County and local vector control district have an effective monitoring and
abatement program that would prevent a significant mosquito nuisance and human
health risk.

N3-7

Please see the response to Comment N2-12. Further, high levels of water release from
Bradbury Dam can not maintain suitable temperatures for steelhead downstream of
approximately the Alisal Bridge in Solvang. Therefore, the FMP/BO proposes target flow
releases to support habitat in the mainstem reaches downstream to the Alisal Bridge.

N3-8

The proposed habitat enhancements under the FMP/BO would be designed to avoid creating
any channel obstructions that could result in flooding or bank erosion. In general, the proposed
enhancements would not increase water surface elevations, and would not be large enough to
cause blockage at bridges.

N3-9

The EIR/EIS includes a description of the riparian habitat conditions along the river
downstream of Bradbury Dam, and acknowledges that fact that the riparian vegetation has
increased in recent years. Section 5.7.1.1 states: “At this time, the overall extent of riparian
vegetation from the dam to the ocean is the highest since 1969.” The extent to which the
increase vegetation is due to releases since 1997, the period of time since the last flood flows
(1998), or other factors is unknown. The potential contribution of recent releases for fish on the
amount of riparian vegetation is discussed in Section 5.1.2.4.

N3-10 This comment has been addressed in responses to Comments G1-20, G1-21, and G1-161.
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N4 - Robert Isaacson – El Chorro Ranch [4 comments]
N4-1

The project designs have been modified to replace the culvert rather than to remove in order to
maintain use of the road for ranch access. The text in Section 2.8.1 and 9.1 has been modified
to reflect this change.

N4-2

Please see response to Comment N4-1.

N4-3

Please see response to Comment N4-1.

N4-4

Please see response to Comment N4-1.
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OTHERS
T1 - Lee Heller [5 comments]
T1-1

The proposed FMP/BO project will increase flows downstream of Bradbury Dam to benefit
steelhead trout, as suggested in the comment. Please refer to the responses to Comments S2-10
and G2-10 regarding upstream passage.

T1-2

See response to Comment S1-1.

T1-3

See response to Comment S2-3.

T1-4

See responses to Comments S2-9 and S2-10. Also, higher target flows alternatives were
considered in Section 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

T1-5

See response to Comment G2-21

T2 - Arve Sjovold [5 comments]
T2-1

The term “entitlement” has been replaced with “SWP contractual water” or “SWP Table A
amount”.

T2-2

The EIR/EIS does assume that in the future the Member Units will take the maximum available
SWP contractual water. The assumptions that the Member Units do not have storage available
and do not need their full SWP contractual water is incorrect. The Member Units do have
storage available and plan to use increased amounts of SWP contractual water as future demand
grows. Water would be stored in Cachuma Reservoir through an exchange by increasing the
carryover of Cachuma Project water. It is true that currently the Member Units do not exercise
their full SWP contractual water; however, due to future growth and increased releases for fish
the Member Units currently do plan to use their full SWP contractual water. Each of the
Member Units plan to use more SWP water to meet future demands as shown in the Tables 54, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8 (information provided by individual Member Units). The amount of
SWP deliveries has increased each year since deliveries first began in 1997-98 when deliveries
were about 2,700 acre-feet per year. In 2002, a very dry year, SWP deliveries to the South
Coast contractors and Member Units was already above 6,000 acre-feet per year (including the
exchange with ID No. 1). If Member Units do not take their full SWP contractual water for
which they have planned to do, mitigations due to delivery of the SWP water would be
proportionally less than described in the EIR/EIS.

T2-3

The source of information on water demands is the individual Member Units themselves.
Producing meaningful per capita water consumption figures is complex (State Water Resources
Control Board, Cachuma Project 2003 Hearings, Exhibit MU-280; see Appendix G).
Furthermore, the Santa Barbara County Water Supply and Demand Update February 2003
states that “a certain amount of uncertainty exists in the estimates for current and future water
supply and demand” (pg. 22). Given the uncertainty and complexity of predicting the future
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water demand and increasing population growth in the State, it seemed appropriate to use the
water demand data from the individual Member Units themselves.
In regards to efforts of water conservation, urban water production data from DWR’s Bulletin
160-98, the California Water Plan Update, Appendix 4C (1998) shows urban water production
in Santa Barbara County at about 150 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) compared to a statewide
average of 200 gpcd. Member Units have already accounted for water conservation and been
signatories to the California Urban Water Conservation Council since 1994 and have until 2007
to achieve full Best Management Practices (BMPs) implementation. The 14 BMPs already
committed to by the Member Units have been accepted by the California Bay-Delta Authority
as the standard basis for a proposed program of water agency certification (State Water
Resources Control Board Cachuma Project 2003 Hearings, Exhibit MU-277, presented in
Appendix G).
T2-4

Tables 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8 of the EIR/EIS have been expanded to show critical drought
year, as well as normal year, water supplies. The values in these tables are reliable and are
useful for impact analysis. Please see also the responses to Comments T2-2 and T2-3.

T2-5

The impact analyses focus on various hydrologic year types depending upon the parameter
being analyzed. For example, drought period planning is the adequacy test for water supply
impact analyses. When analyzing impacts to steelhead, all years were reviewed with special
emphasis on the different life cycles of the endangered steelhead of passage, spawning, and
rearing.
The concept of focusing on the “ability to nurture large runs and their spawning and rearing
success when weather patterns permit” is very wise and actually is the strategy incorporated
into the FMP and BO. Target flows for the downstream priority reaches are variable,
depending upon the hydrologic conditions of the watershed. Fish population surveys show that
fish are much more abundant in wet years compared to dry and average years. Releases for
fish are structured to ensure higher levels of flow in the primary and secondary habitat reaches
during years when steelhead are more likely to benefit (i.e., spill years and the first year after a
spill when Cachuma Lake spills more than 20,000 acre-feet). Also, impacts on Cachuma
Project water supply deliveries from releases for fish are greatest during droughts, when fish
populations are also the smallest. Target flows are then reduced when Cachuma Lake storage
drops below 120,000 acre-feet.
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T3 - Ed Henke [4 comments]
State CEQA Guidelines section 15088 and 40 C.F.R. 1503.4 requires COMB to evaluate comments on
the adequacy of the environmental analyses in the Draft EIR. The following responses to comments by
Mr. Ed Henke address those portions of his comment letter pertaining to on the adequacy of the
environmental analyses in the Draft EIR. As indicated in Mr. Henke’s comment letter, the balance of
his comment letter pertains to historical issues. This historical discussion does not present evidence of
environmental impacts distinct from those raised in the portions of his comment letter for which
responses are provided. Please also refer to the responses to Comments L1-5 and L1-9.
T3-1

If fish passage to the Upper Basin becomes a viable option, access to the Santa Cruz Creek
drainage will be examined. However, past US Forest Service (Edwards et al. 1980) and
CDFG (Giguere 1954) stream surveys have documented that Santa Cruz Creek and its
tributaries are intermittent streams. Also, please see the response to Comment S2-10.

T3-2

Efforts will first be focused on improving habitat for steelhead in the lower Santa Ynez River.
If information-gathering studies determine that it is appropriate, feasible, and desirable to
connect the lower and upper O. mykiss populations (e.g., genetics are similar), then passage
will be reconsidered. See also the response to Comment S2-10.

T3-3

Please see the response to Comment G1-3.

T3-4

At the request of the SWRCB, Reclamation and COMB have prepared the FMP. The FMP
provides flows in the Santa Ynez River designed to increase rearing, spawning, and migration
for steelhead. These flows combined with other actions outlined in the FMP are designed to
provide long-term restoration of steelhead habitat and contribute to the recovery of this listed
species. The FMP is the result of 10 years of steelhead studies on the Santa Ynez River and
studies will continue to provide the basis for adaptive management of the program in the
coming years.

