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Trevor Quirk, tmq@qlflaw.com
Aletheia Gooden
877 S Victoria Ave., Ste. 111
Ventura, CA 93003
Telephone: (805) 650-7778
Facsimile: (866) 728-7221
Trevor Quirk, Trustees of the Quirk/Gooden Family Trust, Roe 199;
Aletheia Gooden, Trustee of the Quirk/Gooden Family Trust, Roe 95
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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SANTA BARBARA CHANNELKEEPER, a
California non-profit corporation,
v.

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL
BOARD, et al.,
Respondents.
______________________________________
CITY OF SAN BUENAVENTURA, et al.,
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CROSS-DEFENDANTS TREVOR QUIRK
& ALETHEIA GOODEN’S
DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF
REQUEST FOR JUDICAL NOTICE
Trial Date:
Time:
Place:

03/16/2022
8:30 AM
Dept. SS10

Cross-Complainant,

v.
DUNCAN ABBOTT, an individual, et al.,
Cross-Defendants.
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Petitioner,

Case No.: 19STCP01176

I, Trevor M. Quirk, declare that:
1. I am being sued by the City of San Buenaventura as a Cross-Defendant in this matter.
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The contents of this Declaration are based upon my personal knowledge and belief and I

24

could testify competently to the matters stated herein.
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2. Attached as Exhibit 1 is Code of Federal Regulations Code of Federal Regulations §
328.3.
3. Attached as Exhibit 2 is the City of Ventura Legal Report, Agenda Item No. 8E dated
November 20, 2018.
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4. Attached as Exhibit 3 is the City of Ventura's Response to Public Records Act Request
dated February 22, 2022
5. Attached as Exhibit 4 is the United States Department of Commerce letter dated August
29, 2007 and accompanying draft biological opinion.
6. Attached as Exhibit 5 is the definition of material provided in Black's Law Dictionary,
Seventh Addition.
7. Attached as Exhibit 6 is the definition of substantial provided in Meriam Webster's
Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition. Blacks did not define "substantial."
I declare the foregoing to be true and correct under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State
of California.
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Executed this March 2, 2022 in Ventura, California.
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By:

________________________
Trevor Quirk
Cross Defendant
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EXHIBIT 1

33 CFR § 328.3 - Definitions.
§ 328.3 Definitions.

For the purpose of this regulation these terms are defined as follows:
(a) Jurisdictional waters. For purposes of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.
1251 et seq. and its implementing regulations, subject to the exclusions
in paragraph (b) of this section, the term “waters of the United States”
means:
(1) The territorial seas, and waters which are currently used, or were used
in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the
tide;
(2) Tributaries;
(3) Lakes and ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional waters; and
(4) Adjacent wetlands.
(b) Non-jurisdictional waters. The following are not “waters of the United
States”:
(1) Waters or water features that are not identified in paragraph (a)(1),
(2), (3), or (4) of this section;
(2) Groundwater, including groundwater drained through subsurface
drainage systems;
(3) Ephemeral features, including ephemeral streams, swales, gullies,
rills, and pools;
(4) Diffuse stormwater run-off and directional sheet flow over upland;
(5) Ditches that are not waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this
section, and those portions of ditches constructed in waters identified
in paragraph (a)(4) of this section that do not satisfy the conditions
of paragraph (c)(1) of this section;
(6) Prior converted cropland;
(7) Artificially irrigated areas, including fields flooded for agricultural
production, that would revert to upland should application of irrigation
water to that area cease;
(8) Artificial lakes and ponds, including water storage reservoirs and farm,
irrigation, stock watering, and log cleaning ponds, constructed or
excavated in upland or in non-jurisdictional waters, so long as those

artificial lakes and ponds are not impoundments of jurisdictional waters
that meet the conditions of paragraph (c)(6) of this section;
(9) Water-filled depressions constructed or excavated in upland or in nonjurisdictional waters incidental to mining or construction activity, and pits
excavated in upland or in non-jurisdictional waters for the purpose of
obtaining fill, sand, or gravel;
(10) Stormwater control features constructed or excavated in upland or
in non-jurisdictional waters to convey, treat, infiltrate, or store stormwater
run-off;
(11) Groundwater recharge, water reuse, and wastewater recycling
structures, including detention, retention, and infiltration basins and
ponds, constructed or excavated in upland or in non-jurisdictional waters;
and
(12) Waste treatment systems.
(c) Definitions. In this section, the following definitions apply:
(1) Adjacent wetlands. The term adjacent
wetlands means wetlands that:
(i) Abut, meaning to touch at least at one point or side of, a water
identified in paragraph (a)(1), (2), or (3) of this section;
(ii) Are inundated by flooding from a water identified in paragraph
(a)(1), (2), or (3) of this section in a typical year;
(iii) Are physically separated from a water identified in paragraph
(a)(1), (2), or (3) of this section only by a natural berm, bank, dune, or
similar natural feature; or
(iv) Are physically separated from a water identified in paragraph
(a)(1), (2), or (3) of this section only by an artificial dike, barrier, or
similar artificial structure so long as that structure allows for a direct
hydrologic surface connection between the wetlands and the water
identified in paragraph (a)(1), (2), or (3) of this section in a typical year,
such as through a culvert, flood or tide gate, pump, or similar artificial
feature. An adjacent wetland is jurisdictional in its entirety when a road
or similar artificial structure divides the wetland, as long as the structure
allows for a direct hydrologic surface connection through or over that
structure in a typical year.
(2) Ditch. The term ditch means a constructed or excavated channel used
to convey water.
(3) Ephemeral. The term ephemeral means surface water flowing or
pooling only in direct response to precipitation (e.g., rain or snow fall).

(4) High tide line. The term high tide line means the line of intersection
of the land with the water's surface at the maximum height reached by a
rising tide. The high tide line may be determined, in the absence of actual
data, by a line of oil or scum along shore objects, a more or less
continuous deposit of fine shell or debris on the foreshore or berm, other
physical markings or characteristics, vegetation lines, tidal gages, or other
suitable means that delineate the general height reached by a rising tide.
The line encompasses spring high tides and other high tides that occur
with periodic frequency but does not include storm surges in which there is
a departure from the normal or predicted reach of the tide due to the
piling up of water against a coast by strong winds, such as those
accompanying a hurricane or other intense storm.
(5) Intermittent. The term intermittent means surface water flowing
continuously during certain times of the year and more than in direct
response to precipitation (e.g., seasonally when the groundwater table is
elevated or when snowpack melts).
(6) Lakes and ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional
waters. The term lakes and ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional
waters means standing bodies of open water that contribute surface water
flow to a water identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section in a typical
year either directly or through one or more waters identified in paragraph
(a)(2), (3), or (4) of this section. A lake, pond, or impoundment of a
jurisdictional water does not lose its jurisdictional status if it contributes
surface water flow to a downstream jurisdictional water in a typical
year through a channelized non-jurisdictional surface water feature,
through a culvert, dike, spillway, or similar artificial feature, or through a
debris pile, boulder field, or similar natural feature. A lake or pond, or
impoundment of a jurisdictional water is also jurisdictional if it is inundated
by flooding from a water identified in paragraph (a)(1), (2), or (3) of this
section in a typical year.
(7) Ordinary high water mark. The term ordinary high water
mark means that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water
and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural line
impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil,
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or
other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the
surrounding areas.
(8) Perennial. The term perennial means surface water flowing
continuously year-round.
(9) Prior converted cropland. The term prior converted cropland means
any area that, prior to December 23, 1985, was drained or otherwise

manipulated for the purpose, or having the effect, of making production of
an agricultural product possible. EPA and the Corps will recognize
designations of prior converted cropland made by the Secretary of
Agriculture. An area is no longer considered prior converted cropland for
purposes of the Clean Water Act when the area is abandoned and has
reverted to wetlands, as defined in paragraph (c)(16) of this section.
Abandonment occurs when prior converted cropland is not used for, or in
support of, agricultural purposes at least once in the immediately
preceding five years. For the purposes of the Clean Water Act, the EPA
Administrator shall have the final authority to determine whether prior
converted cropland has been abandoned.
(10) Snowpack. The term snowpack means layers of snow that
accumulate over extended periods of time in certain geographic regions or
at high elevation (e.g., in northern climes or mountainous regions).
(11) Tidal waters and waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide. The
terms tidal waters and waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide mean
those waters that rise and fall in a predictable and measurable rhythm or
cycle due to the gravitational pulls of the moon and sun. Tidal waters and
waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide end where the rise and fall
of the water surface can no longer be practically measured in a predictable
rhythm due to masking by hydrologic, wind, or other effects.
(12) Tributary. The term tributary means a river, stream, or similar
naturally occurring surface water channel that contributes surface water
flow to a water identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section in a typical
year either directly or through one or more waters identified in paragraph
(a)(2), (3), or (4) of this section. A tributary must
be perennial or intermittent in a typical year. The alteration or relocation
of a tributary does not modify its jurisdictional status as long as it
continues to satisfy the flow conditions of this definition. A tributary does
not lose its jurisdictional status if it contributes surface water flow to a
downstream jurisdictional water in a typical year through a channelized
non-jurisdictional surface water feature, through a subterranean river,
through a culvert, dam, tunnel, or similar artificial feature, or through a
debris pile, boulder field, or similar natural feature. The
term tributary includes a ditch that either relocates a tributary, is
constructed in a tributary, or is constructed in an adjacent wetland as long
as the ditch satisfies the flow conditions of this definition.
(13) Typical year. The term typical year means when precipitation and
other climatic variables are within the normal periodic range
(e.g., seasonally, annually) for the geographic area of the applicable
aquatic resource based on a rolling thirty-year period.

(14) Upland. The term upland means any land area that under normal
circumstances does not satisfy all three wetland factors (i.e., hydrology,
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils) identified in paragraph (c)(16) of this
section, and does not lie below the ordinary high water mark or the high
tide line of a jurisdictional water.
(15) Waste treatment system. The term waste treatment
system includes all components, including lagoons and treatment ponds
(such as settling or cooling ponds), designed to either convey or retain,
concentrate, settle, reduce, or remove pollutants, either actively or
passively, from wastewater prior to discharge (or eliminating any such
discharge).
(16) Wetlands. The term wetlands means areas that are inundated or
saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and
similar areas.
[51 FR 41250, Nov. 13, 1986, as amended at 58 FR 45036, Aug. 25,
1993; 80 FR 37104, June 29, 2015; 83 FR 5208, Feb. 6, 2018; 84 FR 56667,
Oct. 22, 2019; 85 FR 22338, Apr. 21, 2020]

EXHIBIT 2

CITY OFVENTUR.A

CITY f\TTORN-EY [EGAL REPORT
Agenda Item No.: _s_E_ _ __
Council Action Date: December 3, 2018

November 20, 2018
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
City of San Buenaventura, California
Re:

Request for Authorization to Extend Outside Counsel Services

Dear Mayor and Members of the Council:
RECOMMENDATION
Authorize the City Attorney to enter into an extended legal services
agreement with the law firm of Best, Best and Krieger, LLP in an amount not to
exceed an additional $1,720,000 to continue representation of the City in the
litigation matter of Santa Barbara Channelkeeper v. State Water Resources
Control Board and the City of San Buenaventura, San Francisco County
Superior Court Case No. CPF-14-513875, and Santa Barbara Channelkeeper
v. State Water Resources Control Board, San Francisco Superior Court Case
No. CPF-17-515919. Appropriate and authorize the expenditure of funds in
52304-63151-63151-224-52.
DISCUSSION
On September 19, 2014,
Santa Barbara Channelkeeper
(Channelkeeper) filed a lawsuit against the State Water Resources Control
Board and the City in San Francisco Superior Court seeking a writ of mandate
as well as a cause of action for declaratory relief as to the City relating to the
City's use of water from the Ventura River. This lawsuit was served on the City
on September 23, 2014 and the parties have been litigating this case ever
since.
F:\ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS\2018\BBK Contract Extension - Santa Barbara Channelkeepers Litigation Dec. 3, 2018.V3.Doc
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Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
December 3, 2018
Page 2
Re:

Request for Authorization to Extend Outside Counsel Services

The Ventura River is an important and essential part of the City's water
supply, and the City has maintained water rights on the Ventura River for more
than a century.
In the litigation, Channel keeper singled out the City's use of the Ventura
River, even though there are many other water users in the Ventura River
Watershed. The California Court of Appeal agreed with the City in a ruling
earlier this year that it could bring in other users given that Channelkeeper's
claims could impact the City's long-held rights to Ventura River water.
The City filed its amended cross-complaint in September of this year,
which brings into the litigation all water users in the Ventura River Watershed.
The City is bringing in all water users in order to protect its water rights and to
ensure that everyone is part of the solution in the event that cutbacks are
needed for sensitive species and habitat. Legally, in order to determine water
users' respective rights, all users must be parties to the same lawsuit. For this
reason, the City named many cross-defendants. This is not a step that was
taken lightly and only because it is to protect the City's ability to serve its
community.
The City is committed to environmental sustainability and will continue
being a good steward of its local water resources. The City believes that all
water interests, City residents, other water users, and environmental needs,
must cooperate and compromise in using and preserving this precious
resource. The City wants to be pro-active and is working with its experts to
develop solutions to the competing interests in the Ventura River Watershed.
The most significant costs in this area are the scientists and experts
necessary to appropriately evaluate the watershed, and the sensitive species
and habitat and develop a judicial solution to this matter. As the scope of the
claims have become more clear, the City's attorneys requested a more robust
analysis of the Ventura River Basin to show the effects of groundwater
pumping on River flows, and the impact of dams and other diversions upon on
River flows and habitat.
Based on these developments, the City Attorney is recommending that
the City Council authorize the execution of the Fourth Amendment to Legal
Services Agreement with Best, Best and Krieger LLP in an amount not to
F:\ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS\2018\BBK Contract Extension - Santa Barbara Channelkeepers Litigation Dec. 3, 2018.V3.Doc
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Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
December 3, 2018
Page 3
Re:

Request for Authorization to Extend Outside Counsel Services

exceed an additional $1,720,000. This request for additional monies includes
estimated legal and expert consultant fees. Staff has identified funding within
Ventura Water to support this litigation.
Best, Best and Krieger has offices throughout the State of California and
is recognized as one of the preeminent municipal and water law firms in the
State. The City Attorney and Ventura Water have been discussing with Best,
Best and Krieger how to manage this litigation in an economical fashion.
Having the litigation filed in San Francisco has added additional cost and
expense to the case and providing a strong defense is expensive.
Recognizing that the water expert attorneys for Best, Best and Krieger that will
be assisting the City are generally Southern California-based and the lawsuit is
filed in San Francisco Superior Court, we have worked out an arrangement
with Best, Best and Krieger to ensure that to the extent feasible attorneys from
their Walnut Creek and other Northern California offices will be assisting in the
litigation and making appearances whenever possible. This will avoid paying
attorneys from Southern California to travel to Northern California for various
court appearances - - particularly procedural ones. The litigation team is
headed by the managing partner of the firm's Walnut Creek office, Gene
Tanaka, who is a seasoned litigator-- particularly of complicated and complex
pieces of litigation. The litigation team will include members from the water
practice group particularly in Southern California that have been working on
Ventura River issues for Ventura Water for several years.
We recognize that this is going to continue to be a complicated,
complex, and expensive litigation matter; however, it is one that is important
for the City in order to protect its water rights to ensure an adequate water
supply is available for City users, while also addressing the needs of the
environment.
FISCAL IMPACT
We are requesting authorization to extend the legal services agreement
with Best, Best and Krieger for these litigation matters. At this time staff is
seeking an authorization to increase the existing contract by $1,720,000.
There are sufficient appropriations available within the Ventura Water
operations fund (52) to cover this increase.
F:\ADi\!1INISTRATIVE REPORTS\2018\BBK Contract Extension - Santa Barbara Channelkeepers Litigation Dec. 3, 2018.V3.Doc
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Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
December 3, 2018
Page4
Re:

Request for Authorization to Extend Outside Counsel Services

Re pectfully

Jt& '-

. Diaz
y

~

CC: Alex D. McIntyre, City Manager
Kevin Brown, General Manager, Ventura Water
Pam Townsend, Budget Analyst
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EXHIBIT 3

February 22, 2022
Requestor: “Ellie G.”
Sent Via Comcate System
Comcate Number 93519
RE: Response to Public Records Act Request of February 8, 2022
Dear Requestor:
I am responding to your Public Records Act request of February 8,
2022 submitted electronically through the City’s website, requesting:
• “Updated request for accounting report and or the amount paid to
date to Mustang Marketing and Walnut Creek Lawyers. Thank you.”
In responding to your request, I am assuming that “Walnut Creek
Lawyers” refers to the law firm of Best, Best & Krieger LLP (“BBK”) who
were retained to defend the City in the lawsuit filed by Santa Barbara
Channelkeeper, entitled Santa Barbara Channelkeeper v. State Water
Resources Control Board and City of San Buenaventura, Los Angeles
County Superior Court, Case No. 19STCP01176. BBK was selected to
represent the City in this case because of their expertise in water law,
municipal law, and litigation. BBK has attorneys in both northern and
southern California; attorneys from their Walnut Creek office were included
on the team because Channelkeeper originally filed the lawsuit in San
Francisco Superior Court, and those attorneys could make court
appearances more cost-effectively than attorneys from southern California.
Mustang Marketing was retained by the City Attorney’s Office as an expert
to assist the City in this litigation.

