Santa BarbaraCounty PublicWorks Department
Flood Control ~ Water Agency
September 3, 2003

Division of Water Rights
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95812-2000

Attn: Andrew Fecko
RE:

Comments on the Draft EIR for Consideration of Modifications to the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310
(Applications 11331and 11332)

Thank youfor the opportunityto review the Draft EIR for "Consideration of
modifications to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's Water Right Permits 11308
and 11310 (Applications 11331 and 11332) To Protect Public Trust Values and
Downstream Water Rights on the Santa Ynez River below Bradbury Dam
(Cachuma Reservoir)"
The comments below are focused on flooding issues brought up in the EIR and
the corresponding mitigation measures.
While the EIR discusses the potential impacts on extending low flow releases,
the discussions relating to involvement with the County Flood Control District are
not adequate.
Of particular concern is the discussion in section 4.2.2.4 (page 4-25), which
states;

The potential increase in flood hazard is considered a potentially adverse,
but not significant impact, because the County FCD could take reasonable
action to prevent damage to public infrastructure through its authority to
conduct channel maintenance. The extent and magnitude of this potentially
adverse impact is unknown, and may be offset by the reduction in
uncontrolled spills, which can cause flooding.
Furthermore, on the next page, the EIR goes on to state;

Phillip M. Demery
Public Works Director

123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, California 93101
PH: 805 568-3440 FAX: 805 568-3434 www.countyofsb.orwpwd/water

Thomas D. Fayram
DeDutv Public Work~ DirKlfIr

Re:

Comments on the Draft ErR for Consideration of Modifications to the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation's Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310 (Applications 11331 and 11332)
Date: September 3, 2003
Page 2 of 3

4.2.3 MITIGA TION MEASURES
TheCounty FCDcouid mitigate for increasedflood hazardsdue to
increasedriparian vegetationand the reductionin spill frequencyunder
Alternatives3A-Cand 4A-B.No other mitigation is consideredbecauseno
significant adversehydrologic impacts would occur due to the project
alternatives.
Several problems exist with the line of reasoning the EIA pursues. These
statements lack any discussion related to issue of expanding a channel
maintenance program in this area.

In fact the Flood Control Districtwould not be able to expand channel
maintenancein this regionshould vegetationgrowth result. The EIR fails to
reviewthe gamete of issuessurroundingthe proposedaction of expanding
channelmaintenancebelow BradburyDam. The EIR apparentlydismissed
significantissues impactingthe feasibility such as permitting,mitigation,land
rights,andperhapsthe most significantissuebeing cost.
Current funding in the Santa Ynez Flood Zone IS NOT adequate to address
additional channel maintenance needs. The FCD has not conducted channel
maintenance in this portion of the river. Given existing funding constraints, it is
therefore not feasible to assume that the FCD can simply just add this work
element to our program.
Several other feasibility issues were also missing from the discussion. For
example, permitting such a project in itself would be cost prohibitive. Given the
presence of endangered species, such as steelhead, makes it most difficult to
deliver an effective program even if cost issues were not present. Also, as a side
note, the voters turned down an assessment increase in the Santa Ynez Flood
Zone in March of 1996. The proposed assessment increase DID NOT even
include the costs for a channel maintenance program in the river.
Other issues that were missed include mitigation sites. Channel maintenance in
the river would require significant land for mitigation. Such land is not readily
available. In the Lompoc area, it was only through the cooperation of the City of
Lompoc that land wa.s made available for mitigation in this reach of the river.
There is not a similar inventory of public land below Cachuma.

The FloodControl Districtis also familiar with the position many land owners
retain relatingto governmentaccess. As such, it is probablethat any access
would also requirea significantright-of-wayacquisitionprocess.
In summary,the conclusionsreachedin the Draft EIR pertainingto the Flood
ControlDistrict'sability to conductchannel maintenanceare totally incorrect.
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The proposed mitigation measure is not feasible and does not consider the long
list of hurdles that would prevent such an action. The Flood Control District is not
mandated to conduct such work and the District lacks the capacity to consider
such a project. Other agencies could do the work however. The State, USeR, or
other local agencies could take this responsibility.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment, I would welcome the
opportunity to discuss these issues in depth with your staff and or EIR consultant.
I would urge such a meeting so that you can clearly understand the issues at
hand.
In either event, the EIR should be corrected to remove any suggestion that the
County Flood Control District would be a mitigation measure for a particular
impact. That said, the District is not suggesting that there will be a problem,
however, should there be a problem, the assumption that the District will mitigate
it is not accurate.
Please contact me at 805-568-3436 or by email at tfavram@co.santabarbara.ca.us to discuss further.
Thank you.
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