Lew Riffle
T4-1

COMB and Reclamation agree that the benefits of dams along the Santa Ynez River merit
consideratoin and that the condition of the southern steelhead has received greater consideration
in more recent years than when Bradbury Dam was first constructed. COMB and Reclamation
also agree that fish ladders, trap and truck, and any other means of reestablishing upstream
migration above Lake Cachuma are nearly impossible at this time without great environmental
and economic costs. The FMP is designed to provide long-term restoration of steelhead habitat,
including habitat in Hilton Creek, and contribute to the recovery of this listed species and is the
result of 10 years of steelhead studies on the Santa Ynez River and studies will continue to
provide the basis for adaptive management of the program in the coming years. Please also
refer to the response to Comment T3-4.

.
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APPENDIX F (CONTINUED)

RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS PRESENTED AT THE AUGUST 27, 2003
PUBLIC MEETING

Comment 1.

Are additional fish enhancement project proposed for Quiota Creek besides the
planned fish passage impediment removal projects in the FMP/BO?

Response:

The lead agencies are not proposing any additional fish enhancement projects on
Quiota Creek at this time. Any new project would be subject to a new public
environmental review process. The lead agencies are unaware of any fish-related
enhancement projects proposed by other parties on Quiota Creek.

Comment 2.

Will the lead agencies extend the public comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS and
make it coincide with the comment period for the State Water Board EIR?

Response:

The lead agencies have extended the public comment period to September 30,
2003, which provides for a 68-day period. The lead agencies do not see a need to
extend the comment period further to coincide with the State Water Board’s public
comment period because the actions by COMB/Reclamation and the State Water
Board are separate and under different authorities.

Comment 3.

Please keep the current public comment period unchanged.

Response:

Comment noted. No response required.
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APPENDIX G
Supporting Materials for the Responses to Comments
1. Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Surcharge of Lake Cachuma and the Protection
of Recreational Resources at the Lake (MOU). Executed in February 2004 amongst Santa
Barbara County, Cachuma Conservation Release Board, and Santa Ynez River Water
Conservation District, Improvement District No. 1.
2. Analysis of Consistency with Applicable County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan
Policies. Prepared by URS Corporation for the lead agencies. January 2004
3. Hilton Creek Hydrologic Simulation Program – Fortran Modeling. An analysis of stream flow
conditions in Hilton Creek compared to the Santa Ynez River by Stetson Engineers for the lead
agencies. January 24, 2004.
4. October 28, 2003 letter from the State Water Resources Control Board to COMB and CCRB
regarding the Draft EIR/EIS.
5. February 12, 2002 letter from the Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board to the State
Water Resources Control Board regarding the Draft EIR/EIS.
6. June 21, 2002 letter from the Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board to the State Water
Resources Control Board regarding the Draft EIR/EIS.
7. Testimony of Ali Shahroody for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Santa Ynez River
Hydrology (Exhibit MU-203) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the State
Water Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
8. Rebuttal Testimony of Ali Shahroody for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Water Supply
Impacts (Exhibit MU-264) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the State
Water Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
9. Rebuttal Testimony of Steve Mack for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Water Supply for
the Cachuma Project Member Agencies (Exhibit MU-266) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase
II hearings before the State Water Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
10. Rebuttal Testimony of Scott Engblom for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Fisheries
(Exhibit MU-268) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the State Water
Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
11. Rebuttal Testimony of Jean Baldrige for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Fisheries
(Exhibit MU-269) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the State Water
Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.

12. Rebuttal Testimony of Ed Donahue for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Fish Passage
(Exhibit MU-274) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the State Water
Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
13. Rebuttal Testimony of Mary Ann Dickinson for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Water
Conservation (Exhibit MU-277) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the
State Water Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.
14. Rebuttal Testimony of Misty Gonzales for the Cachuma Member Units regarding Water
Conservation (Exhibit MU-280) at the Cachuma Water Rights Phase II hearings before the
State Water Resources Control Board in October and November 2003.

LOWER SANTA YNEZ RIVER
FISH MANAGEMENT PLAN AND BIOLOGICAL OPINION
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND CACHUMA OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
BOARD
ANALYSIS OF CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES
January 2004
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that an “EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the
proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.” NEPA also requires a
discussion of the proposed action’s consistency with local plans. The NEPA regulations (40 CFR
1502.16(c)) states that an EIS should address “Possible conflicts between the proposed action and
the objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local (and in the case of a reservation, Indian tribe)
land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned.” Similarly, NEPA regulations section
NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1506.2(d)) also state that “To better integrate environmental impact
statements into State or local planning processes, statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a
proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally
sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which the
agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.”
The proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects will be implemented by the federal
government (Reclamation) and/or a special district (COMB). For most actions and projects, the
proposed actions would not require a County land use or grading permit. One of the major
elements of the FMP/BO, surcharging, will occur on federal lands due to federal-only actions –
installation of flashboards on the dam radial gates and management of the gates to cause a
surcharge. Although the FMP/BO is not subject to County permitting authority, the County has the
following involvement in the implementation of the FMP/BO: (1) completion of 3 of the 8 passage
impediment projects on Quiota Creek; and (2) relocation of recreational facilities at Cachuma Lake
County Park to accommodate the surcharge. County Parks will need to acquire County grading
and land use permits for facility relocation even though the facilities are located on federal land.
In light of the CEQA and NEPA requirements described above, and the involvement of the County
in the implementation of the FMP/BO (albeit limited), COMB and Reclamation have prepared an
assessment of the FMP/BO’s consistency with applicable elements of the Santa Barbara
Comprehensive Plan, including the Land Use Element and Conservation Element.
LAND USE ELEMENT
Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies
1. Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations. Plans requiring excessive cutting
and filling may be denied if it is determined that the development could be carried out with less
alteration of the natural terrain.
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The FMP/BO projects that involve grading activities include tributary passage impediment
projects, tributary and mainstem habitat enhancement projects, the El Jaro Creek bank
stabilization project, and the Hilton Creek channel extension project.. The proposed instream grading work would, by necessity and design, involve the minimal amount of cut
and fill necessary to complete the physical improvements. The projects will be designed to
minimize alteration of stream and river channels. The relocation of recreational facilities
and infrastructure at Cachuma Lake County Park will involve grading activities in uplands
with varying terrain. Facility relocation plans have not been completed, but would be
designed to minimize cut and fill to the extent practical. Based on these considerations, the
proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects, as well as the County’s required
facility relocations, would be consistent with this policy.

2. All developments shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and any
other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an
absolute minimum. Natural features, landforms, and native vegetation, such as trees, shall be
preserved to the maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are not suited to development
because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards shall remain in open space.


The FMP/BO projects that involve grading activities include tributary passage impediment
projects, tributary and mainstem habitat enhancement projects, the El Jaro Creek bank
stabilization project, and the Hilton Creek channel extension project. The proposed instream grading work would, by necessity and design, involve the minimal amount of cut
and fill necessary to complete the physical improvements. The projects will be designed to
minimize alteration of stream and river channels, and to avoid removal of large riparian
trees. The relocation of recreational facilities and infrastructure at Cachuma Lake County
Park will involve grading activities in uplands with varying terrain. Facility relocation
plans have not been completed, but would be designed to minimize cut and fill to the extent
practical. Up to 20 coast live oak trees could be removed for the relocated facilities. Final
layouts will be developed that reduce the number of trees to be removed. Relocation sites
will be selected that are free of geologic hazards. Based on these considerations, the
proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects, as well as the County’s required
facility relocations, would be consistent with this policy.

3. For necessary grading operations on hillsides, the smallest practical area of land shall be
exposed at any one time during development, and the length of exposure shall be kept to the
shortest practicable amount of time. The clearing of land should be avoided during the winter
rainy season and all measures for removing sediments and stabilizing slopes should be in place
before the beginning of the rainy season.


Please see consistency determination for Policies 1 and 2. In addition, any grading
associated with the proposed FMP/BO projects and County facility relocations will occur
outside the rainy seasons, and include provisions for post-grading slope stabilization and
erosion control. Based on these considerations, the proposed FMP/BO management
actions and projects, as well as the County’s required facility relocations, would be
consistent with this policy.
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4. Sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be installed on the
project site in conjunction with the initial grading operations and maintained through the
development process to remove sediment from runoff waters. All sediment shall be retained on site
unless removed to an appropriate dumping location.