Comcate Number 93519
February 22, 2022
RE: Response to Public Records Act Request of February 8, 2022

Your request seeks records under the Public Records Act related to
attorney and expert billings in this pending litigation. Because your
request asks for documents that are exempt from disclosure under the
Public Records Act, there are no disclosable documents to produce to you
at this time. The records you seek are exempt from disclosure because
they pertain to pending litigation, reflect attorney-client privilege and work
product, include preliminary drafts and are otherwise not disclosable at this
time. (See Gov. Code section 6254(a), (b), and (k) and 6255.)
Although your request does not seek disclosable records, the City is
committed to providing the public with disclosable information about this
litigation and to explaining the long-term value of the work that is being
done. Therefore, we are providing you the following information in
response to your request.
Since January, 2020 through February 8, 2022, the City has paid
Mustang Marketing $104,770.91 for this litigation. Since 2014 through
February 8, 2022, the City has paid the following amounts to BBK for
attorneys’ fees, expert fees, and other costs for this litigation:
• Attorneys’ fees: $3,939,441.80
• Expert fees: $2,638,193.90
• Other costs: $539,028.93 (other costs primarily involve creating a
website in the case so parties and the public can access documents,
sending notices to property owners who overlie the groundwater
basins and serving parties who own property adjacent to the Ventura
River or its tributaries).
The determination of the application of the attorney-client and
attorney work product privilege as to those requested documents which the
City is declining to produce was made by the Office of the City Attorney and
the undersigned.

CA-0732

Comcate Number 93519
February 22, 2022
RE: Response to Public Records Act Request of February 8, 2022

I hope this information is responsive to your request.
Sincerely,

Miles Hogan
Assistant City Attorney II
CC: Tracy Oehler, Interim City Clerk
Alex McIntyre, City Manager
Susan Rungren, General Manager, Ventura Water

CA-0732

EXHIBIT 4

cc: Natasha Lohmus, CDFG
Karen Waln, City of Ventura
Don Davis, City of Ventura
Enclosure
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DRAFT BIOLOGICAL OPINION

AGENCY:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ACTION:

Issuance of an Army Corps 404 Permit Authorization for the City
of Ventura’s Foster Park Well Facility Repairs Project (File No.
200501739-JWM).

CONSULTATION
CONDUCTED BY:

National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest Region

FILE NUMBER:

151422SWR05PR00753

TRACKING NUMBER

SWR/2005/05969

DATE ISSUED:

______________________

I. CONSULTATION HISTORY
During the winter of 2005, large storms produced floods that damaged the City of Ventura’s
(City) Foster Park Well Facility (FPWF) on the lower Ventura River, rendering the facility,
including wells and conduits between the wells, unusable for water extraction. The City
submitted an application to the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to repair the well facility, and
the Corps sent a letter dated October 14, 2005, to NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) requesting concurrence that repairs to the well facility were not likely to adversely
affect the Southern California Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of endangered steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) or their critical habitat. After reviewing the consultation request, NMFS
concluded that the resumption of water extraction from the well facility on steelhead and critical
habitat was a part of the effects of the proposed action, but information describing these effects
was missing from the consultation request. Consequently, NMFS requested more information in
this regard in a letter to the Corps dated November 8, 2005.
The City’s consultant, URS Corporation, sent a letter to the Corps and NMFS dated November
28, 2005, containing some additional information about the well facility pumping rates and how
repairs would not increase pumping capacity of the well facility, but no information regarding
the well facility’s effects on surface flows was included in the letter. After reviewing the
additional information sent by URS Corporation, NMFS subsequently sent a letter dated January
4, 2006, to the Corps informing them that formal consultation was necessary, based on the need
to work during the wet season, divert water, and possibly relocate steelhead, as well as the need
to address the indirect effects of resumption of water withdrawals from the well facility. On
January 18, 2006, the Corps sent a letter agreeing with NMFS about the need to initiate formal
consultation, and included an updated project description. NMFS sent the Corps another letter
1

dated February 22, 2006, informing the Corps that formal consultation could not be initiated
because the Corps had not adequately described how the proposed action (i.e., the resumption of
well facility operations and pumping) would affect steelhead and designated critical habitat in
the Ventura River. The Corps sent a letter and a packet containing additional information dated
March 20, 2006, which contained a description of the effects of the individual project elements
on steelhead and critical habitat, information on flow records, pumping rates, other facility
information, and photographs.
Finding the March 20, 2006, information packet from the Corps to be inadequate for determining
the effects of well facility operations on surface flows, steelhead and critical habitat, NMFS sent
another letter to the Corps on May 2, 2006, explaining that formal consultation still could not be
initiated because the effects of the well facility pumping on surface flows had not been
adequately described. The Corps and the City stated through correspondence that information on
the effects of the well facility operations on surface flows did not exist, and could not be
obtained until well operations resumed. In an effort to determine the effects of well-facility
pumping on surface flows from previously collected information, NMFS sent another letter June
8, 2006, requesting two hydrology reports that the Corps and the City had not yet provided. The
City provided the reports but no information on the effects of well facility pumping on surface
flows could be gleaned from the reports, and the City, and the Corps reiterated their position that
that specific information did not exist, but was imminent if a long-term study could be completed
after well facility operations resumed. Finally in a meeting on June 14, 2006, between the City,
the City’s consultant Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc., the Corps, and NMFS, all parties
agreed that the City and NMFS would assume a 1-to-1 relationship between groundwater
pumping and the effects on surface flows in the Ventura River (e.g., a pumping rate of 1 cubic
foot per second (cfs) would translate into a 1 cfs reduction in surface flow). The City’s
consultant sent a letter to NMFS on June 26, 2006 stating that the City would assume a 1-to-1
relationship between well facility pumping and surface flows. With this information, NMFS was
able to begin formal consultation.
II. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
The Corps proposes to issue a section 404 permit to the City for performing repairs and
maintenance activities to the FPWF on the lower Ventura River (Figure 1). The objectives of the
City’s repairs are to restore the withdrawal capacity of the FPWF to pre-damage levels. The
average pre-damage rate of water withdrawal from the FPWF over the past 20 years has been
about 6.9 cubic feet per second (cfs), but typically has varied from as high as 19 cfs to as low as
0 cfs based on the time of year, the amount of water in the river, and the condition of the well
field.
The well field consists of 3 production wells (known as the Nye wells and numbered 2, 7, and 8)
a number of test wells (numbered 1-10), a subsurface diversion collector pipe which withdraws
water from about 4 feet under the substrate, and conduit pipes for transference of raw water from
the wells and subsurface collector to the water treatment plant in the city of Ventura (Figure 1).
Currently the FPWF is inoperable and no well withdrawals are occurring. Well facility repairs
would be undertaken in spring or summer 2007 and would take approximately 3-4 weeks. The
individual project elements to accomplish repairs are summarized below.
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A. Sand Trap Flush Line Repair
The end of a 12-inch sand trap flush line, which is used for catching sand from the well field
connection conduits, is buried and needs to be exposed so it will function properly. Personnel
with shovels and a backhoe will expose the drain line penetrating the riverbank near the bottom
of the slope and native rock will be placed around the area at the end of the flush line. A large
piece of concrete near the work area will be removed during the repair. This project component
will occur on a dry stream bank and will take approximately two days to complete.
B. Reconnection of Pipeline between Nye Wells No. 7 and No. 8
The connection pipeline between wells number 7 and number 8, which carries water from well
number 7 to well 8, was washed out and will be rebuilt. The City will abandon the existing pipe
alignment and replace it with a new pipe located farther away from the riverbank. A trench about
ten feet deep by four feet wide will be excavated and a new 12-inch high density polyethylene
(HDPE) plastic pipe approximately 1000 feet in length will be installed between Nye Wells 7 &
8. The pipe trench will be bedded and covered with imported sand and then backfilled with
cement with an accelerant for quick curing. This project component will occur outside of the
river channel and outside of the Corps jurisdiction.
C. Protection of Nye Well No. 8
About 40 cubic yards of 3-5-ton granite boulders will be placed around the Nye Well number 8
wellhead, and on the adjacent bank to protect the structure from scour. The riprap will extend
around well no. 8 and along approximately 100 feet of bank, and the width of the riprap will be
about 10 feet. The rock will be placed with equipment stationed outside of the river channel on
the west bank and no excavation will be necessary. The area where the work will occur is
outside of the active channel and is currently dry. The work will take about one week to
complete.
D. Removal of Well Debris from the River Channel
With use of a backhoe, sections of broken pipeline, well head and casing for the defunct well 1A,
as well as granite boulder riprap that were protecting Well 1A will be removed from the
riverbed. Well 1A will be permanently removed from the FPWF system. A rubber-tire backhoe
will access the channel when it is dry and can be accessed without crossing active flow. The
backhoe will be driven to each location and remove the debris to locations outside of the
riverbanks in approximately three days.
E. Intake Structure Access Route
To allow for routine checking and maintenance of the sub-surface diversion collector, minor
regrading of the access road to the intake structure will be performed to allow for City work
truck
4

access. Grading will consist of a backhoe performing minor leveling and removal of boulders
that could damage trucks.
F. Nye Well No. 2 Repair
This project component involves the installation of a 400-foot long, 8-inch diameter plastic pipe
from well No. 2 across the river to the east bank, where the new pipeline will reconnect well No.
2 to the City’s main raw-water pipeline. A backhoe will dig a trench of about 2-4 feet deep and
about a foot wide and the pipeline connection will be restored. The trench will be refilled and
the river channel contours restored to preconstruction condition. The work will take place in the
dry riverbed and will take about 3 days to complete.
G. Repair of Monitoring Wells No. 5 and No. 10
Two in-channel monitoring-test wells, which monitor the status of the aquifer beneath the river,
will be repaired. Under dry conditions, City personnel will access the wells and straighten the
well casings. Then the top portions of the wells will be replaced with new well heads. This
project component will take about 2 days to complete.
H. Removal of Gravity Line Manhole Covers
Two manhole covers attached to the 36-inch main water line were damaged by storms and will
be removed. After excavating the river substrates around the manhole covers, personnel with
jackhammers and hand tools will demolish the concrete manholes. A backhoe will then be used
to remove the destroyed manhole materials from the channel. Concrete will be used to cap the
opening over the pipeline after the manhole removal is complete. BMPs to contain the fresh
concrete within the work area will be implemented. An accelerator will be mixed with the
concrete to reduce the concrete cure time to two hours. No diversion of surface water is needed
because the removal operation will be accomplished when the work areas are dry. The work will
take approximately two days to complete.
I. River Crossing Pipeline Rehabilitation and Repair
The main concrete pipeline which runs under the river and brings the majority of water from
FPWF to the City’s water treatment plant was damaged by floods and will be repaired by
slipping a smaller plastic pipe inside the concrete pipe. The first phase of the repairs will be
carried out by slip-lining a 14” HDPE plastic pipe through the damaged 16-inch concrete
pipeline under the river for a distance of approximately 870 feet to the point near the west side of
the river where the concrete pipe changes size from 16 inches to 12 inches. After this is
accomplished the 30-foot long section of 12-inch concrete pipe which ties into the larger
concrete pipe near the west bank of the river will be replaced with a new section of 16-inch
concrete pipe.
To facilitate replacement of the damaged 30-foot section of 12-inch concrete pipe, a water
diversion will be constructed by creating a diversion berm using riverine sediments about 5 feet
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high with heavy equipment, and then diverting the river flows into a new channel which will be
eastward by about 30 feet, and approximately 450-feet long. To reduce sedimentation
downstream, the diversion berm will be lined with plastic sheeting which will be anchored with
sandbags. After the water diversion is in place and the river has been diverted into the new river
channel, a trench about 20 feet wide and 10 feet deep will be excavated in the river channel and
the 30-foot long damaged section of 12-inch concrete pipe will be removed. Dewatering of the
trench will be necessary and will be performed with the aid of screened pipes and pumps. A new
section of 16-inch concrete pipe will be joined with the other concrete pipe section, and the
HDPE plastic pipe will be slip-lined into the new concrete pipe. The new concrete pipe and 14inch plastic pipe (liner) will be connected to a smaller trench which will be excavated on the
west bank. The river channel and trenches will be backfilled and returned to the pre-project
condition after pipeline repairs are complete.
Prior to water diversion and river excavation, a biologist will survey the diversion area for
steelhead by visual observation on the banks and in the river, and will set block nets to keep fish
from entering the diversion area during the dewatering process. If steelhead are found within the
water diversion area during dewatering, the biological monitor will relocate steelhead using dip
nets to the nearest suitable habitat. During water diversion and instream work, BMPs will be
implemented to control downstream sedimentation occurring from excavations, and channel
disturbance. To reduce disturbance to the river channel the diversion berm and channel
containing the diverted flows will be left in place and allowed to erode naturally during winter
flows. All foreign materials from construction and water diversion (i.e., concrete debris, plastic
sheeting, sandbags) will be removed from the river channel when construction and repair work is
complete. The work will take approximately 2 weeks to complete.
J. Action Area
The action area begins north of Foster Park on the Ventura River, 100 feet upstream of Nye well
no. 7, and continues down to but does not include the Ventura River Estuary, where water
withdrawals from the FPWF would affect surface water discharge levels. The length of the
action area is approximately 6 miles.

III.

STATUS OF THE SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT

This Biological Opinion considers the potential effects of the proposed action on the DPS of
endangered Southern California steelhead and their critical habitat. The status of Southern
California steelhead, their life history and habitat requirements, the status of their critical habitat,
and recent factors affecting steelhead populations and their critical habitat are described as
follows.