Please see consistency determination for Policies 1, 2, and 3. In addition, stormwater
pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) will be prepared for FMP/BO projects and County
facility relocations that involve grading and that could result in post-grading erosion. The
SWPPP will include best management practices such as sediment basins, as well as silt
fencing and erosion control mats. Based on these considerations, the proposed FMP/BO
management actions and projects, as well as the County’s required facility relocations,
would be consistent with this policy.

5. Temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, or other suitable stabilization method shall be used to
protect soils subject to erosion that have been disturbed during grading or development. All cut
and fill slopes shall be stabilized as rapidly as possible with planting of native grasses and shrubs,
appropriate non-native plants, or with accepted landscaping practices.


Please see consistency determination for Policies 1 through 4. The best management
practices in the construction SWPPP for FMP/BO projects and County facility relocations
will include post-grading seeding and landscaping with native plants. Based on these
considerations, the proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects, as well as the
County’s required facility relocations, would be consistent with this policy.

7. Degradation of the water quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams, or wetlands shall not
result from development of the site. Pollutants, such as chemicals, fuels, lubricants, raw sewage,
and other harmful waste, shall not be discharged into or alongside coastal streams or wetlands
either during or after construction.


Please see consistency determination for Policies 1 through 5. The best management
practices in the construction SWPPP for FMP/BO projects and County facility relocations
will include measures to avoid the discharge of pollutants to waters during construction.
Based on these considerations, the proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects, as
well as the County’s required facility relocations, would be consistent with this policy.

Streams and Creeks Policies
1. All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be carried out in such a
manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or
thermal pollution.


Please see consistency determination for Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies 1
through 7. Based on the analyses for these policies, the proposed FMP/BO management
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actions and projects, as well as the County’s required facility relocations, would be
consistent with this policy.
Flood Hazard Area Policies
The intent of the Flood Hazard Area policies is to avoid exposing new developments to flood
hazards and reduce the need for future flood control protective works and resulting alteration of
stream and wetland environments by regulating development within the 100 year flood plain.
2. Permitted development shall not cause or contribute to flood hazards or lead to expenditure of
public funds for flood control works, i.e., dams, stream channelizations, etc.


The releases from Bradbury Dam to enhance rearing habitat for steelhead along the Santa
Ynez River are not expected to cause, or contribute to, a significant flood hazard. Hence,
the proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects are consistent with this policy.

Historical And Archaeological Sites Policies
1. All available measures, including purchase, tax relief, purchase of development rights, etc.,
shall be explored to avoid development on significant historic, prehistoric, archaeological, and
other classes of cultural sites.
2. When developments are proposed for parcels where archaeological or other cultural sites are
located, project design shall be required which avoids impacts to such cultural sites if possible.
3. When sufficient planning flexibility does not permit avoiding construction on archaeological or
other types of cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be required. Mitigation shall be designed in
accord with guidelines of the State Office of Historic Preservation and the State of California
Native American Heritage Commission.
4. Off-road vehicle use, unauthorized collection of artifacts, and other activities other than
development which could destroy or damage archaeological or cultural sites shall be prohibited.
5. Native Americans shall be consulted when development proposals are submitted which impact
significant archaeological or cultural sites.


The proposed FMP/BO management actions and projects could affect archeological
resources due shoreline erosion at Cachuma Lake, and the discovery of previously
unrecorded archeological resources at construction sites. Facility relocation at Cachuma
Lake is not expected to affect any significant archeological resources, but there is a
potential to encounter previously unrecorded sites during construction. Reclamation has
completed data recovery for the archeological sites affected along the Cachuma Lake
shoreline. All FMP/BO and County facility relocation project s will follow the above
policies.
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Parks and Recreation Policies
2. Opportunities for commercial and sport fishing should be preserved and improved where
appropriate.


The proposed surcharging would not adversely affect the sport fishery and fishing
opportunities at Cachuma Lake. Under the preferred alternative, the boat launch would be
modified in 2004 to accommodate surcharging, thereby avoiding any interruption in
service. As such, the FMP/BO is consistent with this policy.

4. Opportunities for hiking and equestrian trails should be preserved, improved, and expanded
wherever compatible with surrounding uses.


The proposed surcharging would not affect equestrian trails on the north shore of Cachuma
Lake. As such, the FMP/BO is consistent with this policy.

Visual Resources Policies
1. All commercial, industrial, and planned development, shall be required to submit a landscaping
plan to the County for approval.


County Parks Department will prepare landscaping plans for applicable facility relocations
at Cachuma Lake County Park when applying for land use and grading permits.

2. In areas designated as rural on the land use plan map, the height, scale, and design of
structures shall be compatible with the character of the surrounding natural environment, except
where technical requirements dictate otherwise. Structures shall be subordinate in appearance to
natural landforms; shall be designed to follow natural contours of the landscape; and shall be sited
so as to not intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing places.


Many of the facility relocations at Cachuma Lake County Park will involve aboveground
structures. Facility relocation plans have not been completed, but would be designed to be
compatible with the surrounding natural terrain and landscape. As such, the County’s
required facility relocations would be consistent with this policy.

AGRICULTURAL ELEMENT
There are no applicable policies in the Agricultural Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
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CONSERVATION ELEMENT SUPPLEMENT
Oak Tree Protection in Inland Rural Areas of Santa Barbara County
Goal: Santa Barbara County shall promote the conservation and regeneration of oak woodlands in
the County over the long term, and, where feasible, shall work to increase the native oak
population and extent of woodland acreage. The highest priority for conservation, protection and
regeneration shall be for valley oak trees, valley oak woodlands and valley oak savanna.
Policy: Native oak trees, native oak woodlands and native oak savannas shall be protected to the
maximum extent feasible in the County's rural and/or agricultural lands. Regeneration of oak trees
shall be encouraged. Because of the limited range and increasing scarcity of valley oak trees,
valley oak woodlands and valley oak savanna, special priority shall be given to their protection
and regeneration.


The surcharging associated with the proposed FMP/BO management actions would result
in the loss of native oak trees along the shoreline of Cachuma Lake over time. COMB and
Reclamation have designed a 20-year oak tree replacement program to offset the loss of
trees that is consistent with the above goal and policy. The proposed facility relocation at
Cachuma Lake County Park could result in the loss of up to 20 coast live oak trees. No
valley oaks would be affected. The County Parks Department will ensure that the loss of
oak trees is minimized to the extent feasible, and that the unavoidable losses are offset by
tree replacement.

Development Standard 1: Protection of all species of mature oak trees. All development shall avoid
removal of or damage to mature oak trees, to the maximum extent feasible. Mature oak trees are
considered to be live oak trees six inches or greater diameter at breast height and blue oak trees
four inches or greater diameter at breast height, or live and blue oaks six feet or greater in height.
Native oak trees that cannot be avoided shall be replanted on site. When replanting oak trees on
site is not feasible, replanting shall occur on receiver sites known to be capable of supporting the
particular oak tree species, and in areas contiguous with existing woodlands or savannas where
the removed species occurs. Replanting shall conform to the County's Standard Conditions and
Mitigation Measures. (This development standard applies to oak trees other than valley oaks.
Valley oak trees are addressed in separate Development Standards.)


Reclamation’s proposed oak tree replacement program will utilize suitable sites at the lake
that are capable of supporting oaks and in proximity to other oak woodlands. The County’s
tree replacement for impacts from facility relocation will meet the same requirement, and
will also be designed to conform to the County’s Standard Conditions and Mitigation
Measures related to oaks.

Development Standard 2: Protection of valley oak trees. All development shall avoid removal of or
damage to protected valley oak trees. Development shall not encroach within six feet of the
dripline of any protected valley oak trees. Protected valley oak trees are those valley oak trees two
inches or greater diameter at breast height, or six feet or taller in height. Valley oak trees that
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cannot be avoided shall be appropriately replaced on site. If replanting valley oak trees on site is
not feasible, replanting shall occur on receiver sites known to be capable of supporting valley
oaks, and that allow re-planting in areas contiguous with existing woodlands or savannas where
valley oaks occur. All oak tree replanting shall conform to the County's Standard Conditions and
Mitigation Measures.
Development Standard 3: Restoration of the valley oak tree population. Where development is
proposed within historic valley oak tree habitat (even if no valley oak trees would be removed),
mitigation of the loss of historic habitat shall be required, where feasible, through planting of
locally obtained valley oaks as part of the project landscaping.


Reclamation’s proposed oak tree replacement program will involve replacement of up to 40
valley oak trees over time. Reclamation will utilize suitable sites at the lake that are
capable of supporting valley oaks and in proximity to other valley oak woodlands. The
County’s facility relocation would not affect any valley oaks.

ARTICLE IX OF CHAPTER 35 OF THE COUNTY CODE PROVIDES STANDARDS FOR
REPLACEMENT OF DECIDUOUS (BLUE AND VALLEY) OAK TREE REMOVALS.
Sec. 35-911. Standards for Oak Tree Replacement.
Where deciduous oak tree removal requires a permit under this ordinance, the following standards
shall be adhered to:
1. The preparation and implementation of an Oak Tree Management Plan for the lot on which the
oak tree removal will take place and any lot used for off-site replacement shall be required. The
Management Plan shall be prepared or endorsed by the Oak Tree Specialist. The plan shall:
a. Demonstrate how the mix of deciduous oak tree savannas, woodlands, and forests on
the lot will be preserved, created, enhanced, restored, and maintained, so that:
(1) The removal of protected oak trees does not divide the remaining savanna,
woodland, and forest habitats into small, isolated fragments.
(2) Protection, maintenance, restoration, and enhancement of large blocks of
savanna, woodland, and forests are given priority over maintenance,
restoration, and enhancement of smaller, more isolated habitat patches.
(3) Valley and blue oak trees that link on- or off-site oak tree savannas, woodlands,
forests, or other existing, proximate habitats are retained to the maximum extent
feasible.
(4) On-site replacement is given priority over off-site replacement except where no
suitable on-site locations exist, or reasonable use of the lot would be precluded
as determined by Planning and Development along with the Oak Tree Specialist.
In such cases the replacement oak trees may be planted in an off-site location
acceptable to the applicant, the landowner and the Oak Tree Specialist. For offsite replacement planting locations priority shall be given to nearby sites and to
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sites adjoining existing deciduous oak woodlands or providing links between
deciduous oak woodlands.
(5) There is avoidance of removal of actively used granary trees, raptor roosting or
nesting trees, and trees in riparian and other wildlife corridors.
b. Comply with the following requirement, when applicable.
(1) When required by the Oak Tree Specialist on a case-by-case basis, a buffer area
protecting the critical root zone shall be maintained around identified valley and
blue oak trees retained on the lot.
c. Identify valley and blue oak tree replanting, restoration, conservation and enhancement
sites on a plan or aerial photograph to facilitate mitigation monitoring and tracking;
and identify the species, location, and size of all oak trees that are planted or protected
as mitigation or to fulfill a condition on the permit.
d. Provide the deciduous oak tree replanting schedule and nurturing regime.
2. Protected oak trees that are removed shall be compensated at a 15:1 ratio by replacement
planting, or protection of naturally occurring oak trees between six (6) inches and six (6) feet tall
on the lot.
3. Naturally occurring valley and blue oak seedlings/saplings, growing on the lot and between six
(6) inches and six (6) feet in height that are protected and nurtured for five (5) years, may be
counted as replacement (mitigation) trees under the Program.
4. Any combination of acorns, planted seedlings/saplings, or naturally occurring valley and blue
oaks between six (6) inches and six (6) feet tall, if established according to the requirements
herein, may be used to achieve the required number of replacement trees.
5. Replacement deciduous oak trees that are planted must come from nursery stock grown from
locally-sourced acorns, or use acorns gathered locally, preferably from the same watershed in
which they are planted. If planting is done using acorns, the ratio of acorns to protected oak trees
removed shall be a minimum of forty-five (45) acorns for every protected valley oak tree removed.
Up to three (3) acorns may be planted in the same hole.
6. Replacement deciduous oak trees shall be established in a location suitable for their growth and
survival as determined by the Oak Tree Specialist, no closer than twenty (20) feet from each other
or from existing oak trees and no farther than 165-180 feet from each other or existing oak trees
unless otherwise approved by the Oak Tree Specialist.
7. Valley oaks shall replace valley oaks removed and blue oaks shall replace blue oaks removed.
8. The replacement deciduous oak trees shall be nurtured for five (5) years, the last two without
supplemental watering, using techniques consistent with the most current version of the University
of California publication "How to Grow California Oaks." At the end of the five years, ten trees
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for every protected tree removed must be alive, in good health as determined by the Oak Tree
Specialist, and capable of surviving without nurturing and protection.
9. Each replacement deciduous oak tree must be protected against damaging ground disturbance,
soil compaction, or over-irrigation within the dripline. It must be fenced to protect it from grazing
or browsing by animals both below and above ground until it has reached a minimum of eight (8)
feet in height.
10. Where conditions warrant and where agreed to by the landowner and Oak Tree Specialist, tree
planting designs and nurturing practices (e.g. protective structures, watering schedules) may be
adjusted to improve the probability that replacement trees will be established successfully.
11. Valley oak tree removal encompassing an area of five (5) acres or greater shall require valley
oak replanting of an area of comparable size in accordance with the requirements of this section,
in an area of existing or historic valley oak habitat. This area shall be protected in the long-term
where feasible.
For the purposes of this ordinance, all replacement trees are considered protected oak trees
regardless of size.


The requirements for valley oak tree replacement do not apply to surcharging by
Reclamation at Cachuma Lake, nor to the County’s facility relocation based on the
exemptions to this ordinance listed in Section 35-903 (Exemptions) which includes: “The
provisions of this article do not apply to removal of deciduous oak trees: by the Federal
Government on leased or federally-owned property; by the County of Santa Barbara or any
district of which the Board of Supervisors is the governing body; by the State of California
or an agency of the State acting in its sovereign (governmental) capacity; on any state
university or college; or, on certain facilities of local agencies as defined in Government
Code Sec. 53090.”



Notwithstanding the above exemptions, the proposed 20-year oak tree replacement
program is consistent with the County’s oak tree ordinance and development standards, as
follows:

County Oak Tree Replacement Standards or
Requirements
Planting can be accomplished with acorns or
container plants
Replacement trees must be derived from local
sources
Tree spacing should be 20 to 180 feet on center
for valley oaks, and 20-foot spacing for coast
live oaks
9

Is the Proposed Program
Consistent?
Yes. Reclamation and COMB will
utilize a wide range of cultivation
methods to ensure success.
Yes, only locally genetic stock will
be used for the program.
Yes

County Oak Tree Replacement Standards or
Requirements
Trees should be nurtured for 5 years, with the
last two years without supplemental water
Trees should be protected from soil compaction
and over-irrigation

Is the Proposed Program
Consistent?
Yes

Trees must be fenced and protected from deer
and rodents until 8 feet tall
County Agricultural Commissioner has a
compliance role and authority depending upon
the number of oaks removed

Yes

Size of protected trees: Valley oak = 4 inches
or more. Coast live oak = 8 inches or more.

Yes

Yes, Reclamation and COMB are
willing to provide access and
reports to the Commissioner on the
progress of the restoration
Yes. Reclamation and COMB
recently agreed to reduce the
minimum size of valley oaks to be
replaced from 6” to 4.” The
proposed oak restoration program
includes replacement of coast live
oak trees with a minimum diameter
of 6,” which is lower than the
County standard.