A. Status of Southern California Steelhead
6

1. Listing Status
Steelhead, an ocean-going form of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), are native to Pacific
Coast streams from Alaska south to northwestern Mexico (Moyle 1976; August 18, 1997, 62 FR
43937). Wild steelhead populations in California have decreased considerably from their
historic levels (Swift et al. 1993; August 18, 1997, 62 FR 43937). This decline prompted listing
of the Southern California Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) of steelhead as endangered on
August 18, 1997 (62 FR 43937), which includes all naturally spawned populations of steelhead
and their progeny residing below long-term impassible barriers. The endangered status was
reaffirmed on January 5, 2006 (71 FR 834). Critical habitat for Southern California steelhead
was recently designated on September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52488).
The Southern California steelhead DPS extends from the Santa Maria River in Santa Barbara
County to the Mexican border (inclusive). Estimates of historical (pre-1960s) and recent (1990s)
abundance show a considerable drop in numbers of spawning adults for major rivers in the
Southern California steelhead DPS. A recent updated status report states that the chief causes for
the decline of steelhead populations in the Southern California DPS are urbanization, dewatering, channelization of creeks, human-made barriers to migration, and the introduction of
exotic fishes and riparian plants (Good et al. 2005). Historical data on steelhead numbers for
this region are sparse. The historic and recent steelhead abundance estimates, and percent
decline are summarized in Table 1 below. The run size estimates illustrate the severity of the
decline for the major rivers in the Southern California steelhead DPS ( Busby et al. 1996).
Table 1. Historical and current estimates of adult steelhead in the Southern California DPS.
Data from Busby et al. 1996.

Santa Ynez River
Ventura River
Santa Clara River
Malibu Creek

Pre-1950
20,000-30,000 Adults
Pre-1960
4,000-5,000 adults
7,000-9,000 adults
1,000 adults

1990s
< 100
1990s
< 100
< 100
< 100

% Decline
99.6
% Decline
96
99
90

Even though population estimates of steelhead have decreased substantially from historic
estimates, fish surveys by NOAA Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC), direct
observations by NMFS biologists, and anecdotal information from major rivers and creeks
throughout the DPS suggest that steelhead populations, although small, continue to persist (Good
et al. 2005, Titus et al. 2001). Efforts to document the species’ current pattern of occurrence
indicate that steelhead are still wide spread across the northern portions of the DPS, although the
steelhead components (i.e., anadromy) of O. mykiss populations appear to have been lost in
about one third of the basins, mostly in the southern portion of the DPS (Boughton et al. 2006).
On a positive note, there have been recent observations of steelhead recolonizing vacant
watersheds during years with abundant rainfall, notably San Mateo Creek and Topanga Creek
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(Good et al. 2005). Nevertheless, the updated status review still lists this DPS as endangered
(Good et al. 2005). During the recent updated status review, NMFS put together a biological
review team (BRT) to assess the viability of the Southern California DPS. The viability analyses
suggest that many populations in large watersheds, including the Ventura River Watershed,
should continue to survive in the near future if climate conditions remain relatively stable
(Boughton et al. 2006). The biggest threat to the viability of the southern populations of
steelhead in coastal basins appears to be climate related, as the BRT found a high degree of
correlation between the risk of extinction and environmental stochasticity for the coastal basins
(Boughton et al. 2006). Recent conservation efforts, migration barrier removal projects,
increased public awareness, and continuing protection may play a future role in the viability of
steelhead populations within the DPS.
2. Life History and Habitat Requirements
The major freshwater life history stages of steelhead involve freshwater rearing and emigration
of juveniles, upstream migration of adults, spawning, and incubation of embryos (Shapovalov
and Taft 1954, Moyle 1976, Cederholm and Martin 1983, Barnhart 1991, Meehan and Bjornn
1991, Busby et al. 1996). Steelhead juveniles rear in freshwater for 1-3 years before migrating
to the ocean, usually in the spring, where they may remain for up to 4 years. Steelhead grow and
reach maturity at age 2 to 4 while in the ocean. In Southern California, adults immigrate to natal
streams for spawning during December to March, but some adults may not enter coastal streams
until spring, depending on flow conditions. Adults may migrate several miles to hundreds of
miles in some watersheds to reach their spawning grounds. Although spawning may occur
during December to June, the specific timing of spawning may vary a month or more among
streams within a region. Steelhead do not necessarily die after spawning and may return to the
ocean, sometimes repeating their spawning migration two or more years. Female steelhead dig a
nest in the streambed and then deposit their eggs. After fertilization by the male, the female
covers the nest with a layer of gravel; the embryos incubate within the gravel pocket. Hatching
time varies from about 3 weeks to 2 months depending on water temperature. The young fish
emerge from the nest about 2 to 6 weeks after hatching.
Habitat requirements of steelhead in streams generally depend on the life history stage
(Cederholm and Martin 1983, Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Habitat for southern California
steelhead consists of water, substrate, and adjacent riparian zone of estuarine and riverine
reaches of coastal river basins, and major rivers. Generally, streamflow volume, water
temperature, and water chemistry must be appropriate for adult immigration and juvenile
emigration (specific habitat requirement data can be found in Bjornn and Reiser 1991). Low
streamflow, high water temperature, physical barriers, low dissolved oxygen, and high turbidity
can delay or halt upstream migration of adults and timing of spawning, and downstream
migration of juveniles and subsequent entry into estuary, lagoon, or ocean. Suitable water depth
and velocity, and substrate composition are the primary requirements for spawning, but water
temperature and turbidity are also important. Dissolved oxygen concentration, pH, and water
temperature are factors affecting survival of incubating embryos. Fine sediment, sand, and
smaller particles can fill interstitial spaces between substrate particles, thereby reducing waterflow through and dissolved oxygen levels within a nest. Juvenile steelhead require living space
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(different combinations of water depth and velocity), shelter from predators and harsh
environmental conditions, adequate food resources, and suitable water quality and quantity, for
ontogeny and survival during summer and winter. Young-of-the-year and yearling steelhead
generally use riffles and runs during much of a given year where these habitats exist (Roper et al.
1994). However, young-of-the-year and older juveniles may seek cover and cool water in pools
during periods of elevated water temperature (Matthews and Berg 1997) or low flows (Kraft
1972, cf. Spina 2006)
B. Status of Critical Habitat
Critical habitat for the Southern California steelhead DPS was designated on September 2, 2005,
and consists of the stream channels listed in 70 FR 52488, which include the Ventura River and
the south fork of Matilija Creek up to the base of the Matilija Dam. Critical habitat has a lateral
extent defined as the width of the channel delineated by the ordinary high-water line as defined
by the Corps in 33 CFR 329.11, or by its bankfull elevation, which is the discharge level on the
streambank that has a recurrence interval of approximately 2 years (September 2, 2005, 70 FR
52522). Estuarine areas of streams are also included in the designation. Primary constituent
elements (PCE) within these streams essential for the conservation of the DPS are those sites and
habitat components that support one or more steelhead life stages. These include freshwater
spawning sites and rearing sites with water quantity and quality sufficient to form and maintain
physical habitat conditions that support juvenile growth and mobility. PCEs also include natural
cover, such as shade, submerged and overhanging large wood, logjams, beaver dams, aquatic
vegetation, large rocks, boulders, side channels and undercut banks (September 2, 2005, 70 FR
52521). Additional PCEs of critical habitat consist of freshwater migration corridors free of
obstruction and excessive predation that have sufficient water quantity and quality, and physical
cover within migration corridors that supports steelhead mobility and survival, as well as
estuarine areas that also share these attributes. Also listed as PCEs are juvenile and adult
steelhead food forage, including aquatic invertebrates and fishes that support steelhead growth
and maturation (September 2, 2005, 70 FR 52522).
Streams designated as critical habitat in the Southern California DPS have the above PCE
attributes to varying degrees, depending on the stream location and the impacts associated with
the watershed. NMFS’ most recent Status Review Update for West Coast Steelhead (Good et al.
2005) identified habitat destruction and degradation as serious ongoing risk factors for this DPS.
Urban development, flood control, water development, and other anthropogenic factors have
adversely affected the proper functioning and condition of some spawning, rearing, and
migratory habitats in streams designated as critical habitat. Urbanization has resulted in some
permanent impacts to steelhead critical habitat due to stream channelization, increased bank
erosion, riparian damage, migration barriers, and pollution (Good et al. 2005). Many streams
within the DPS have dams and reservoirs that mute flushing stream flows, withhold or reduce
water levels suitable for fish passage and rearing, physically block upstream fish passage, and
retain valuable sediments for spawning and rearing. In addition, some stream reaches within the
DPS’ designated critical habitat may be vulnerable to further perturbation resulting from poor
land use and management decisions.
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As part of the process to gather and analyze information to finalize this most recent designation
of critical habitat several Critical Habitat Analytical Review Teams (CHARTs) were formed.
The CHARTs compiled all available information regarding the distribution and habitat use of
steelhead within the Southern California DPS, as well as habitat condition. The CHARTs also
performed conservation assessments for all occupied watersheds, including riverine reaches and
estuarine areas within each DPS. To assess the conservation value of the hydrologic sub-areas
(HSA) in the DPS, the CHART used their best professional judgment, considered a variety of
data sources and employed a generally uniform scoring system based on the quality, quantity,
and distribution of physical or biological features associated with spawning, rearing, and
migration in each HSA. From this analysis each occupied HSA was given a value of “high,”
“medium,” or “low.” Within the freshwater and estuarine range of the Southern California DPS,
the CHART identified 32 HSAs that were occupied by steelhead (NMFS 2005). Of the 32
occupied HSAs that were evaluated, 21 were rated as having high conservation value (including
the Ventura River), 6 were rated as having medium conservation value, and 5 were rated as
having low conservation value. Overall, although essential features of aquatic habitats in many
streams are impaired and could continue to be so in the future, there are substantial areas of
suitable habitat within designated critical habitat areas in a condition suitable to have allowed
steelhead to persist thus far. Maintenance and recovery of these areas as well as improvement in
other areas of critical habitat will facilitate the future recovery of Southern California steelhead
populations within the DPS (NMFS 2005). Additional information regarding the existing
condition of designated critical habitat within the action area is presented below in the
Environmental Baseline

IV.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

A. Hydrology in the Action Area
Foster Park is approximately 6 miles upstream from the mouth of the Ventura River. The
Ventura River within the FPWF lies at the boundary between the upper Ventura River Basin and
the Lower Ventura River Basin. The boundary is designated by a submerged dam that was
constructed below the river alluvium between 1906 and 1908. The submerged dam is
approximately 975 feet long and extends from the confluence of Coyote Creek almost
completely across the river channel. There is a gap of approximately 300 feet between the
submerged dam and the bedrock boundary on the east side of the alluvial basin, and water within
the aquifer “leaks” downstream of the subsurface dam at all times (Fugro 2002). The purpose of
the submerged dam is to bring subsurface water flow to the surface in the Foster Park area so it
would be available for agricultural and domestic use. Flows in the Ventura River throughout the
action area are naturally perennial, due to the geology of the bedrock formations beneath the
river facilitating groundwater from the aquifer to rise (Moore 1980), and partially because of the
subsurface dam. About a mile below the FPWF, the Ojai Valley Sanitary District water
treatment plant (OVWTP) discharges about 3 cfs of tertiary treated water at all times.
Additionally, the bedrock formations near the OVWTP contribute several more cfs of rising
groundwater to this portion of the action area, which contributes to the flows in the lower part of
the action area (Fugro 2002, Hopkins 2007).
10

The dominant source of recharge to the Ventura River aquifer in the portion of the action area,
from which the FPWF wells draw water, is direct infiltration of surface flows. Other sources of
recharge include direct infiltration of precipitation and underflow through alluvial sediments
within the river and flows from major tributaries (Fugro 2002). These tributaries include Coyote
Creek, which joins the Ventura River within Foster Park, and San Antonio Creek, which is about
two miles upstream of the FPWF. Although Coyote Creek is usually dry after spring since it is
dammed at Lake Casitas, San Antonio Creek has perennial flows which supplement Ventura
River flows in the FPWF area and downstream throughout the action area. Groundwater levels
in the Ventura River aquifer within the action area fluctuate seasonally, rising during winter
rainfall inputs and declining during the summer due to decreased flows and upstream water
extractions. The water levels in the aquifer can change from year to year, with net increases or
decreases in water elevation occurring as a function of yearly rainfall amounts, and the balance
between recharge rates, groundwater extraction and other groundwater losses.
The thickness of the groundwater aquifer varies through the action area, but in the Foster Park
area upstream of the submerged dam and in the vicinity of the FPWF, the aquifer is between 45
and 60 feet thick. The saturated thickness of the aquifer in this area ranges from 35 feet to 45
feet thick. Because of the relatively shallow aquifer and the porous substrate, the FPWF has
been characterized as having a quick aquifer response to surface flows and thus a rapid recharge
rate (Fugro 2002). Previous studies have shown that rapid recharge can occur after the aquifer
has been drawn down during droughts, as illustrated by a rapid rise of the groundwater levels
which occurred immediately after drought-breaking wet seasons in 1952 and more recently in
1992 (City of Ventura 2003). The fast response illustrates a high degree of hydraulic
connectivity between the groundwater and surface hydrology (City of Ventura 2003). Although
no definitive studies have been completed that show the drawdown effects of the FPWF on
surface flows (the City was in the middle of such a study when the well field was damaged), well
field withdrawals are believed to have fast-occurring drawdown effects on surface flows in the
Ventura River in the area of the FPWF because of the high degree of hydraulic connectivity
between the surface hydrology and the aquifer (Fugro 2002). This characteristic led to the
assumption of a 1-to-1 relationship between well field withdrawals and surface flows in the
Foster Park area assumed by the City’s hydrological consultant to facilitate the effects analysis in
this biological opinion (Hopkins 2006). Once surface and subsurface flows have passed the
subsurface dam the water downstream of the subsurface dam is not available for well field
withdrawals because of the barrier formed by the subsurface dam between the sections of the
aquifer (Hopkins 2007).

B. Status of Critical Habitat in the Action Area
The Ventura River in the action area has been characterized by the CHART as being occupied by
steelhead and having high conservation value. The action area provides spawning and rearing
habitat for steelhead, and provides a migratory corridor for steelhead to upstream reaches where
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the bulk of the spawning and rearing habitat in the Ventura River watershed is located (NMFS
2005). Within the action area, the Ventura River is characterized by a river channel that varies
in width from about 100 to 400 feet. A well-developed floodplain is present in most areas along
the river, except where levees or riprap bank protection have separated the floodplain from the
river channel. Point bars, and gravel bars, many of which have been colonized by riparian
vegetation, occur within the main channel and can remain in place for years. The river substrate
in the action area consists of a full range of grain sizes, including clays, silts, sands, gravels,
cobbles and boulders, however the majority of the substrate is large, being gravels and cobbles
(Corps 2004).
The aquatic habitat in the action area consists of an array of shallow riffles, runs, glides, and
pools. The wetted channel ranges from about 15 feet to over 100 feet wide, depending on flows.
Pools can range from a few feet deep to over 6 feet deep and from a few feet long to several
hundred feet long. Pools are suitable for summer rearing of juvenile steelhead and contain PCEs
(i.e., boulders, undercut banks, overhanging vegetation) for juvenile steelhead rearing and
survival. There are approximately 5 miles of juvenile rearing and oversummering habitat in the
action area. Oversummering habitat is important in the Ventura River Watershed and for the
DPS as a whole because it is the most geographically restricted type of habitat in the Southern
California DPS (Boughton and Goslin 2006). Based on USGS gauge data (gauge no. 11118500),
there are surface flows in the action area during winter and spring periods in most years that
range from several hundred cfs to about 12 cfs, depending on rainfall. Based on Moore (1980)
and observations of NMFS biologists, this range of flows is sufficient for steelhead spawning,
rearing, and migration in and through the action area. However, during droughts and before
substantial winter rainfall has occurred, flows in the action area can be very low in winter,
ranging between 1 to 5 cfs. During the summer and fall, flows in the action area can range from
less than 1 cfs during extreme dry conditions to about 12 to15 cfs during years with wet winters.
Low flow conditions during summer and fall still sustain productive oversummering habitat for
steelhead, and survival for oversummering wild steelhead is high (about 80%) in the Lower
Ventura River just upstream of the FPWF when flows are around 15 cfs, based on studies by
Moore (1980). Summertime survival of wild steelhead is substantially lower (19%) during
drought conditions when flows are between 2 to 4 cfs (Moore 1980). Inputs from tributaries
such as San Antonio Creek, the rising groundwater table of the upper Ventura River Basin, and
the treated wastewater from the OVWTP contribute to sustained perennial flows in the steelhead
rearing habitat during the dry season. However, parts of the action area can go dry naturally
during drought periods. During late-spring and summer thick algal mats can cover most of the
channel bottom in shallower parts of the action area (Leydecker 2006, Stan Glowacki, NMFS,
June 2006, pers. obs.). Water is normally clear during summer base-flow conditions in the
action area.