In addition, COMB and Reclamation have recently agreed to increase the initial oak tree planting
ratio from 3:1 to 5:1 after discussions with the County staff to resolve concerns about the proposed
oak tree restoration program. The planting ratio will be increased over time if it the observed
mortality is higher than expected.
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Hilton Creek HSPF Modeling

Purpose and Scope
The purpose of this technical memorandum is to provide the results of analysis of streamflow for
the Hilton Creek, a tributary of the Santa Ynez River immediately below Lake Cachuma, using
Hydrologic Simulation Program-Fortran (HSPF). The HSPF model is a public domain model
maintained by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and is commonly used for
watershed studies, particularly the simulation of continuous long-term streamflow hydrographs
based on watershed characteristics and climatological data. A brief description of the hydrologic
data, delineation of the subbasins, model calibration, and model application is provided in the
following sections.
Hydrologic Database
The two main hydrologic data required for the model input are daily precipitation and
evaporation. The records for precipitation and evaporation were obtained from the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) weather station at Lake Cachuma (Station
#1253). Daily precipiation records at this station are available since March 1952 and daily
evaporation data are available since January 1955.
Limited streamflow measurements are available for the Hilton Creek. The U.S. Geologic Survey
(USGS) maintains a streamflow gage on the mainstem Santa Ynez River below Lake Cachuma
(Santa Ynez River near Santa Ynez, #11126000). The gage measures the release from Lake
Cachuma and flow contribution from Hilton Creek. Thus, it is possible to estimate the Hilton

W A T E R
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Creek flow by subtracting the release from Lake Cachuma from the measured flow at the gage.
However, since the quality of the record at this gage is rated as poor and there is a significant
difference in the order of magnitude between Lake Cachuma release (in the order of hundreds)
and Hilton Creek flow (in the order of one), this approach would produce an unreliable estimate
of the streamflow from the Hilton Creek.
Limited direct flow measurements on the Hilton Creek have been made by the Cachuma
Operations and Maintenance Board (COMB) since 1995. The measurements are sparse and
sporadic. In addition, most of those measurements include releases from Cachuma Reservoir
into the Hilton Creek. The longest continuous measurements, without releases from Cachuma
Reservoir, were made during February-June 1998. The 1998 COMB measurements were used
for the model calibration. In addition, comparisons were made between the model generated
hydrographs and discrete measurements made in 1995, 1996, and first half of 1997 which did
not include any discharge of Cachuma Reservoir water into the Hilton Creek.
Subbasin Delineation
The Hilton Creek watershed area is shown in Figure 1. Because of the significant difference in
elevation from headwaters of the Hilton Creek to the confluence with the mainstem Santa Ynez
River, the Hilton Creek drainage basin was divided into four subbasins. The delineation of these
subbasins was mainly based on the distribution of rainfall as indicated on Figure 1. For the
purpose of model input, physical and hydrologic characteristics of the Hilton Creek watershed
had to be determined. The physical parameters of these subbasins, such as drainage area, slope,
and channel or surface runoff length were directly determined from the USGS quadrangle (7 ½
Minute) topographical map. Other hydrologic parameters, such as Manning’s roughness
coefficient, infiltration capacity, and recession coefficient were determined through the model
calibration processes based on measured runoff from the Hilton Creek watershed.
Model Calibration
The objective of the model calibration was to refine those model parameters that were not
obtained directly. The calibration was made through a trial-and-error process until the model
generated streamflows matched satisfactorily with the observed flows. The calibration results
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and comparison of the simulated and observed flows are shown in Figures 2 and 3. Figures 2
and 3 display the flow hydrographs in logarithmic scale. The calibration results in Figure 2 show
that there is an overestimate of the streamflow recession in March 1998 and an underestimate of
streamflow in April 1998. The model results match well with the May 1998 storms and
subsequent recession of flows. Figure 3 shows limited observed flows and simulated flows in a
time period (1995-1997) outside of the model calibration period (1998).
Model Application
Once the model was calibrated, the model parameters were held constant and the model period
was extended to the period of record with daily precipitation data extending from 1952 through
2003. For periods (1952-1954) when there were no corresponding evaporation records, the longterm average values were used to estimate the evaporation rate for the missing period. The daily
flow hydrographs for the modeling period (1952-2003) are shown in Figures A-1 through A-11
(Appendix A). The average monthly flows for Hilton Creek based on simulation hydrographs
for the period 1952 through 2003 are summarized in Table 1.

Frequency of Flow Occurrence in Hilton Creek
The results of daily flow analysis for the period 1952 through 2003 (52 years) indicate that
generally flows in the Hilton Creek cease to exist during the summer months. This dry period
could extend into November. This is not significantly different than natural flow conditions in
the Santa Ynez River prior to the construction of Bradbury Dam.
The USGS gage (ID 11126000) on the Santa Ynez River, about 1.1 miles downstream of the
Bradbury dam site at San Lucas Bridge (Hwy 154), was in operation from January 1929 through
September 1976 (except data for water year 1932 not available). The drainage area upstream of
this gage is about 422 square miles which includes the Hilton Creek (approximately 3 square
miles). The daily flow data for the period January 1929 through October 1952 were analyzed to
determine the seasonal flow characteristics of the Santa Ynez River prior to the completion of
Bradbury Dam.
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Figures B-1 through B-6 (Appendix B) show daily flow hydrographs of the Santa Ynez River for
the period 1929-1952 (no record for WY1932). The hydrographs indicate that Santa Ynez River
flows ceased to exist in summer months, except in wet years, and in some years the no-flow
condition extended into fall. In extreme dry years, such as 1931, 1948, and 1951, there was no
flow in the river near the Bradbury dam site throughout the year. Figure 4 indicates that there
were practically no flows in the river in 60 percent of days and less than one cfs in 80 percent of
days during six months of summer-fall period (June-November).
The occurrence of flows in the Hilton Creek during winter and spring months is quite frequent.
Figure 5 shows the frequency of daily flows (simulated) for the Hilton Creek for the period 1952
through 2003 (December-May). Figure 5 indicates that there would be flows in the Hilton Creek
in more than 80 percent of days (exceeding 0.1 cfs) during the period from December through
May. The median flow for this period is 1.2 cfs as indicated on Figure 5.
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FIGURE 3

Comparison of Observed and HSPF Model Simulated Flows
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Table 1
Hilton Creek Siumulated Monthly Average Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
(Cubic Feet per Second)

Year
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annual

3.3
9.3
11.9
2.2
9.1
1.3
1.2
6.2
0.7
1.7
0
1.3
2.3
5.1
11.8
0.8
41
1.1
1.8
0.9
12.5
17.1
0.5
0
9.5
14.8
12.3
4.3
6
3.9
21.6
1.7
3.4
2.1
0.9
7.6

1.5
8
2.8
1.4
3.6
19.9
21.7
2.9
0.3
34.2
11.4
0.3
1.3
2.7
1.2
0.9
32.2
8.8
1
0.4
28.5
1.3
12.2
13.6
0.7
30.2
6.7
24.2
3.3
1.9
19.2
0.9
1.9
18.6
1
12.4

26
0.8
7.9
2.4
0.9
2.9
16.4
0.1
1.4
0.4
5.5
4.3
2.6
1
0.9
5
2.1
8.2
6.2
0.5
0
8.3
3.2
19.8
2
1.4
31.1
10.6
9.6
9.9
8.4
22
0.3
1.3
11.3
4.7
3.2

2.1
0.6
1.4
4.4
1.8
1.2
22.2
0
0.6
0
1.6
2.5
2
10
0.3
8
1.5
6
0.9
0.2
0
1.7
1.8
1.7
1.2
0.1
7.8
4
2.2
1.6
6.5
12.4
0
0.6
2.2
0.6
4.4

1.5
0.4
0.8
2.7
3.5
0.8
3.6
0
0.1
0
0.6
1.2
0
0.8
0
3
0.2
1.2
0.2
0
0
0.6
0.6
0
0.5
3.3
2.4
1.3
1
0.7
2
2.7
0
0.1
0.7
0.1
0.6