The riparian zone is well-established throughout much of the action area, with extensive areas of
mature riparian vegetation consisting of sycamores, alders, cottonwoods and willow species
present in the Foster Park area and downstream all the way to the estuary. Riparian vegetation is
found in mid-channel areas as well as the banks. The riparian zone provides some shade and
cover along the river, but due to the width of the river a riparian canopy is not present. Riparian
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recruitment is an ongoing process and large areas of mature riparian vegetation have developed
in the Foster Park area since being scoured during floods in 1998 and 2001. There is also
ongoing recruitment of riparian species along the banks in the lower reaches of the action area.
Some exotic vegetation (i.e., Arundo donax) is present in the action area, but this is mostly in
areas near the mouth and estuary, and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District is
currently formulating a plan to remove Arundo from the watershed.
In the future the removal of Matilija Dam will affect the aquatic habitat conditions (including
critical habitat) in the action area. The effects of the dam removal on steelhead and critical
habitat are discussed below in section D.
C. Status of Steelhead in the Action Area
Steelhead populations in the Ventura River system have not been thoroughly studied. Prior to
the completion of Matilija Dam in 1947, CDFG personnel estimated that a minimum of 4,000 to
5,000 steelhead spawned in the Ventura River system in normal water years (Moore 1980).
NOAA Fisheries’ estimated run size of <200 adults (Busby et al. 1996) was one of the last recent
estimates of steelhead population numbers in the Ventura River. However, in light of the
continued pressures exerted upon the population and the paucity of recent sightings in the
drainage, NOAA Fisheries believes the Ventura River adult steelhead population is likely less
than 100 individuals at the current time (Busby et al. 1996). This estimate is similar to the more
conservative predictions offered by other researchers (Moore 1980; Nehlsen et al. 1991; Titus et
al. 2001).
Although population numbers have declined significantly, observations of small numbers of
adult steelhead in the Ventura River have continued through the present, including documented
steelhead sightings in 1974, 1975, 1978, 1979, 1991, 1993, and 2001 (Titus et al. 2001). Until
recently, all adult spawning of steelhead in the Ventura River has been confined to reaches
downstream of the Robles diversion, and there have been reports of steelhead spawning in the
Foster Park area historically (ENTRIX 1997, Capelli 2006).
Juvenile steelhead were sampled throughout the lower Ventura River in the spring of 1995
downstream of the Robles Diversion Dam and in the action area (Capelli 1997). Many of the
juvenile steelhead sampled appeared to be smolting, which suggest the fish were steelhead and
not resident rainbow trout. More recently, in July 2006, juvenile O. mykiss were observed and
photographed during a snorkel survey within the action area beneath the Foster Park Bridge
(Stan Glowacki, NMFS, personal observation, July 2006). During a subsequent study in August
2006 by Thomas R Payne and Associates to evaluate steelhead abundance in the lower Ventura
River,
juvenile O. mykiss were observed during snorkel and electrofishing surveys in the area
downstream of Foster Park (Allen 2006).
Within the action area other fish species besides O. mykiss are common (S. Glowacki, NMFS,
2006, pers. obs.). Large numbers (thousands) and multiple age classes of arroyo chubb, three13

spined stickleback, and common carp have been observed throughout the action area (Larson
2006, S. Glowacki, NMFS, 2006, pers. obs.), including reaches below the OVWTP. These fish
species may compete with O. mykiss for forage and space but the extent of their effect on
steelhead rearing, growth and survival in the action area is unknown at this time.
Recently, the NMFS Technical Recovery Team (TRT) identified the Ventura River steelhead
population as one of the “core” populations essential for the successful recovery of the Southern
California endangered steelhead DPS, in part, due to the watershed’s large size, spawning and
rearing habitat quality, and relatively reliable winter river discharge (Boughton et al. 2006).
Additionally, the steelhead population in the Ventura River has been evaluated by the TRT as
having a high potential for being independently viable, and the Ventura River steelhead
population was ranked number 3 for overall viability, based on watershed habitat conditions,
reliable flows, amounts of habitat present, and environmental stochasticity.
D. Factors Affecting the Species and Critical Habitat within the Action Area
The CHART identified several management activities and anthropogenic modifications in the
Ventura River watershed within the action area that have impacted steelhead and lead to the
impairment of critical habitat in the action area. These are summarized below.
1. Dams and Diversions
The main modifications to the river are several dams built on the Ventura River and its main
tributaries, including Matilija Dam on the south fork of Matilija Creek, Casitas Dam on Coyote
Creek, and Robles Diversion Dam on the mainstem of the Ventura River. All the dams are
upstream of the action area. The building and operation of these dams has blocked access to
historic steelhead spawning and rearing habitat in the headwaters, and has affected the timing
and magnitude of flows in the Ventura River, which has impacted steelhead migration,
spawning, and rearing throughout the Ventura River system.
The historic operation of the Casitas Dam and Robles Diversion has appreciably affected natural
flows within the lower river, and the dam was a complete barrier to upstream steelhead migration
after it was completed in 1959. The historic 20 cfs downstream bypass flow from the Robles
Diversion was observably insufficient for successful upstream migration of adults, and for
adequately maintaining available spawning and rearing habitat in the lower river. Recently, the
Robles Diversion Fish Passage Facility, completed in 2005, was constructed to allow steelhead
to access historical steelhead spawning and rearing areas in the upper Ventura River and in the
forks of Matilija Creek. Additionally, since completion of the Robles Diversion Fish Passage
Facility, a new plan to release more water for the benefit of adult and juvenile steelhead is now
being implemented. Now, after major storms during the “steelhead migration season” (January 1
through July 1), at least 50 cfs is released for a 10-day period to facilitate adult steelhead
migration from the ocean. Outside of the “steelhead migration season” (July 1 through
December 31), 20 cfs is released downstream of the Robles diversion when available. These
flows are not designed to augment steelhead passage or aquatic habitat during this time of the
year, but are designed to fulfill water rights functions (NMFS 2003). Some of the water released
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may make it to the action area after going subsurface near the Santa Ana Road Bridge and then
rising to the surface near the confluence of San Antonio Creek, but these releases and resulting
conditions in the action area between July 1 and December 31 (the juvenile steelhead rearing
period) are not expected to be a great deal different compared to conditions prior to the
completion of the fish passage facility. Typically, surface flows released downstream of the
Robles Diversion will cease sometime in August during average and dry water years, based on
USGS gauge data (USGS gauge No. 11116550).
Matilija Dam was built in 1947 and blocks about 50% of the available steelhead spawning and
rearing habitat in the Ventura River Watershed (Corps 2004). The lake behind the dam has since
almost completely filled with sediments, and, as a result, has lost most of its storage capacity.
Thus, the dam does not substantially affect surface flows in the Ventura River, including the
action area. However, because the dam blocks such a significant portion of the historical
steelhead spawning and rearing habitat, is deteriorating, and has no real capacity for water
storage, the Corps has proposed removing the dam as part of the Matilija Dam Ecosystem
Restoration Project, and it is likely that the dam will be removed in the next 20 years (Corps
2004b).
Removal of the dam is expected to result in large amounts of both fine and coarse sediment
moving through the action area, during high flow events (i.e., 5-year flood or above) for about 20
years after the dam is removed (Corps 2004). Hydraulic and sediment modeling results within
the action area after dam removal were variable, but average changes in thalweg elevation
through the action area ranged from an increase of 1.2 feet to 3.6 feet (Corps 2004). Although
the channel is expected to aggrade in the action area after the removal of Matilija Dam, the
channel substrate size ratios, as well as the thalweg and channel morphology in the action area
are not expected to change substantially from the present condition (Corps 2004). The
movement of coarse and fine sediments through the action area is a concern for NMFS because
these sediments are expected to affect all life stages of steelhead. Channel morphology could
change in terms of the pool, riffle sequence (Pizzuto 2002), and portions of the action area could
be rendered unsuitable for spawning and rearing for months or even years (NMFS 2007). A
reduction in the availability of spawning and rearing habitat in the action area could reduce the
occurrence of adult steelhead spawning and juvenile steelhead rearing in the action area. The
effects of increased sediment supply to the river, however, are expected to be temporary, lasting
until new sediment equilibrium within the watershed is reached (Corps 2004). While the dam
removal may create temporary instream conditions in the action area that are not entirely
congruous with the habitat requirements of steelhead, after the dam is gone the Ventura River
population of endangered steelhead is expected to have access to historical spawning and rearing
habitats. This is expected to increase the potential viability of the endangered steelhead
population in the river through the elimination of habitat fragmentation and restoration of bidirectional gene flow (i.e., movement of steelhead to and from the reaches upstream of the
former dam). Ultimately, this is expected to decrease the risk of species extinction in the
watershed, and the Ventura River steelhead population is expected to increase. Based on these
conclusions, NMFS released a no jeopardy/no adverse modification opinion for the Matilija dam
removal project on March 27, 2007. A population increase could result in increased steelhead
usage of the action area for spawning and rearing.
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2. Water Withdrawals
Water withdrawals from surface diversions and subsurface pumping have affected the timing and
magnitude of the Ventura River flows in the action area, which has resulted in reduced surface
flows. This has altered the natural hydrologic processes responsible for recharging the aquifer
underlying the lower Ventura River Basin and the lower part of the action area, and has
decreased the quantity and quality of critical habitat for steelhead, predominantly in the dry
season. The City of Ventura, via the FPWF, has extracted an average of approximately 6,350
acre feet (AF) of surface flow and groundwater annually between 1980 and 2000. Additionally,
several other smaller water districts and individual water extractors drew an average of
approximately 3,200 AF per year out of the alluvial aquifer between the Robles Diversion and
Foster Park during approximately the same time period (NMFS 2003). The surface diversion
part of the FPWF was destroyed in 1998 and was never rebuilt, but the City continues to extract
water all year from the FPWF. Currently the City is only operating its subsurface diversion,
which takes about 3 to 6 cfs. The production wells in the FPWF are not currently operating due
to the 2005 storm damage, but operation of the wells is expected to resume after repairs are
completed. Because the City withdraws water from the FPWF at all times of the year, the FPWF
can impact critical habitat and steelhead in the action area at any time of year. However,
negative impacts to steelhead and critical habitat from the FPWF are most likely to occur when
the river flows are low, which is more likely to occur in the summer and fall, based on past
hydrologic flow data. However, because flows in the action area can be low at any time of year,
FPWF withdrawals have the potential to negatively impact the spawning and migration of
steelhead in the action area as well as summer rearing of juveniles.
Late summer surface flows in the action area are typically low based on USGS gauge data
(USGS gauge No.11118500), and are dependent on the status of the aquifer, the amount of
winter rainfall, seasonal droughts, and the amounts of water diverted from the river upstream.
Consequently, the quantity of surface flow in the action area is particularly vulnerable to
subsurface water extraction when flows are at seasonally low levels and rearing fish and aquatic
organisms are confined to diminished areas of perennial habitat. Given FPWF withdrawals in
summer and fall, the diversion of water from the Ventura River has decreased the functional
value of the action area as an oversummering area for juvenile steelhead. Given the functional
value of mainstem habitats in the ecology of steelhead (Bramblett et al. 2002, Spina et al 2005),
and the finding that oversummering habitat is the most restricted habitat type in the Southern
California DPS, the reduction in quantity and quality of oversummering rearing sites from water
diversion is considered unfavorable for steelhead conservation.
While there is water extraction typically occurring in the action area and upstream of the action
area, there is also some water released into the lower Ventura River by the OVWTP about 0.75
miles downstream of the FPWF. The treatment facility constantly discharges about 3 cfs of
tertiary treated wastewater constantly into the river. While this helps to keep the lower reaches
flowing, the value of the releases for creating and maintaining habitat for juvenile steelhead is
currently unknown.
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As part of the Matilija Dam project, the City plans on installing 2 new water wells which will
operate during times of elevated turbidity expected from increased fine sediment loads after the
dam is removed. The mitigation wells will have a combined capacity of only 3 cfs. Use of the 2
proposed wells is likely to be during, and for several days after, high flow events in the winter
and spring, but only if river flows are above 15 cfs (Corps 2006). Due to these factors, the new
wells are expected to result in a reduction of no more than 3 cfs in the action area. The 3 cfs
reduction is not expected to result in adverse effects to steelhead and critical habitat but this is
based on the assumption that 12 cfs is sufficient to allow for growth and survival of steelhead in
the action area, and the reduction of surface flow will not appreciably reduce essential features of
critical habitat in the action area for steelhead at any time of year.
3. Water Quality
Water quality in the action area has been found to have certain problems depending on the
location within the action area, the parameter measured, and the time of year. Water
temperatures in the action area are generally good, ranging from about 12° C in the winter to
between 20° to 24° in the summer. These temperatures are within the limits of tolerance for
southern steelhead (Bjorrn and Rieser 1991, Spina 2006), and comparable to other parts of the
watershed. In some years water temperatures in the action area were found to be cooler than
sites upstream in the Matilija Creek areas (Leydecker 2006). Nutrient concentrations (nitrogen
and phosphorous) in the lower river, however, have been found to be elevated in the action area,
especially during the dry season, with the highest levels found downstream of the OVWTP
discharge outfall, 0.75 miles downstream of Foster Park. This has led to eutrophication and
excessive blooms of algae and other aquatic macrophytes like watercress in the action area
during the dry season (Leydecker 2006). The excessive amounts of algae during summer months
in the action area, particularly downstream of the OVWTP have been implicated in aberrant
water quality parameter measurements. Turbidity and pH levels have been found to be
unnaturally high in the lower part of the action area downstream of the OVWTP during the dry
season, and excessive algal and aquatic macrophyte blooms have been identified as the likely
cause (Leydecker 2006). While dissolved oxygen measurements recorded during the daytime
have been within steelhead tolerances (above 5mg/L) in the Foster Park area and in areas
downstream between 2001 and 2006, a better measure of biologically stressful oxygen
conditions is the percent dissolved oxygen (% DO) saturation (Leydecker 2006), which was
measured at excessively high levels in the action area during the dry season between 2001 and
2006. Excessive % DO saturation during the day implicates excessive biological oxygen
demand at night via aquatic plant photosynthesis. While dissolved oxygen levels are elevated
during the day they can be very low (< 4 mg/L) at night and likely exceed the lethal limits for
steelhead, especially in the lower parts of the action area (Bjorrn and Rieser 1991, Leydecker
2006). This suggests that critical habitat in the action area is impaired by water quality
conditions during the summer and fall rearing period, and habitat conditions, at least in parts of
the action area, may not be conducive to juvenile steelhead growth and survival during the
summer and fall. Because higher flows during the wet season flush out algae and channel
vegetation, and dilute excessive nutrients, these water quality problems are not expected to be a
factor for steelhead and critical habitat during the wet season.
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4. Encroachment and Impacts to Riparian Vegetation
Although there are many areas along the lower Ventura River within the action area which
exhibit healthy riparian areas and active floodplains, a substantial portion of the action area has
been affected by flood plain encroachment on at least one side of the river, and the construction
of large levees and areas of streambank armoring. Along the Ventura River downstream of the
FPWF an approximately 5 mile-long levee is located on the east bank of Highway 33 to protect
the highway and residential and commercial structures from naturally occurring flood flows.
Another earthen levee in the Foster Park reach is also located adjacent to the river on the east
bank to protect the highway and developments. Although the Matilija Dam removal project
includes the raising of some existing levees along the Ventura River, the action area levees will
not be raised since the action area reach is not due to significantly aggrade with sediment from
the dam site (Corps 2004). The action area levees have interfered to some degree with the
natural meandering of the Ventura River channel and as the natural riverine processes have
adjusted to these static hardened banks, geomorphic processes in the action area have become
disrupted, which has affected riparian recruitment adjacent to the levees and hardened banks by
decreasing lateral channel migration and precipitating unnatural streambed scouring
(Schmetterling et al. 2001). Following floods of winter 2005, emergency repairs to roads and
banks adjacent to Foster Park altered the river morphology and the riparian zone in the area of
the FPWF, as the main channel was artificially moved several times. Additionally, floods during
winter 2005 scoured out most of the instream riparian vegetation throughout the entire action
area and decreased the amount of shade over the river. The increase in solar insolation from
reduced riparian vegetation in the action area has contributed to instream algal and aquatic
vegetation growth throughout the action area since 2005 (Leydecker 2006).

V.

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Methodology for Determining Effects
To identify the potential effects of well field repair activities, NMFS reviewed the activities
outlined in the project description and the description of potential effects to steelhead and critical
habitat supplied by the Corps. Then, NMFS considered the proposed action along with the type,
amount and extent of direct effects and indirect effects to steelhead individuals and critical
habitat that could be expected to result from the proposed action. The ecological literature was
also reviewed concerning the effects of habitat changes on steelhead and aquatic habitat. A
general knowledge of physical and biological processes, population dynamics, and the life
history and habitat requirements of steelhead supplemented the literature review, particularly
where there was little or no information concerning effects of an impact on steelhead or the
aquatic environment.
To identify the effects of resumed well field pumping on steelhead and critical habitat several
principal assessments were performed. First, it was assumed that there was a one-to-one
correlation between well facility pumping and surface flows (Hopkins 2006). For instance, a
withdrawal rate of 1 cfs from the wells is equal to a 1 cfs reduction in river discharge. This
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assumption was based on the shallow aquifer and the high degree of hydraulic connectivity
within the river in the FPWF area, and because studies on the actual effects of well field
withdrawals on surface flows have not been completed by the City’s hydrogeologist consultant
(Hopkins 2006). Second, rainfall records for the Foster Park area were collected from the
Ventura County Watershed Protection District’s web site for the period of 1982 through 2002 to
determine rainfall patterns for the action area. Years were stratified into wet, average, and dry
water-year type by calculating the upper 25% and lower 25% of rainfall per year through the
period. Calculations resulted in average water years having between 12 and 22 inches of
rainfall, wet years having greater than 22 inches of rainfall, and dry years having less than 12
inches of rainfall during the water-year. Third, the records of average daily discharge from the
USGS Foster Park Ventura River stream gauge (gauge no. 11118500) located immediately
downstream of the FPWF were collected for the period of 1984 through 2002, along with the
City’s records of daily water production from the FPWF facilities for the same period. The
USGS Foster Park gauge flow data from1984 through 2002 period was certified by USGS
(Gromer 2006) and determined to be reliable for comparison with available well field
production. The FPWF daily withdrawal amounts were added to the average daily flow
discharge values for the Foster Park gauge to calculate river discharge without well field
withdrawals for the period of 1984 through 2002. The calculated river discharge without wellfield withdrawals was graphed alongside gauged river discharge with well-field withdrawals by
year to compare discharge just downstream of the well field under the two conditions for
individual years for the period of 1984 through 2002.
To see the range of effects of the well field withdrawals and the range of river discharges under
different hydrologic conditions, the discharge data under the two withdrawal scenarios (with and
without pumping) was stratified by water year type (i.e., wet, average, and dry rainfall years),
and maximum and minimum discharge rates with and without pumping were graphed to
determine the expected range of effects on river discharge under different hydrologic conditions.
The times in which different lifestages of steelhead are expected to be in the action area were
also added to the graphs to understand which steelhead lifestages would be exposed to the
hydrologic conditions in the river with and without pumping. The expected effects of the
proposed action identified from the data analysis and information review were then integrated
with information from the ecological literature concerning the effects of habitat changes on
steelhead and aquatic habitat.

This biological opinion does not rely on the regulatory definition of “destruction and adverse
modification” of critical habitat at 50 CFR 402.02. Instead, we have relied upon the statutory
provisions of the ESA to complete the following analysis with respect to critical habitat.
Therefore, destruction or adverse modification involves determining whether, with
implementation of the proposed Federal action, critical habitat would remain functional (or
retain the current ability for the primary constituent elements to be functionally established) to
serve the intended conservation role for the species.
In the analysis below NMFS first discusses the effects of the proposed action on steelhead
habitat, including critical habitat. Following this analysis NMFS discusses how the habitat
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changes affect steelhead adults and juveniles in the Ventura River.
B. Effects on Critical Habitat from Construction and Repair Activities
1. Alteration of Aquatic Habitat
Most of the construction and repair activities (Activities A through H) will not affect aquatic
habitat since they are expected to take place in dry areas of the riverbed and banks during the
summer. However, during the implementation of project component I (excavation and
replacement of 30 feet of 16-inch concrete water line, slip-lining of the 14-inch waterline;
excavation of a new sending pit, etc.), aquatic habitat will be disturbed and dewatered due to a
450-foot long water diversion that is needed to facilitate the trench excavation in the riverbed
and pipeline section replacement. The water diversion will be implemented by creating a berm
several feet high and about 450-feet long in the dry portion of the river channel immediately
adjacent to the active flowing channel using native material and heavy equipment. The berm
will be lined with anchored plastic sheeting and river flows will be redirected into the dry
portion of the river channel delineated by the berm, which will keep flows out of the excavation
area and will prevent work in flowing water and decrease sediment releases.
Prior to water diversion, block nets will be set upstream and downstream of the diversion area,
and sediment control devices and silt fencing will be installed along the berm and around the
work area to reduce sedimentation that could occur during water diversion, and from in-channel
trenching and construction. To divert water into the dry river channel adjacent to the berm, the
top end of the berm will be placed across the flowing channel and the flowing water will be
diverted into the dry part of the river immediately adjacent to the flowing channel, which will be
partitioned with the berm. After the work area is dewatered, trenches will be dug to facilitate the
replacement and repairs to the water lines. During the trenching operations, dewatering of the
trenched areas will be necessary and dewatering pumps and equipment will be implemented to
prevent the trench from filling with groundwater. The collected groundwater is required to be
sediment free by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, before being discharged back into
the river downstream of the work area.

The water diversion, block nets and sediment controls will cause a loss of service of the 450-foot
section of riverine habitat, since the river flows will be moved into a new part of the river
channel approximately 30 feet to the east, and the habitat in the work area will become
unavailable to steelhead. During the diversion process, when water is diverted from one part of
the river channel to the part delineated by the berm, block nets will temporarily restrict the
migration of steelhead through the entire river in this part of the action area. While the PCEs of
critical habitat, including depth, cover, and migration opportunities are important to steelhead
survival and conservation (NMFS 2005), the loss of service and blockage of migration from the
water diversion will be temporary, lasting approximately 1 day while the river is diverted into
the bermed portion of the river channel. The block nets will be removed once water is flowing
and clear within the newly wetted portion of the river channel and steelhead will have access to
and passage through the new diversion channel. The effects to steelhead from the diversion of
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flows from the wetted portion of the river to the bermed portion are not expected to be adverse
since aquatic habitat of similar quantity and quality will be available for steelhead in the new
diversion channel. Furthermore, steelhead migration will be affected only temporarily, as fish
will be able to migrate through this portion of the action area in the new diversion channel once
it is in place and water is flowing in the channel. In addition, the water discharged back into the
river from the dewatering of the trenching operation is not expected to degrade aquatic habitat
because the discharged water is expected to be clean, as conditioned in the Regional Water
Board permit. After construction is completed the riverbed in the construction area will be
regraded to pre-existing conditions and all foreign objects and materials from construction and
water diversion (i.e., concrete debris, plastic sheeting, and sandbags) will be removed from the
river channel. The diversion berm will be left in place and allowed to erode naturally during
winter flows in order to reduce disturbance by heavy equipment to the river channel. No effects
to PCEs of critical habitat are expected from leaving the river channel in the portion delineated
by the berm. The river will be located immediately adjacent to where it was before and is
expected to have the same PCEs that occurred in the previous location. In addition, the berm
will erode naturally during the first bank-full flow event, and no permanent changes to channel
morphology are expected to occur.
2. Loss of Riparian Vegetation
Streamside and instream vegetation provides numerous functions and values to stream fish (Hall
and Lantz 1969; Karr and Schlosser 1978, Lowrance et al. 1985, Gregory et al. 1991, Platts
1991, Welsch 1991, Castelle et al. 1994, Wang et al. 1997), and actions which affect riparian
vegetation are a concern of NMFS. The majority of project components will cause minimal loss
of riparian vegetation since there is little vegetation within the areas impacted by the proposed
action. Some loss of riparian vegetation is expected during the execution of trenching operations
within the riverbed, however, and the riparian vegetation immediately within the footprint of the
trenching operations will likely be removed during the excavation work. However, the amount
of riparian vegetation that will be removed during trenching is small, and the majority of the
vegetation that will be removed is newly recruited willows which are small in size. Removal of
this vegetation is expected to only slightly reduce the amount of shade cast over this portion of
the river, and it is not expected to affect water temperature. In addition, this type of riparian
vegetation (i.e., willow species) recolonizes rapidly, and large mature riparian vegetation that
currently provides shade and cover for steelhead will not be affected by the proposed action.
Overall, only a very small amount of vegetation is expected to be affected by the proposed action
compared to existing riparian vegetation, and this is not expected to diminish the functional
value of the riparian vegetation and riparian zone within the action area.
3. Alteration of Water Quality
Although most work will occur in dry channel areas, and only a small portion of the project area
will be dewatered during the time of construction, heavy equipment and people working within
the stream channel and on the banks will likely cause the release of fine sediments. Fine
sediments would be mobilized mostly after repairs and construction are complete, after the water
diversion is removed, and during the onset of winter rains when stream flow increases and water
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flows over disturbed areas and erodes the diversion berm, causing increased turbidity and
sedimentation within the action area. This could affect water quality, and this is a concern to
NMFS because water quality is an important feature of steelhead habitat. High turbidity can
cause fish mortality, reduce fish feeding efficiency, and decrease food availability (Berg and
Northcote 1985; McLeay et al. 1987; Gregory and Northcote 1993; Velagic 1995). Substantial
sedimentation rates could also bury less mobile organisms that serve as a food source for many
fish species (Ellis 1936; Cordone and Kelley 1961), degrade instream habitat conditions
(Cordone and Kelley 1961; Eaglin and Hubert 1993), and cause reductions in fish abundance and
growth (Alexander and Hansen 1986, Crouse et al. 1991). The magnitude and degree of the
potential water quality alteration is unknown because the specific sedimentation and turbidity
rates cannot be predicted. The actual sedimentation and turbidity rates would depend in part on
the amount of substrate disturbed, and the severity of rain events that could happen during
construction or after construction is complete.
NMFS reasons that some sedimentation and turbidity will occur during water diversion
operations, but most turbidity increases will occur with the resumption of rainfall since most of
the channel work is occurring in dry portions of the channel. While turbidity levels and
suspended sediment concentrations will increase as a result of the proposed action, the effects
are expected to be temporary (1 to 2 days), and sediment concentrations and turbidity are not
expected to be appreciably higher than levels which will be occurring in the river during a major
winter storm (i.e., 2-year flood/bankfull discharge), which is the size of flow expected to be
necessary to inundate dry disturbed portions of the construction areas, mobilize sediments, and
erode the diversion berm (Leopold et al. 1964, Leopold 1994). Turbidity and suspended
sediment concentrations that occur in the Ventura River during the first major rainstorms are
very high as sediments from the entire river channel are washed downstream (Corps 2004). The
area/size of the construction site and diversion berm that will erode and release sediments are
small compared to the entire river channel, and sediments released from the construction sites
are expected to be washed out to the ocean and not settle within the river channel (Leopold et al.
1964, Leopold 1994). Additionally, turbidity increases due to disturbance in the construction
area are expected to last as long as the first major storm, expected to be 1 to 2 days, and are not
expected to diminish the functional value of critical habitat in the action area.
C. Effects to Steelhead from Construction and Repair Activities
During implementation of project component I, direct impacts to steelhead are expected to occur
during the time block nets are set up across the river to keep steelhead from entering the river
areas affected by water diversion, when the wetted areas are dewatered and juvenile steelhead
could become trapped between the block nets within the dewatered area, and when steelhead are
captured and relocated. Since the project is expected to take place in the late spring/early
summer, direct impacts to adult steelhead are not expected since adult steelhead are not expected
to be in the Ventura River at this time. However, impacts to juvenile steelhead would be
expected because this is the lifestage that would likely be in the river at the time of project
action.
One of the main effects to juvenile steelhead during repair activities will be a temporary delay in
migration through the Ventura River channel near Nye Well No. 8, as migrating steelhead will
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be temporarily impaired from moving through the project area by block nets set across the river
channel. However, this delay in migration is only expected to last one working day while the
river is diverted into the new diversion channel within the river. After water has been diverted
into the new diversion channel and block nets are removed, juvenile steelhead will be able to
migrate freely upstream and downstream through the Ventura River channel adjacent to the
project area. Additionally, no adverse effects to juvenile steelhead are expected to occur from
the loss of habitat within the dewatered area since juvenile steelhead will be able to use the
habitat in the new channel for rearing, and large pools immediately downstream of the project
area. Another main effect to juvenile steelhead rearing within the diversion area would be
stranding and desiccation if fish become trapped by block nets within the area to be dewatered.
Stranding and desiccation of a large number juvenile steelhead is not expected to occur,
however, since prior to, during, and following water diversion the biological monitor will survey
the dewatering area via visual observation thoroughly for juvenile steelhead, and will be capture
(with dip nets) and relocate steelhead found within the diversion area. There is a chance that a
small number of steelhead may be missed by the biological monitors during capture and
relocation efforts since steelhead can hide under rocks and vegetation. The number of steelhead
killed from stranding is expected to be low however (0 to 2) since few steelhead have been
observed in this part of the river (Allen 2006, Stan Glowacki, NMFS, 2006, pers. obs.), and the
biological monitor will check the whole dewatered area thoroughly before, during, and after
dewatering to minimize the number of steelhead missed during relocation efforts. Juvenile
steelhead may be harassed or harmed during capture and relocation, but it is not expected that
they will be killed because mortality of steelhead from capture, handling and relocation under
these conditions is typically low (<5%), fish will be caught with soft nets, and will be moved by
bucket to suitable pool habitat a short distance downstream (< 100 yards). Few (n = 10) juvenile
steelhead are expected to be captured and relocated because of the size of the diversion area, and
because few steelhead have been observed in the area where dewatering will take place during
recent stream surveys (Stan Glowacki, NMFS, 2006, pers. obs.) NMFS expects that one
captured steelhead would be killed as a result of capture and relocation.