0.9
0.3
0.5
0.6
0.4
0.2
1
0
0
0
0.1
0.4
0
0.2
0
1.1
0
0.4
0
0
0
0.1
0.1
0
0.1
0
0.8
0.4
0.2
0
0.7
0.9
0
0
0.1
0
0.1

0.5
0.2
0.3
0.2
0
0
0.2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.2
0
0
0
0.1
0.2
0
0
0
0
0

0.4
0.1
0.2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0.2
0.1
0.1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0.1
0
0
0
0
0.1
0
0
0
0
0

0.2
0.1
0.1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.2
0.4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3.4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.1
0
0
0
1.1
0

9.2
0.1
0.4
0.1
0
0
0
0
7.9
3.2
0
3.8
3.3
19.9
2.2
2.8
0
0.1
9.5
0
8.5
1
0
0
0.1
0
0.7
0
0
0.1
7.5
6.8
2.5
7
0
2.4
0

7.4
0.2
3.7
22.6
0
9.2
0
1.1
1.7
7.2
0
0.7
3.4
7.2
6.8
1.2
0.1
0
12
15.5
1.6
1
7.2
0
0
5.2
1.1
3.6
0
0.1
5.3
7
5
2.3
0
6.7
4.9

7.7
32.7
47.7
10.2
27
64.6
24.1
20.8
11.8
43.7
24.8
13.3
42.7
18
34.4
5.6
89.1
38.7
19
11.4
53.7
31.3
34.2
21.4
20.2
89.2
38.9
41.5
21.7
36.3
93
10.4
16.6
35
17.5
33.2

Hilton Creek Siumulated Monthly Average Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
(Cubic Feet per Second)

Year
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003

Jan
1.6
2.5
0.4
6.7
30.5
1.5
59.1
1.5
8.9
10.2
2.4
0.4
15.2
2.2
1.8

Feb
3.5
3
4.2
38.2
32.3
13.3
7.8
9.9
1
63.2
3.3
17.3
7.9
1.2
4.6

Mar
1.3
0.6
42.2
8.5
12.5
4.5
27.4
5.7
0.4
10.3
8.3
10.4
39.4
0.7
3.1

Apr
0.4
0.1
0.5
1.8
3.2
2.3
3.8
2.2
0
7.3
7.1
11.2
3
0.3
3.2

May
0
0
0
0.6
1.1
1.2
2.4
0.7
0
4.8
2
2.4
1.1
0
1.2

Jun
0
0
0
0.1
0.3
0.3
1.3
0.1
0
1.7
0.7
0.8
0.3
0
0.3

Jul
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.4
0
0
0.5
0.1
0.2
0
0
0

Aug
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Sep
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Oct
0
0
0
0
0
0.2
0
0.3
0
0
0
0.6
0
0
0

Nov
0
0
0
0
0
0.3
0
4.3
2.3
0.5
0
0.1
2.2
1.6
0.1

Dec
0
0
9.2
4.6
2.5
0.3
0.2
8.8
26.1
0.9
0
0.1
2.2
12.4
0.1

Annual
6.8
6.2
56.5
60.5
82.4
23.9
102.4
33.5
38.7
99.4
23.9
43.5
71.3
18.4
14.4

Average

7.4

10.7

7.7

3.1

1.0

0.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

2.0

4.1

36.5

Figure 4
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Figure 5
Simulated Daily Hilton Creek Flows
1952-2003
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APPENDIX A
Hilton Creek Simulated Flows
1952-2003

Hilton Creek Simulated Daily Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
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Hilton Creek Simulated Daily Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
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Hilton Creek Simulated Daily Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
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Hilton Creek Simulated Daily Flows below Lower Release Point (LRP)
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APPENDIX B
Measured Flows of Santa Ynez River
at USGS Gage (ID 11126000) at
San Lucas Bridge (Hwy 154)
January 1929 – October 1952

FIGURE B1

Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
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FIGURE B2

Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
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Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
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Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
20000

16000
14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000
0
50

40

Daily flow in cubic feet per second

Daily flow in cubic feet per second

18000

30

20

10

0

1941

1942

1943

Calendar Year

1944

FIGURE B5

Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
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Santa Ynez River Flow at San Lucas Bridge (HWY 154)
Prior to Storge by Cachuma Project
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SANTA YNEZ R IVER WATERSHED H YDROLOGY
Testimony of Ali Shahroody
(Panel I)

1.

C LIMATE

Santa Ynez River Basin has a Mediterranean climate characterized by hot, dry summers and
cool, wet winters. Precipitation varies by location within the watershed due to orographic
effects, averaging annually from approximately 14 inches near the Pacific Ocean to about
30 inches at Juncal Dam. Almost all precipitation occurs between November and April, with
large variations in annual amounts occurring from one year to another. For example,
precipitation at Gibraltar Reservoir has ranged from about 11 inches in the winter of 19231924 to about 73 inches in the winter of 1997-1998. Prolonged drought periods, typical in
the Santa Ynez River watershed, are shown in the precipitation cumulative departure curves
(Figure 1) indicating historical wet and dry periods. A wet period is indicated by an upward
trend of the graph over a period of years. Conversely where the graph trends downward
over a period of years a dry period is indicated as in the periods 1947-1951 and 1987-1991.
A cloud-seeding program has been implemented intermittently in Santa Barbara County
during the majority of the winter seasons since 1950.

2.

R ESERVOIRS ON S ANTA YNEZ R IVER
•
•
•

Jameson
Gibraltar
Cachuma

The Santa Ynez River flows west approximately 90 miles to the Pacific Ocean, draining
approximately 900 square miles (Figure 2). There are two smaller water supply reservoirs in
the upper Santa Ynez River basin above Cachuma Reservoir. Jameson Reservoir, the most
upstream reservoir, was completed in 1930, and is owned and operated by the Montecito
Water District. Jameson Lake stores approximately 5,000 acre-feet of water with a safe yield
of about 1,150 acre-feet per year. Gibraltar Reservoir was completed in 1920 and raised in
1948 to restore its original capacity depleted by sediment deposition. Gibraltar Reservoir is
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owned and operated by the City of Santa Barbara, and provides 7,600 acre-feet of storage
with an annual safe yield of about 2,000 acre-feet. It should be noted that both reservoirs are
not operated based on safe yield. They are operated based on demand and availability of
other back up sources, such as ground water in drought periods. Construction of Bradbury
Dam on the Santa Ynez River, about 48.7 river miles from the Pacific Ocean, was completed
in December 1952. The drainage area of the Santa Ynez River basin upstream of Bradbury
Dam is approximately 422 square miles. Cachuma Reservoir was constructed with a storage
capacity of about 205,000 acre-feet. The safe yield of Cachuma Project was determined in
the 1960’s to be 27,800 acre-feet. However, according to recent surveys, the storage capacity
of Cachuma Reservoir has been reduced to approximately 188,000 acre-feet as a
consequence of siltation. Currently the reservoir is drafted at a rate of about 25,700 acre-feet
per year to meet existing demands among the water districts that hold contract rights to
receive Cachuma Project water. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) operates the
Cachuma Project to deliver water to the Project Member Units. Project operation also
includes the storage and release of water for downstream water rights as a condition of the
Project=s State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) permits.

3.