D. Effects to Critical Habitat from Resumed Well Field Pumping
Resumed well field pumping is expected to affect the following essential features of steelhead
critical habitat: water quantity, space, water velocity, cover/shelter, passage conditions, food, and
water quality. Effects to these critical habitat features are described as follows.
1. Loss, Alteration and Reduction of Water Quantity
The quantity of surface discharge, and thus critical habitat, within the lower Ventura River will
be affected by the resumption of well field operations to varying degrees, depending on the time
of year, the amount of rainfall during the wet season, and the rate of well field withdrawals. In
some wet years, well-field withdrawals would begin to substantially affect discharge, and thus
summer rearing habitat, around July, when recorded minimum flows with well pumping are
shown to drop to low levels during summer and/or fall (Figure 2). Past surface discharge rates
fell to low levels during 50% of the wet years analyzed (i.e., 1986, 1992, and 1993 in Figures 3
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and 4). In the future, given similar hydrologic conditions and similar pumping rates, FPWF
operations would be expected to reduce surface flows in at least the upper part of the action area
to at or below 2 cfs in about half of all wet years, mostly during the summer and fall rearing
period, but also during the winter until substantial rainfall had occurred and surface flows
increased. NMFS’ observations indicate that droughts or extended rain free periods can cause
dry-season type flows during the winter. The rate of pumping during wet years analyzed was
quite variable, between 1 cfs and 20 cfs, but most of the time it was between 9 to 12 cfs. These
well pumping rates reduced surface discharge by more than 50%, from about 15 cfs to less than
5 cfs in during the summer or fall in 1992, 1993, and 2001 (Figures 3 through 5) when juvenile
rearing is expected. These flow reductions would considerably diminish the quantity of rearing
habitat within the action area in the Foster Park area and for at least one mile downstream of the
FPWF, even during wet years. About one mile downstream of the FPWF, rising
groundwater/aquifer flows and discharge from the OVWTP would increase discharge by more
than 3 cfs (Hopkins 2007), but it is unknown if this would mitigate for well field withdrawals
and increase the potential for successful juvenile steelhead rearing in the lower portion of the
action area. Based on studies done by Moore (1980), FPWF operations during wet years have
the potential to reduce the width of riffle habitat by more than 30% and widths of pools by more
than 50%. It appears that the extent of oversummering habitat would be reduced to the greatest
degree by FPWF operations during wet years (Figure 2, 3, 4, 5)
During average hydrologic conditions, the maximum and minimum discharge rates in the lower
Ventura River were again reduced by well field withdrawals (Figure 6). The range of well field
withdrawals during average rainfall years was again from about 2 cfs to 20 cfs, but mostly
between 8 and 10 cfs. Given historical maximum and minimum flows, and withdrawal rates
during average rainfall years, the reduction of surface flows from well field withdrawals to
extremely low levels (< 2 cfs) would happen at an earlier time of year, compared to wet
hydrologic conditions (Figures 6 through 10). Flow records during average rainfall years show
that flows dropped to levels at or near zero due to FPWF withdrawals during the summer and fall
rearing period in almost all average rainfall years (Figures 7 through 10). In 6 out of 9 average
rainfall years analyzed, surface discharge, which would have been at or near 10 cfs and would
have provided rearing habitat in the action area, was eliminated by well field withdrawals during
a substantial portion of the dry season (i.e., 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997, and 1999 in Figures 8
through 10). In only 3 out of the 9 years analyzed (i.e., 1984, 1985 and 1988) were surface flows
in the action area near zero “naturally”, without the effects of FPWF operations. Additionally,
surface discharge records of average years revealed that reduction in surface flows from FPWF
operations during the wet season could negatively affect steelhead spawning and migration
through the action area during some average years (Figure 6). Surface discharge was reduced to
very low levels or eliminated during a portion of the wet season in 1991, 1996, and 2000
(Figures 8 through 10). Consequently, NMFS expects that resumed FPWF operations would
diminish and at times eliminate the functional value of the action area as a freshwater rearing site
for juvenile steelhead during years with average rainfall, and during some average rainfall years
may affect spawning and smolt out-migration. Surface discharge reductions would be most
severe within the Foster Park area and for about one mile downstream of the FPWF until rising
aquifer flows and releases from the OVWTP would increase surface flows (Hopkins 2007).
However, NMFS does not know at this time whether the additional water from these sources
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creates and maintains suitable habitat for juvenile steelhead. The frequency of years with less
rainfall, when discharge would drop to levels that are not suitable for maintaining steelhead
habitat, is expected to increase with climate change (Hayhoe et al. 2004). Thus, critical
reductions in surface discharge from well field withdrawals, and related adverse effects to
rearing habitat, and in some years spawning and migratory habitat, are expected to increase in
the future.
During dry hydrologic conditions, the maximum and minimum discharge rates in the Foster Park
area will again be reduced by well field withdrawals (Figure 11). The rate of well field
withdrawals recorded during dry years was less than during wet and average hydrologic
conditions, being mostly around 7 to 9 cfs. This was likely caused by less water being available
for withdrawals due to the depleted state of the aquifer. Nevertheless, the effects of well-field
withdrawals on surface flows during the 4 dry years that occurred between 1984 and 2002 were
still substantial, and the maximum and minimum discharges with and without well field
withdrawals were considerably lower than wet and average hydrologic conditions. Sometimes
annual droughts and rain-free periods led to winter-discharge conditions that were very low,
even in the absence of FPWF withdrawals (i.e., 1987, 1988, and 1990 in Figures 12 and 13).
Surface flows without FPWF pumping during the winters of 1987, 1988, and 1990 appear to be,
during some periods, non-existent or so low that spawning and smolt out-migration may not have
occurred even without well field withdrawals because surface flows were probably not sufficient
to breach the Ventura River Estuary, which can close during dry years (Stan Glowacki, NMFS,
2007, pers. obs). Additionally, flows appear so low even in the absence of well field
withdrawals that suitable rearing habitat was likely not present in the action area for a large
portion of the dry season (Figure 12 and 13), as was observed by Moore (1980) during drought
conditions. In only one of the four dry years analyzed (2002) did it appear that, in the absence of
FPWF operations, there was enough surface flow to create aquatic habitat suitable for steelhead
spawning, migration and rearing. During 2002, FPWF withdrawals reduced the available flow
from about 15 cfs to 5 cfs in the winter and spring of 2002, and eventually surface flows were
eliminated by well field withdrawals by August.
Out of the 19 years in which flow records were analyzed, it was found that 4 (20%) were dry,
with rainfall in the action area being less than 12 inches. In the future, climate change could
decrease rainfall and exacerbate dry conditions in the action area, and the frequency of years
with lower than average rainfall may increase (Hayhoe et al. 2004). Recent studies and
computer modeling of precipitation for Southern California over the next hundred years show a
slight to modest decreases in annual precipitation ranging from 5% to 15% occurring by the year
2100 (Hayhoe et al. 2004). This predicted decrease in the amount of rainfall is expected to result
in a greater frequency of dry rainfall years, and an increased frequency and duration of dry
hydrologic conditions in the Ventura River Watershed, including the action area. The increased
frequency of dry conditions in the action area resulting from climate change would be
exacerbated by well field withdrawals.
Consequently, resumed well field operations are expected to substantially reduce, and at times
eliminate surface flows in the action area, and could completely dewater the upper portion of the
action area in the vicinity of the FPWF during most years (Figures 2 through 13). The lower
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portion of the action area may not be completely dewatered from FPWF operations because of
rising groundwater from the aquifer, and discharge from the OVWTP. Because well-field
withdrawals appear to have the most effect on surface discharge during the summer and fall
periods and the winters of drought years, resumed well-field pumping is generally expected to
diminish and at times eliminate the functional value of the action area as a freshwater rearing site
for juvenile steelhead during all but the wettest years, and, at a lesser, frequency affect adult
spawning and migratory habitat. Of the 19 years analyzed, only 5 years (1984, 1985, 1987,
1989, 1990), or about 20% of the years analyzed appear to have had a “natural” minimum
discharge (i.e., discharge without FPWF withdrawals) that may not have been sufficient to
maintain suitable steelhead habitat in the action area for a portion of the year. Conversely, in
about 80% of the years analyzed, including all years with average and below average rainfall, the
Ventura River in at least a portion of the action area went dry with FPWF withdrawals and thus
was not suitable steelhead habitat for a substantial portion of the year.
2. Loss, Reduction, and Alteration of Space, Cover/Shelter, Water Velocity, and Fish Passage
A reduction in value of the rearing habitat will occur in the action area from the reduction and
loss of surface discharge due to resumed FPWF operations. Well field withdrawals will result in
reduced area, depth, and volume of pools, runs and riffles (Kraft 1972, Moore 1980, Spina et.al
2006), which are essential habitat types for rearing steelhead juveniles. The loss of instream
habitat, which will consist of the loss of space and cover/shelter for steelhead, is expected when
well field withdrawals reduce surface discharge to the extent that aquatic habitats such as pools,
riffles and runs disappear or become so shallow that they are unusable to steelhead (Kraft 1972,
Moore 1980, Spina et al. 2006). Moore (1980) found immediately upstream of the action area
that reductions in discharge from 15 to 2 cfs decreased riffle depths by more that 50% and pool
depths by more than 40%. Depth of aquatic habitat provides cover and shelter and is an essential
PCE of rearing habitat for steelhead. Reduction in depth of summer rearing habitats result in
reductions in growth and survival for juvenile steelhead (Moore 1980, Harvey et al. 2005,
Harvey et al. 2006). The loss of instream habitat due to well field withdrawals is expected to
occur over a substantial area since the action area is several miles long. A reduction or loss of
steelhead oversummering habitat in the action area has implications for the entire Ventura River
steelhead population, and may affect the viability of the population. Boughton and Goslin
(2006) determined that steelhead oversummering habitat is the most geographically restricted
habitat for the endangered Southern California DPS, and concluded that the availability of this
type of habitat could be a limiting factor for steelhead population viability in the Southern
California DPS.
Resumed well field withdrawals are also expected to change the characteristics of instream
habitat, and the proportions of pools runs and riffles in the action area, because reducing
discharge decreases or eliminates swift water habitats (riffles) reduces water velocities, and
increases the amounts of slow water habitat (Kraft 1972, Moore 1980). The decreased discharge
from resumed well-field withdrawals is expected to decrease the velocities within pool habitats
in the action area as well. Decreased water velocities has been shown to negatively affect
steelhead presence, growth, and survival (Harvey et al. 2005, Harvey et al. 2006). Reducing
flows from well field withdrawals would also change the characteristics of migratory habitat by
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reducing depth and cover of the habitat used by migrating adult and juvenile steelhead.
3. Alteration of Water Quality
The reduction in discharge volume resulting from well-field withdrawals is expected to affect
water quality within the action area. The specific effects on water quality will depend on the
water quality parameter (i.e., temperature, dissolved oxygen. Reducing discharge and thus
depth, is expected to increase water temperatures in the action area because of increased surface
area to depth ratio and increased insolation of the river. Water temperature is an important
aspect of water quality, which is a PCE of critical habitat for steelhead (NMFS 2005). Increased
water temperatures are generally expected to negatively affect the quality of rearing habitat in
the action area. Although juvenile steelhead in the southern part of their range can survive
relatively high water temperatures (Spina 2006), steelhead generally prefer cooler water
temperatures if available (Nielsen et al. 1994, Matthews and Berg 1997), and exhibit better
survival and growth in lower water temperatures (Warren 1971). In addition to the potential for
increasing water temperature in the action area, resumed well-field withdrawals will decrease the
water velocity of instream habitat (Kraft 1972, Cushman 1985), which can affect water quality.
Decreased flow velocities can reduce water quality by causing stagnant conditions, especially in
pools, which will result in low oxygen levels (Warren 1971). Dissolved oxygen is an important
aspect of water quality for steelhead, and steelhead are particularly susceptible to low dissolved
oxygen levels below 4 mg/L (Warren 1971, Bjornn and Reiser 1991).
4. Reduction and Loss of Food for Steelhead
The benthic (bottom-dwelling) aquatic insect assemblage of most watercourses typically
comprises numerous species. Aquatic insects provide a source of food for stream fish
populations, and may represent a substantial portion of food items consumed by steelhead
juveniles at various times of a year, including those occupying rearing habitats. Aquatic insect
forage is an important part of freshwater rearing sites, which are a PCE of critical habitat for
steelhead (NMFS 2005). In terms of diversity, some species of aquatic insects are found in
swift-water habitats such as riffle and runs, whereas other species are found in slow-water
habitats such as glides and pools (Merritt and Cummings 1996), but riffles are generally
accepted as the principal food-producing habitat in streams.
Benthic aquatic insects within the riverine areas would be most affected by well-field
withdrawals in the Foster Park area and upstream of the OVWTP. Abundance of aquatic insect
fauna would be reduced as flows decrease, and insects would be eliminated during extreme dry
conditions as water in the shallowest habitats (riffles) goes subsurface (Moore 1980), and
individual organisms are stranded (Cushman 1985). The amount of habitat (i.e., wetted
perimeter) available to aquatic insects, and thus aquatic insect production will be less as a result
of the resumed well-field withdrawals, with the most acute effects on aquatic insect production
in riffles during the summer and fall of dry and average rainfall years. Additionally, the
composition of aquatic insect species may be altered during the dry season by the project action
as a result of loss or reduction of swift-water habitats and increased proportion of slow-water
habitats (Cushman 1985). Additionally, the negative effect of resumed well-field withdrawals
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on abundance of benthic macroinvertebrates could occur annually depending on the water year
type. Reduction in invertebrate densities resulting from reduced stream discharge would reduce
drift forage for steelhead which reduces juvenile steelhead growth, and affects survival (Harvey
et al. 2006). Although dewatered areas would lose their capacity to produce invertebrate forage,
recolonization of dewatered areas by macroinvertebrates would occur quickly in one to two
months when flows increase during the wet season (Cushman 1985, Harvey 1986), and this
would be expected to occur on a yearly basis.
D.

Effects of Resumed Well Field Pumping on Steelhead

Based on the projected effects of resumed well-field withdrawals on steelhead critical habitat,
and information from the ecological literature, resumed well-field operations are expected to
cause adverse effects to steelhead in the action area. From the analysis of past discharge and the
effects of well-field withdrawals on the timing, magnitude, duration and frequency of flows in
the lower Ventura River, the adverse effects of resumed well-field operations are expected to
occur mainly to rearing juvenile steelhead, since the bulk of the effect is expected to be the loss
of summer rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. However, adverse effects could also occur to
spawning steelhead, eggs and fry if flows are reduced to critical levels during adult steelhead
migration and spawning (Figures 2, 6, and 11). Additionally, steelhead migration through the
action area could be affected by well field withdrawals.
The loss of flows and habitat in the mainstem of the Ventura River is not expected to favor
growth and survival of steelhead. Juvenile steelhead are known to rear in mainstem habitat when
dry-season flows are present (Spina et al. 2005) and the literature regarding the ecology of
juvenile steelhead provides evidence that mainstem habitats have functional value for juvenile
anadromous salmonids, and may be essential for their survival (Leider et al. 1986, Loch et al.
1988, Murphy et al. 1997, Bramblett et al. 2002). Summer rearing of juvenile steelhead occurs
in the lower Ventura River in the area of Foster Park area and downstream (Moore 1980, Capelli
1997). Juvenile steelhead were observed in the mainstem of the Ventura River in the action area
as recently as summer 2006 during different stream surveys (Allen 2006, S. Glowacki, NMFS,
2006, pers. obs.). Given that juvenile steelhead are known to rear in the Ventura River within
the action area, resumed well-field withdrawals are expected to reduce and at times eliminate
summer rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead.
The reduction, alteration or elimination of rearing habitat during well-field withdrawals is
expected to result in harm, injury or death of steelhead due to increased predation, stress,
stranding and desiccation as instream conditions become unsuitable for rearing, ontogeny and
survival of juvenile steelhead. Juvenile steelhead would be forced to leave riverine areas that
became too shallow to support steelhead rearing (Kraft 1972, Campbell and Scott 1984), and
they could become more susceptible to predation by birds as they migrate through or rear in
extremely shallow areas, given the elevated risk of predation to fish from wading and diving
predators (Power et al. 1989, Harvey and Stewart 1991). Furthermore, well-field withdrawals
could impair the ability of steelhead to migrate to other areas outside of the action area for refuge
as discharge volume and depth are reduced to critical levels. Steelhead migration between pools
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and runs and riffles could become impossible, and rearing habitat could become unusable as
depth decreases to the point where it would not support growth or survival. Steelhead would
also experience stress and could die if they became stranded in habitats that became dewatered
or if dissolved oxygen was reduced to low or lethal levels in habitats that became too warm or
stagnant (Leydecker 2006). Juvenile steelhead growth rates would also be reduced by decreased
invertebrate drift forage caused by decreased flow velocities and decreased riffle areas where
forage is produced (Moore 1980, Harvey et al. 2006). Decreased growth rates of juvenile
steelhead would also occur from increased competition when fish become concentrated in
reduced areas of habitat, and when yearling steelhead are forced to move from preferred riffle
habitats into pool habitats and compete with larger steelhead (Harvey and Nakamoto 1997,
Harvey et al. 2005, Spina et al. 2006). Juvenile steelhead would also have to compete with other
species of fish observed in the action area (i.e., Arroyo chubb) as habitat area becomes reduced
by well field withdrawals. Generally, as flows decrease to low levels, steelhead abundance,
growth, and survival in the action area is expected to decrease (Moore 1980, Harvey et al. 2006,
Spina et al. 2006).
The numbers of juvenile steelhead affected by resumed well field withdrawals and resulting
reduction in aquatic habitat will depend on steelhead population dynamics in the lower Ventura
River. Recent snorkel surveys by NMFS and CDFG biologists revealed low numbers of
steelhead in the action area in June and July 2006 (S. Glowacki, NMFS, 2006, pers.obs.).
Steelhead abundance surveys performed in the action area in summer 2006 by Thomas R. Payne
and Associates (TRPA) estimated less than 5 juvenile O. mykiss per mile inhabiting the lower
part of the Ventura River between the ocean and San Antonio Creek (Allen 2006, Appendix B).
However, the potential exists for much greater numbers of steelhead to use the action area for
rearing habitat, based on the amount of habitat available, and on studies by Moore (1980), who
estimated hundreds of wild O. mykiss inhabiting the 1.3 miles of rearing habitat immediately
upstream of the action area during his study between 1976 and 1978. Additionally, with the
removal of Matilija Dam the population of steelhead in the Ventura River is expected to
increase, and thus the potential for greater numbers of steelhead to use the action area for rearing
is likely in the future. Although the steelhead rearing population in the action area may represent
only a small portion of the entire juvenile steelhead population in the Ventura River (Appendix
B), all juvenile steelhead in the Ventura River watershed will have to use the action area at some
point in their life cycle, either for rearing or as a migration corridor on their return to the ocean.
Consequently, the resumption of well field pumping has the potential to affect all juvenile
steelhead in the watershed, and this has implications for the survival, abundance, productivity,
and spatial structure of the Ventura River steelhead population, and consequently the current and
future viability of the Ventura River steelhead population, and the Southern California DPS.
Adult steelhead are known to have spawned in the Foster Park area historically, and need to
migrate through the action area to reach upstream spawning habitat (Entrix 1997). Given
resumed well field withdrawals, adult steelhead may be affected during winter conditions when
steelhead spawning and migration will occur. The availability of spawning habitat in the action
area could be reduced, and areas where adult steelhead have built redds could be impacted by
reductions in flows a result of well field withdrawals under some minimal flow conditions (i.e.,
1991, 1992, and 1996 in Figures 3, 8, and 9). Additionally, the quality of spawning habitat could
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be reduced during low-water winter conditions, and conditions for eggs and alevins within redds
would be exacerbated by well field withdrawals under low flow scenarios. The adverse effects
to spawning of adult steelhead are only expected to occur only if winter storms are large enough
to breach the estuary and trigger adult steelhead to enter the river (Shapovalov and Taft 1954),
and spawn in the action area, after which flows in the action area became extremely low. This
does not appear to have happened often (3 out of 19 years examined) or consistently throughout
the winter period based on the flow record. Thus, very few adult steelhead in the Ventura River
would be expected to be affected by pumping during wet season conditions, and probably only in
years with low winter flow conditions. Nonetheless, well field withdrawals could still affect
steelhead spawning and hatching of fry in the action area in the future.
VI.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, local, or private actions that are reasonably
certain to occur in the action area considered in this Biological Opinion. Future Federal actions
that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they require
separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA. NMFS maintains a general familiarity
with projects in this watershed and is unaware at this time of any actions or activities that would
be reasonably certain to occur that would not require section 7 consultation.
VII.

INTEGRATION AND SYNTHESIS OF EFFECTS

This section combines the impacts of the environmental baseline with the effects of the proposed
action and cumulative effects (i.e., future actions that are reasonably certain to occur within the
next 20 years). The purpose of this assessment is to develop an understanding of how the
combined effects might affect steelhead and critical habitat for this species.
NMFS reasons that the larger river systems were the historical foundation for the Southern
California steelhead DPS, based on their large steelhead populations. The Ventura River
watershed is one such system because the drainage is one of the largest steelhead-bearing
watersheds within the Southern California steelhead DPS, and up to the late-1940s, the Ventura
River watershed was estimated to support an annual run of 4,000 to 5,000 adult steelhead
(Moore 1980). However, the abundance of steelhead in the Ventura River, like other drainages
throughout the DPS, has been dramatically reduced due to a variety of anthropogenic alterations
to the watershed. Presently, the number of steelhead in the Ventura River watershed is small.
Likewise, the number of steelhead comprising the DPS is small. The viability of small
populations is especially tenuous, and such populations are susceptible to prompt decreases in
abundance as a result of natural or anthropogenic disturbances, and possess a greater risk of
extinction relative to large populations (Pimm et al. 1988, Berger 1990, Primack 2004). Given
the consequences of past actions and the viability of steelhead populations, NMFS reasons that
activities which reduce the quality and quantity of habitats will reduce the abundance,
productivity, reproduction and survival of individuals, which may reduce the viability of the
overall population. Based on the importance of the Ventura River to the conservation of
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southern California steelhead, activities that harm steelhead or destroy habitat, including critical
habitat, within a large watershed such as the Ventura River have implications for the entire
Southern California DPS.
A.

Summary of Effects of Past and Present Activities

Evidence indicates that past and present anthropogenic activities have reduced the quality and
quantity of spawning, migratory, and rearing habitat within the action area, and within the rest of
the Ventura River watershed. Additionally, anthropogenic activities are believed to have
contributed to declines in steelhead abundance within the action area, and within the entire
Ventura River watershed. Because dams (i.e., Matilija Dam, Robles Diversion dam) have
blocked most of the upstream passage of steelhead to historical spawning and rearing habitat,
and water diversions have severely reduced amounts of surface discharge in the mainstem,
abundance of this species in the mainstem of the Ventura River and upstream tributaries,
including those upstream of man-made dams and diversions, has decreased. Additionally, the
City of Ventura’s FPWF, surface diversion, and subsurface diversion were collectively
extracting about 6,350 AF of water per year from the lower Ventura River before the FPWF was
damaged and became inoperable in 2005. Recently, there have been improvements for steelhead
in the watershed, specifically the construction of a fish passage facility and a new 50 cfs flow
release regime after storms intended to facilitate adult steelhead passage past the Robles
diversion. Additionally, the removal of the Matilija Dam, which is expected to occur within 20
years, is expected to restore steelhead migration and connectivity to the upper portion of the
watershed, and may increase the size and viability of the Ventura River steelhead population
(NMFS 2007). The TRT designated the Ventura River steelhead population as being a “core”
population important for recovery of the Southern California endangered DPS, and, based on the
amounts of high quality habitat in the Ventura River watershed, the TRT listed the Ventura River
steelhead population as currently having a high potential for independent viability (Boughton et
al. 2006). Recent steelhead surveys have also found O. mykiss throughout the Ventura River,
and fairly high densities of O. mykiss in the upper Ventura River and Matilija Creek (Allen 2006,
Appendix B). Thus, although the risk of extinction for the Ventura River steelhead population
still exists, the risk may be buffered by these factors, even though the effects of past and present
activities are expected to extend into the future.
B.

Summary of Effects of the Proposed Action

With regard to steelhead critical habitat, the proposed repair of the FPWF and the resulting
resumption of well-field withdrawals from the lower Ventura River are expected to diminish the
quantity and quality of the freshwater rearing habitat and PCEs in the action area for juvenile
steelhead on a yearly basis. Additionally, the proposed action is expected to diminish the
quantity and quality of spawning and migratory habitat in the action area, especially under dry
hydrologic conditions. With regard to the species, the proposed action is expected to reduce the
potential for juvenile steelhead rearing in the lower Ventura River in all but the wettest of
hydrologic conditions, and could affect survival and growth of rearing juvenile steelhead on
almost a yearly basis, with the exception of very wet winters. The out-migration of juvenile
steelhead smolts within the entire watershed could be impacted as well, since all smolts will have
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to pass through the action area to reach the ocean, and well field withdrawals will diminish the
quantity and quality of migratory habitat in the action area during dry rainfall years and in some
average rainfall years. Additionally, effects to adult steelhead spawning and migrating could
occur under dry hydrologic conditions as well, but these effects are not expected to occur every
year. Even though current steelhead abundance estimates in the action area are small, the action
area has the potential for use by significant numbers of rearing steelhead, and the proposed
action has the potential to decrease the growth and survival of all rearing steelhead in the action
area on a yearly basis. In addition, the proposed action has the potential to negatively affect
rearing, migration, and spawning of the entire steelhead population because of its placement in
the watershed, as all adult and juvenile steelhead in the Ventura River are expected to use the
action area one or more times in their life cycle. As a result, the proposed action is expected to
reduce the viability of the Ventura River steelhead population, and the steelhead habitat in the
action area will suffer a permanent reduction in terms of water quantity and aquatic habitat
quality, and thus will be adversely modified.
C.

Combined Effects

The steelhead population in the Ventura River drainage is susceptible to any activity that
destroys or alters rearing, spawning, or migratory habitat within the watershed, including any
reasonably anticipated future actions. This biological opinion provides considerable evidence
that the quantity and quality of aquatic habitat in the watershed has been reduced, with effects
expected to continue into the future. Current factors affecting steelhead and critical habitat in
the action area, including dams, water withdrawals, poor water quality and riparian impacts,
increase the potential for a continuation of adverse effects on the steelhead population.
Additional demands on water resources from population growth, or agriculture may occur in the
future and reduce the quantity of surface water in the river or tributaries. The effects of the
removal of the Matilija Dam are expected to alter the channel bed and thalweg while sediments
are routed through the watershed, but this is not expected to result in changes in flow regime or
depths within the lower Ventura River, and may lead to enhancement of the thalweg (Corps
2004). In addition, the removal of Matilija Dam is expected to result in renewed access to high
quality spawning and rearing areas in the upper watershed, and may increase the steelhead
population abundance and viability.
Adding the effects of the proposed action to the combined effects of past and ongoing activities,
and reasonably certain future actions and drier conditions due to climate change, is expected to
increase the amount of habitat loss and destruction in the Ventura River, and hamper the
recovery of the Ventura River steelhead population. The cumulative effects of past and present
activities, and the proposed action, are expected to continue to diminish the functional value of
steelhead critical habitat within the action area. For instance, summer rearing habitat for
juvenile steelhead is expected to be altered or eliminated in the action area through the effects of
the proposed action alone. Adding to the current levels of exploitation of surface-water and
ground-water resources will result in conditions that are unlikely to support rearing habitat and
rearing success for juvenile steelhead in the action area and, under dry conditions, spawning and
migration of adult steelhead. Consequently, the conservation value of a large portion of critical
habitat in the lower Ventura River would be diminished by resumed well-field withdrawals.
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Given that oversummering habitat is the most geographically limited type of habitat in the
southern California DPS of endangered steelhead, and considering the importance of Ventura
River critical habitat to the overall critical habitat designation, as well as the importance of the
Ventura River steelhead population to the recovery of the southern California DPS, the
conservation value of critical habitat in the DPS is expected to be diminished, and the likelihood
of survival and recovery of the southern California DPS of steelhead is expected to be reduced as
well.

VIII. CONCLUSION
After reviewing the best available scientific and commercial information, the status of the
Southern California steelhead DPS, the environmental baseline, expected effects of the proposed
action, cumulative effects, and the combined effects of past and present activities, the proposed
action, and actions that are reasonably certain to occur, NMFS concludes the proposed action is
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Southern California DPS, and is likely to
destroy or adversely modify critical habitat for this species.

IX.

REASONABLE AND PRUDENT ALTERNATIVE

Regulations (50 CFR §402.02) implementing section 7 of the ESA define reasonable and prudent
alternatives as alternative actions, identified during formal consultation, that: (1) can be
implemented in a manner consistent with the intended purpose of the action; (2) can be
implemented consistent with the scope of the action agency’s legal authority and jurisdiction; (3)
are economically and technically feasible; and (4) would, NMFS believes, avoid the likelihood
of jeopardizing the continued existence of a listed species or avoid the destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitat. NMFS believes the following reasonable and prudent alternative
(with two elements) is necessary and appropriate to avoid the likelihood of jeopardizing the
continued existence of the southern California DPS, and destroying or adversely modifying
critical habitat within the Southern California steelhead DPS.
1.

Implement a plan to alter well-field operations such that the quantity of water withdrawn
by the FPWF does not result in surface discharge at the Foster Park USGS gauge no.
111185000 falling below 11 to12 cfs . This flow rate is based on past studies which
indicate that flows of 12 cfs and above will allow for natural rates of growth and high
rates of survival of steelhead within the action area (Moore 1980), and essential features
of critical habitat and PCEs within the action area will be preserved.

The reasonable and prudent alternative can be implemented in a manner consistent with the
intended purpose of the action because it does not preclude the City from resuming well-field
withdrawals. The reasonable and prudent alternative is technically feasible because no technical
modifications to the well field are required. Furthermore, the reasonable and prudent alternative
is economically feasible because the FPWF provides only a portion of the City’s water supply,
and the City will still be able to obtain water from the FPWF for much of the year during most
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years. Generally, the elements of the reasonable and prudent alternative will (1) allow juvenile
steelhead to rear in the mainstem of the lower Ventura River watershed during the summer and
fall; (2) allow adult and juvenile steelhead to migrate freely through the action area during the
wet season and dry season, and ensure adult and juvenile steelhead will not be stranded due to
dewatering of habitat in the action area; (3) allow for adult steelhead to successfully spawn
within the action area. Accordingly, NMFS believes the elements of the reasonable and prudent
alternative would avoid jeopardy and destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.
Because this biological opinion has determined the proposed action is likely to jeopardize the
species, and destroy or adversely modify critical habitat for this species, the Corps is required to
notify NMFS of its final decision on the implementation of the reasonable and prudent
alternative.
X.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Take is defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is further defined by NMFS to include significant
habitat modification or degradation which actually kills or injures fish or wildlife by
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, spawning, rearing,
migrating, feeding, or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take of listed animal species that
results from, but is not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms
of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not the purpose of the
agency action is not considered a prohibited taking provided that such taking is in compliance
with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement.
The measures described below are non-discretionary and must be undertaken by the Corps for
the exemption in section 7(o)(2) to apply. The Corps has a continuing duty to regulate the
activity covered by this incidental take statement. If the Corps (1) fails to assume and implement
the terms and conditions or (2) fails to adhere to the terms and conditions of this incidental take
statement through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, the
protective coverage of section 7(o)(2) may lapse. In order to monitor the impact of incidental
take, the Corps must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to NMFS as
specified in the incidental take statement (50 CFR §402.14(i)(3)).
To fulfill the monitoring requirements described above, the Corps and the applicant shall:
1.