STREAMFLOW C HARACTERISTICS

Several major tributaries downstream of Bradbury Dam contribute significant flows to the
lower Santa Ynez River, including Santa Agueda, Alamo Pintado, Zaca, Alisal, and
Salsipuedes creeks. Figure 3 shows the tributaries and the USGS gages downstream of
Bradbury Dam. The soils, geology, and topography of the watershed create relatively rapid
runoff conditions, with streamflow hydrographs showing a rapid rise and fall in response to
precipitation. As a result, the Santa Ynez River is characterized as a Aflashy@ system, with
intermittent surface flow conditions.
The Santa Ynez River Hydrology Model (SYRHM) was used to estimate natural flow of the
Santa Ynez River at the Bradbury dam site. Natural flow is calculated by the SYRHM as the
sum of monthly inflows to Jameson Lake, accretions from Juncal Dam to Gibraltar Dam, and
accretions from Gibraltar Dam to Bradbury Dam for water years 1918 through 1993
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(76 years). Figure 4 shows the frequency distribution of annual flows for the 76-year period.
The annual flows presented in Figure 4 do not reflect the influence of cloud seeding. Figure
4 shows that the natural flows of the Santa Ynez River are characterized by wide variability
in magnitude, typical of Southern California coastal rivers. Average annual flow for the
76-year base period was about 75,000 acre-feet, which corresponds to an annual exceedence
frequency of 70 percent. This means that in 70 percent of the years, the natural flow at the
Bradbury dam site can be expected to be less than 75,000 acre-feet. By comparison, the
median annual flow for the same base period was about 24,900 acre-feet, significantly lower
than the average annual amount of 75,000 acre-feet.
In fact the average flow is influenced by few wet years such as 1941, 1969, and 1983 with
annual flows of 474,700; 485,200; and 425,000 acre-feet, respectively. In contrast, low
annual flows were frequent with less than 24,900 acre-feet in 50 percent of years. In some
years the flow was non-existent or the natural flow was less than 6,000 acre-feet per year in
15 years out of the 76-year period. This signifies the extreme variability of natural flow with
predominantly low flow conditions in the Santa Ynez River watershed.

4.

CRITICAL D ROUGHTS

The sequencing of several years with below average precipitation and runoff creates a critical
drought period. In the Santa Ynez River watershed, the critical drought periods are 19471951 and 1987-1991 with five and four and a half years in a row, respectively, of
substantially below average runoff. The drought of 1987-1991 was ended with a storm event
in March 1991, referred to as “March Miracle.”
The amount of runoff from the Santa Ynez River watershed area upstream of the Bradbury
dam site during the critical periods is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 Estimated Watershed Runoff at Bradbury Dam Site
During Critical Periods 1947-1951 and 1987-1991
Water Year
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
Total

Runoff (acre-feet)
16,100
400
1,900
4,600
100
23,100

Water Year
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991*

Runoff (acre-feet)
2,100
14,300
4,800
1,900
1,300
24,400

* Oct 90 – Feb 91

During the 1987-1991 drought, Gibraltar Reservoir went completely dry and the City of
Santa Barbara resorted to extracting small quantities of water from the water table in
sediments deposited behind the dam. The storage hydrographs of Gibraltar and Cachuma
reservoirs for the 1987-1991 drought periods are shown in Figures 5a-b.
The drought of 1947-1951 is considered to be more severe than the drought of 1987-1991
because of its duration. This drought (1947-1951) is used to determine the water supply
availability from Jameson, Gibraltar, and Cachuma reservoirs during a critical period.

5.

STREAMFLOW P RIOR TO C ONSTRUCTION OF B RADBURY D AM

As indicated earlier, the natural flow in the Santa Ynez River varied significantly from one
year to another. This was demonstrated in terms of frequencies of annual flow amounts at
the Bradbury dam site. In addition to this analysis, actual flows of the Santa Ynez River
measured by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) near the dame site were analyzed.
The USGS gage (ID 11126000) on the Santa Ynez River, about 1.1 miles downstream of the
Bradbury dam site at San Lucas Bridge (Hwy 154), was in operation from January 1929
through September 1976 (except data for water year 1932 not available). The daily flow data
for the period January 1929 through October 1952 were analyzed to determine the seasonal
flow characteristics of the Santa Ynez River prior to the completion of Bradbury Dam.
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Figures 6a-f show daily flow hydrographs of the Santa Ynez River for the period 1929-1952
(no record for WY1932). The hydrographs indicate that Santa Ynez River flows ceased to
exist in summer months, except in wet years, and in some years the no-flow condition
extended into fall. In extreme dry years, such as 1931, 1948, and 1951, there was no flow in
the river near the Bradbury dam site throughout the year. Figure 7 shows the frequency of
daily flows as measured by the USGS gage below the dam site at San Lucas Bridge (HWY
154) for the period January 1929 – October 1952 (prior to storage by Cachuma Reservoir).
The median daily flow in the river was 0.8 cfs. That means the river experienced flows of
less than 0.8 cfs in 50 percent of days during the period of record prior to Cachuma
Reservoir. Figure 8 indicates that there were practically no flows in 60 percent of days and
less than one cfs in 80 percent of days during six months of summer-fall period (JuneNovember).

6.

F LOW AS A FUNCTION OF DISTANCE FROM DAM

Tributary inflow below Cachuma and percolation of the Santa Ynez River to the riparian
alluvial ground water aquifer determine whether the flow increases or decreases as a function
of distance from the dam. In the winter during a storm, flow increases as it moves
downstream from Bradbury Dam to the Pacific Ocean as a result of significant tributary flow
below Cachuma Reservoir. During water rights releases, the flow decreases as it moves
downstream with percolation into the riparian aquifer. The greatest impact of Bradbury Dam
on flow quantities in the Santa Ynez River, in the absence of downstream releases from
Cachuma, is the area directly below Bradbury Dam where the tributary contribution is
smallest.

7.

RIPARIAN GROUND WATER RESOURCES

The Santa Ynez River flows westerly from Bradbury Dam to the Lompoc Narrows. The
alluvial groundwater basin above the Lompoc Narrows is divided into four subareas as
shown in Figure 9: the Santa Ynez sub-unit from Bradbury Dam to the Solvang Bridge; the
Buellton sub-unit from Solvang Bridge to Buellton Bend; the East Santa Rita sub-unit from
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Buellton Bend to Salsipuedes Creek; and the West Santa Rita sub-unit from confluence of
Salsipuedes Creek to Robinson Bridge. Water budget parameters for the alluvial ground
water are percolation from the Santa Ynez River, drainage to the river, underflow, bank
infiltration, depletions by riparian vegetation, agricultural consumptive use, municipal and
industrial consumptive use, mountain front recharge, and return flows.

8.

WET P ERIOD FROM 1993 – 2002

The period from 1993 through 2002 has been one of the wettest decades in the Santa Ynex
River watershed. Cachuma Reservoir spilled in five out of ten years as shown in Table 2.
With the exception of one year, the amount of spill in each of those years exceeded 100,000
acre-feet. The total amount of spill for the ten-year period was in excess one million acrefeet.
TABLE 2 ESTIMATED SPILLS FROM CACHUMA R ESERVOIR (ACRE- FEET)
Water Year
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Spill
280,698
0
354,402
0
0
386,055
0
6,295
112,312
0

Source: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
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Management Reach
Overflight Observations
• Highway 154 Compliance Point
–
–
–
–

Hwy 154 Reach is flowing
Current target flow 1.5 cfs
September releases 4 cfs
Gravel bar at Hwy 154 Bridge only dry location
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Flight Date September 12, 2003

Highway 154 Bridge

SYR Above Lake Cachuma

Management Reach

SYR Above Gibraltar
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Highway 154 Bridge
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Flight Date September 12, 2003

Highway 154 Bridge

SYR Above Lake Cachuma

Management Reach

SYR Above Gibraltar
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Management Reach
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Flight Date September 12, 2003

Highway 154 Bridge

SYR Above Lake Cachuma

Management Reach

SYR Above Gibraltar
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SYR Above Lake Cachuma
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Flight Date September 12, 2003

Highway 154 Bridge

SYR Above Lake Cachuma

Management Reach

SYR Above Gibraltar
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SYR Above Gibraltar
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Upper Basin Overflight
• Upper Basin Conditions
– Mainstem is mostly dry except:
• Red Rock area
• Bedrock pools
• Short segment below Juncal Dam

– Most upper tributaries are dry in their lower
reaches
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Flight Date September 12, 2003

Highway 154 Bridge

SYR Above Lake Cachuma

Management Reach

SYR Above Gibraltar
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Trout Stocking Upstream of
Bradbury Dam

Cachuma Member Units Exh No.269/Slide-2

Trout Stocking Above Bradbury Dam
• Earliest records are from 1930
• Sources of trout stocked:
– Coleman
– Whitney
– Hot Creek

– Kamloops
– Wyoming
– Various Crosses

• 50,000 to 100,000 trout per year
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Potential Impacts of Stocking
• Stocked into:
– Lake Cachuma

– Santa Ynez River

– Santa Cruz Creek

– Gibraltar Reservoir

• Genetic Introgression
– Mixing of northern, non-anadromous strains
with Southern California steelhead strains
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Flow Study Method Selection
Consideration and Rejection of
PHABSIM
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IFIM and PHABSIM
• Instream Incremental Flow Method (IFIM)
–
–
–
–

Collaborative
Identify issues and impacts
Study selection, design, and implementation
Alternatives analysis

• PHABSIM
– Hydraulic modeling
– Physical habitat index
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SYRTAC IFIM Process
• SYRTAC collaboration/scoping meetings
– Identify issues and impacts
– Evaluate existing SYR information
– Evaluate DWR PHABSIM model (1989)

• Key SYRTAC instream flow experts:
– Bill Snider (CDFG)

– Jeff Thomas (FWS)

– Rob Titus (CDFG)
– Kris Vyverberg (CDFG)

– Jean Baldrige (CCRB)
– Tom Payne (SYRWCD)
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SYRTAC IFIM Process
• SYRTAC rejected PHABSIM because of:
–
–
–
–

Dynamic nature of the SYR channel structure
Water temperature limiting rearing
No access to important habitat
No suitable habitat criteria

• Selected wetted width study method
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Clarification of Biological Opinion
CCWA Mixing
Fish Passage Releases
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State Water Mixing
• CDFG Requirement
– No more than 50% of any release would be
State Water Project water

• Biological Opinion T&C No. 5
– “CCWA water will not be mixed ... during the
months of December through June unless flow
is discontinuous in the mainstem”
– WR 89-18 releases only occur when flow is
discontinuous in the mainstem
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Fish Passage Protocol
• Minimum passage flow is 25 cfs at Alisal
• Fish passage protocol ramps from 150 cfs to
25 for at least 14 days
“NMFS believes that the supplemental
migration flows proposed likely appreciably
increase steelhead survival … improving
the Santa Ynez steelhead population’s long
term viability.” BO page 65
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Adaptive Management Committee
Oversight of FMP & BO Implementation
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Adaptive Management Committee
• Authorized by both BO and FMP
• Scope and responsibilities established by
the FMP, BO and MOU
• Consensus Committee: policy oversight and
fiscal management
• SYRTAC: stakeholder input
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Adaptive Management Committee
Agency
Reclamation
NOAA Fisheries
USFWS
CDFG
CCRB
ID#1
SYRWCD
City of Lompoc
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Representative
David Young (Chair)
Matt McGoogan
Bridget Fahey
Mary Larson
Jean Baldrige
Chuck Hanson
Bruce Wales
Paul Bratovich

Adaptive Management Committee
• Adaptively manages ongoing releases
• Designs and oversees additional investigations
• Oversees implementation of monitoring plan
• Guides implementation of BO and FMP
• Conducts Long-term evaluation
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Trout Stocking Upstream of
Bradbury Dam
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Trout Stocking Above Bradbury Dam
• Earliest records are from 1930
• Sources of trout stocked:
– Coleman
– Whitney
– Hot Creek

– Kamloops
– Wyoming
– Various Crosses

• 50,000 to 100,000 trout per year
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Potential Impacts of Stocking
• Stocked into:
– Lake Cachuma

– Santa Ynez River

– Santa Cruz Creek

– Gibraltar Reservoir

• Genetic Introgression
– Mixing of northern, non-anadromous strains
with Southern California steelhead strains
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Flow Study Method Selection
Consideration and Rejection of
PHABSIM
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IFIM and PHABSIM
• Instream Incremental Flow Method (IFIM)
–
–
–
–

Collaborative
Identify issues and impacts
Study selection, design, and implementation
Alternatives analysis

• PHABSIM
– Hydraulic modeling
– Physical habitat index
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SYRTAC IFIM Process
• SYRTAC collaboration/scoping meetings
– Identify issues and impacts
– Evaluate existing SYR information
– Evaluate DWR PHABSIM model (1989)

• Key SYRTAC instream flow experts:
– Bill Snider (CDFG)

– Jeff Thomas (FWS)

– Rob Titus (CDFG)
– Kris Vyverberg (CDFG)

– Jean Baldrige (CCRB)
– Tom Payne (SYRWCD)
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SYRTAC IFIM Process
• SYRTAC rejected PHABSIM because of:
–
–
–
–

Dynamic nature of the SYR channel structure
Water temperature limiting rearing
No access to important habitat
No suitable habitat criteria

• Selected wetted width study method
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Clarification of Biological Opinion
CCWA Mixing
Fish Passage Releases
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State Water Mixing
• CDFG Requirement
– No more than 50% of any release would be
State Water Project water

• Biological Opinion T&C No. 5
– “CCWA water will not be mixed ... during the
months of December through June unless flow
is discontinuous in the mainstem”
– WR 89-18 releases only occur when flow is
discontinuous in the mainstem
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Fish Passage Protocol
• Minimum passage flow is 25 cfs at Alisal
• Fish passage protocol ramps from 150 cfs to
25 for at least 14 days
“NMFS believes that the supplemental
migration flows proposed likely appreciably
increase steelhead survival … improving
the Santa Ynez steelhead population’s long
term viability.” BO page 65
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Adaptive Management Committee
Oversight of FMP & BO Implementation
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Adaptive Management Committee
• Authorized by both BO and FMP
• Scope and responsibilities established by
the FMP, BO and MOU
• Consensus Committee: policy oversight and
fiscal management
• SYRTAC: stakeholder input
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Adaptive Management Committee
Agency
Reclamation
NOAA Fisheries
USFWS
CDFG
CCRB
ID#1
SYRWCD
City of Lompoc
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Representative
David Young (Chair)
Matt McGoogan
Bridget Fahey
Mary Larson
Jean Baldrige
Chuck Hanson
Bruce Wales
Paul Bratovich

Adaptive Management Committee
• Adaptively manages ongoing releases
• Designs and oversees additional investigations
• Oversees implementation of monitoring plan
• Guides implementation of BO and FMP
• Conducts Long-term evaluation
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Overview of Testimony

• Factors affecting Adult Passage
• Challenges with Juvenile Passage
• Passage Assessment
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Adults - Passage Directly Over the Dam
Options
• Fishway (ladder)
• Tramway

• Lift
• Natural Channel

Design Issues/Challenges
•
•
•
•
•

Reservoir Fluctuation
Reservoir Operation Rule
Outflow Discharge
Entrance and Exit conditions
Tailwater influence
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• Species and timing
• Topography and
Geology
• Water Quality
• Height of Dam

Adults - Trap and Haul
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Operator safety in transport
Reliability
Water quality
Effect on other species
Ability to have downstream juvenile passage
Environmental issues with transport route
Access to release points
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Juvenile - Collection and Transport
Options
• Stationary Surface Collector
• Floating Collectors in Tributaries
• Floating Collectors in Reservoirs
• Movable Collectors
• Full Criteria Screen
• Spill
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Juvenile - Collection and Transport
Design Issues/Challenges
• Reservoir fluctuation

• Trapping Efficiency

• Operational Safety

• Fish Health/Stress

• Debris

• Fish Behavior

• Power Source

• Hydraulic Patterns

• Guide Net Reliability

• Track Record
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Passage Assessment
Fatal Flaw Analysis
• Structured Matrix Analysis
• Itemize Options
• Consider Design Issues/Challenges
• Discard Flawed Options
• Refine Remaining Options
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Summary
• Issues could eliminate/refine list of potential
passage options
• Use objective matrix analysis by
experienced professionals to focus and
streamline analysis
• Focus on steelhead needs/capabilities
during analysis is key to success
• Maximize available funding by eliminating
options that would not work
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