Develop and execute a mutually agreeable (to NMFS and the Corps) plan to monitor well
field operations and resulting changes in surface discharge with a monitoring system that
measures both well field withdrawals and simultaneously the resulting changes in surface
discharge and aquatic habitat at multiple points within the action area.

2.

Develop and execute a mutually agreeable (to NMFS and the Corps) plan to monitor
steelhead, and specific steelhead habitat parameters and essential features of critical
habitat (PCEs) in select areas within the action area under differing flow conditions.
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A.

Amount or Extent of Take

NMFS anticipates the proposed action that will occur in the Ventura River near Foster Park,
Ventura County, California, may result in the incidental take of steelhead. At this time NMFS
cannot yet describe the amount and extent of anticipated take because this would depend on the
implementation of the reasonable and prudent alternative, which is currently in draft form.

IX.

REINITIATION OF CONSULTATION

This concludes formal consultation on the actions outlined in the project proposal. As provided
in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary federal
agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if:
(1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, (2) new information reveals effects of the
action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously
considered in this opinion, (3) the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an
effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion, or (4) a new species
is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In instances where the
amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, formal consultation shall be reinitiated
immediately.

IX.
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McSweeney and Yoko McSweeney; Wendell
M. Mortensen and Laura L. Mortensen,
Trustees of The Mortensen Family Revocable
Trust; Timothy Jerome Murch and Jody
Caren
Murch, Trustees of The Jodim Family 2007
Trust Dated July 31, 2007; Chris E. Platt and
Hanh H. Platt; Robert Erickson, Trustee and
Ronald Wilson; Michael D. Robertson and
Kimberly A. Robertson, Trustees of The
Robertson Family Trust; James P. Robie,
Trustee of the Robie Family Trust; Petter
Romming and Kimi Romming, Trustees;
Marc Saleh, Trustee of The Saleh Family
Trust; Konrad Stefan Sonnenfeld, Trustee of
The Konrad Stefan Sonnenfeld Living Trust;
Mark Sutherland, Trustee of The Sutherland
Marital Trust; John H. Thacher and Caroline
H. Thacher, Trustees of The Thacher Family
Trust Dated January 2004; Gilbert G.
Vondriska and Carolyn J. Vondriska, Trustees
of The Vondriska Living Trust; William D.
Rusin, Sr., Trustee of the William D. Rusin
Sr. Revocable Trust; Oscar D. Acosta, Trustee
of the Acosta Trust; Chris E. Platt and Hanh
H. Plat; Deborah Lys Martin Crawford; Diane

cguillen@bhfs.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant The WoodClaeyssens Foundation
Joseph C. Chrisman
Hathaway, Perrett, Webster, Powers,
Chrisman & Gutierrez
5450 Telegraph Road
Ventura, CA 93003
(805) 644-7111
jchrisman@hathawaylawfirm.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant WoodClaeyssens Foundation
Jeffrey M. Oderman
Douglas J. Dennington
Jeremy N. Jungreis
Rutan & Tucker, LLP
611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1931
Tel: 714-641-5100
Fax: 714-546-9035
joderman@rutan.com
ddennington@rutan.com
jjungreis@rutan.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Casitas
Municipal Water District
Thomas E. Jeffry
Debra J. Albin-Riley
Arent Fox LLP
555 West Fifth Avenue, 48th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1065
(213) 629-7400
(213) 629-7401
Thomas.jeffry@arentfox.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Community
Memorial Health System
Andrew Brady
DLA Piper LLP (US)
550 South Hope Street, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2618
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Syvertson, Trustee of the Diana Syvertson
Living Trust; Erica J. Abrams, Trustee of the
Erica J. Abrams Trust; Frank Clay Creasey
Jr.; Frederic DeVault; Gilbert G. Vondriska
and Carolyn J. Vondriska, Trustees of the
Vondriska Living Trust; James P. Robie,
Trustee of the Robie Family Trust; John H.
Thacher and Caroline H. Thacher, Trustees of
the Thacher Family Trust dated January 2004;
Mandy Macaluso, Trustee of the Living Trust
of Mandy Macaluso; Margot J. Griswold;
Mark Sutherland, Trustee of the Sutherland
Marital Trust; Randall Leavitt, Trustee of the
Randall B. Leavitt 2010 Trust; Raul E.
Alvarado and Hildegard M. Alvarado, trustees
of the Alvarado Family Trust; Sumeet Bhatia
and Michael McDonald; Timothy Jerome
Murch and Jody Caren Murch, Trustees of the
Jodim Family 2007 Trust dated July 31, 2007;
Wendell M. Mortensen and Laura L.
Mortensen, Trustees of the Mortensen Family
Revocable Trust; Petter Romming and Kimi
Romming, Trustees; William Armstrong and
April Nardini; William Erickson; Rancho
Sueño, LLC
William G. Short, Esq.
Law Offices of William G. Short
Post Office Box 1313
Ojai, California 93024-1313
Tel: (805) 490-6399
Fax: (805) 640-1940
billshortesq@me.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendant Robin Bernhoft
Anthony Lee Francois
Briscoe Ivester & Bazel LLP
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 935
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel: (415) 402-2707
Fax (415) 398-5630
tfrancois@briscoelaw.net
Attorney for Cross-Defendant Robin Bernhoft

Tel. (213) 330-7700
Fax: (213) 330-7701
andrew.brady@us.dlapiper.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Integritas
Ojai,
LLC
Jennifer T. Buckman
Andrew J. Ramos
Holly Jacobson
Bartkiewicz Kronick & Shanahan, PC
1011 Twenty-Second Street
Sacramento, CA 95816-4907
Tel. (916) 446-4254
Fax (916) 446-4018
jtb@bkslawfirm.com
hjj@bkslawfirm.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant City of Ojai
David R. Krause-Leemon
BEAUDOIN & KRAUSE-LEEMON LLP
15165 Ventura Blvd., Suite 400
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403
Tel. (818) 205-2809
Fax (818) 788-8104
david@bk-llaw.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant RDK Land,
LLC
Brian A. Osborne
Osborne Law Firm
674 County Square Drive, Suite 308
Ventura, CA 93003
Tel. (805) 642-9283
Fax (805) 642-7054
osbornelawyer@gmail.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendants Brian A.
Osborne; Ronald W. Rood and Susan B.
Rood, Trustees of the Rood Family Trust
Peter A. Goldenring
Mark R. Pachowicz
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Eric J. Schindler
Michelle J. Berner
Kroesche Schindler LLP
2603 Main Street, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92614
Tel. (949) 387-0495
Fax (888) 588-0034 Fax
eschindler@kslaw.legal
mberner@kslaw.legal
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Oak Haven,
LLC
Adam D. Wieder
Barry C. Groveman
Ryan Hiete
Groveman Hiete LLP
35 East Union Street, Suite B
Pasadena, CA 91103
Tel (626) 747-9383
Fax (626) 747-9370
awieder@grovemanhiete.com
bgroveman@grovemanhiete.com
rhiete@grovemanhiete.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Michael
Bradbury; Heidi Bradbury; and The Heidi
Gramkow Trust
Ernest J. Guadiana
Elkins Kalt Weintraub Reuben Gartside LLP
10345 W. Olympic Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90064
Tel. (310) 746-4425
eguadiana@elkinskalt.com
Attorneys for Michael Lombardo and Charles
L. Ward III, as Co-Trustees of the WardLombardo Living Trust
David A. Ossentjuk
Ossentjuk & Botti
2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 320
Westlake Villge, CA 91361
Tel: (805) 557-8081
Fax: (805) 456-7884
DOssentjuk@oandblawyers.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendant Robert Martin

Pachowicz | Goldenring A Professional Law
Corporation
6050 Seahawk Street
Ventura, CA 93003-6622
Tel. (805) 642-6702
Fax (805) 642-3145
attorneys@gopro-law.com
peter@gopro-law.com
mark@pglaw.law
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant The Manfred
Krankl and Elaine V. Krankl Living Trust
Karen A. Feld
Daniel S. Roberts
Cole Huber LLP
3401 Centrelake Drive, Suite 670
Ontario, CA 91761
Tel: (909) 230-4209
Fax: (909) 937-2034
kfeld@colehuber.com
droberts@colehuber.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Ventura
Unified School District
T&D Nevada Trust
Dennis and Antoinette Mitchell
Mitchell Homes Inc.
P.O. Box 360
Ojai, CA 93024
(805) 340-2890
amitc74383@aol.com
12293 topa Lane
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Tel. (323) 493-3737
micboehm@me.com
Dennis and Nadine Corte
12812 MacDonald Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 701-1950
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Hermitage Mutual Water Company, and
Santa

dwcorte@outlook.com

Ana Ranch, Inc.
Attn: J. Roger Essick
2955 Hermitage Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 320-1406
rogeressick@gmail.com

Jacob Slujter
Rabindra Singh
1070 McAndrew Road.
Ojai CA 93023; Tel.
(805) 646-2726
ED@KFA.ORG
In Propria Persona for Krishnamurti
Foundation of America

Julie A. Baker
2193 Maricopa Hwy
Ojai, CA 93023
(805) 646-8700
Jandjbaker2@gmail.com
The Joseph Fedele 1995 Living Trust,
Oriana Marie Fedele, Trustee
Attn. Oriana Fedele
P.O. Box 298
Lahaina, HI 96767
Tel. (818) 601-3161
orianafedele@gmail.com
Anthonie M. Voogd
918 Palomar Road
Ojai, CA93023
Tel. (805) 646-1512
avoogd@stanfordalumni.org
Lawrence S. Mihalas
Trustees of the Mihalas Family Trust
419 21st Place
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Tel. (310) 739-0700
lmihalas@gmail.com
lmihalas@ucla.edu
Heather Blair
556 So. Fair Oaks Ave., Ste 101
Box 356
Pasadena, CA 91105
Tel. (626) 755-6566
Hblair1946@gmail.com

Kelton Lee Gibson
878 Oak Grove Court
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 701-9318
kgibson@mwgjlaw.com
kgibson878@gmail.com
Kelton Lee Gibson, Trustee of the Gibson
Family Trust, dated June 6, 2006
Rebecca C. Collins
Thomas M. Collins, Jr.
241 Longhorn Lane
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. 805-312-5894
tominojai@gmail.com
collinst3@sbcglobal.net
Claude R. and Patricia E. Baggerly
119 S. Poli Avenue
Ojai, CA 93023-2144
Tel. (805) 646-0767
Tel. (805) 766-7317
russ.baggerly65@gmail.com
David R. Greifinger
Law Offices of David R. Greifinger
15515 West Sunset Blvd., No. 214

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Martin Hartmann
Whitney Hartmann
430 S. Carrillo Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 798-2253
earthbuilding@gmail.com

Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
Tel. (424) 330-0193
tracklaw@me.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendants Danny Everett
and Tiarzha Talyor

Robert K. Cartin
Cartin Family LLC
505 Estremoz Ct.
Oceanside, CA 92057
Tel. (760) 429-4738
bob.cartin@dvm.com

George and Sigrid Bressler
340 Longhorn Lane
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 646-1221
andybsail@gmail.com

Loa E. Bliss
Loa E. Bliss 2006 Revocable Trust
9030 Ojai Santa Paula Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel: (617) 750-8500
loabliss@hotmail.com
Del Cielo LLC
Attn. Tim Carey, Managing Member
22410 Hawthorne Boulevard, Suite 5
Torrance, CA 90505
Tel. (310) 787-6569
tim@calvoterguide.com
Joyce Syme, and
The Joyce A. Syme Living Trust
1760 Ocean Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Tel. (310) 403-1760
seaviewmotel@hotmail.com
Janice and Jesse Hillestad
9611 N. Ventura Ave.
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel. (310) 614-8438
janicehillestad@icloud.com
jessehillestad@gmail.com
Dale and Patricia Givner
12617 Koenigstein Rd.
Santa Paula, CA 93060

Peter Duchesneau
Sigrid R Waggener
Mannat, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
Te.l (415) 291-7400
Fax (415) 291-7474
pduchesneau@manatt.com
swaggener@manatt.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Aera Energy,
LLC
Judith L. Mercer
c/o of Jason Goldman
Mercer Family Trust Agreement of 1992
1175 Grand Avenue
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (310) 625-7795
jgoldman@begroup.com
Henry D. Finkelstein
Brian Moskal
Greenberg Glusker Fields Claman &
Machtinger LLP
2049 Century Park East, Suite 2600
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Tel. (310) 553-3610
Fax (310) 553.0687
hfinkelstein@ggfirm.com
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Tel. (805) 525-9524
dalegivner@gmail.com
Carlos A Mejia
Sophie A Wenzlau
Department of Justice
1300 I Street, Suite 125
P.O. Box 944255
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550
Tel. (916) 210-6379
Fax: (916) 327-2319
sophie.wenzlau@doj.ca.gov
carlos.mejia@doj.ca.gov
Attorneys for California Department of Parks
and Recreation
Harry D. Sims and Raymond P. Sims
P.O. Box 1870
Ojai, CA 93024
Tel. (805) 646-0167
1978simsfamilytrust@gmail.com
Tiernan Dolan
995 Riverside St.
Ventura, CA 93001
tdolan@hacityventura.org
Attorney for Cross-Defendants Housing
Authority of the City of San Buenaventura,
Triad Properties, Inc., Encanto Del Mar
Apartments, L.P., Villages at Westview I LP,
Vista Del Mar Commons, LP, and Soho
Associates, L.P.
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Andrew K. Whitman
821 N. Signal Street
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 444-5671
sfreberg@scr-legaliner.com
In pro per and Atty for Cross-Defendants
Andrew K. Whitman and Heidi A. Whitman;
Nancy L. Whitman; John R. Whitman and
Nancy L. Whitman Family Trust

bmoskal@greenbergglusker.com
Attorneys for Ginnetti Living Trust, and
Baldwin Ranch, LLC
Kelley M. Rasmussen, Trustee
2420 Park Road
Lake Oswego, OR 97034
Tel. (805) 798-7125
kelleyras@gmail.com
Angela Small Booth, Attorney
2175 Valley Meadow Drive
Oak View, CA 93022
Tel. (805) 765-5413
angie@angiesmall.org
William E. Colborn, Jr.
13183 Ojai Road
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Tel. (805) 795-1909
jake@colbornandassociates.com
Rebecca Tickell
350 Verano Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (323) 559-5700
rebecca@bigpictureranch.com
Joshua Beckman
913 Oso Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (323) 404-0465
joshbfbp@gmail.com
Gregg S. Garrison
Garrison Law Corporation
12986 MacDonald Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (650) 726-1111 / Fax: (805) 669-3168
gsgarrison@garrisonlawcorp.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendants Gregg S.
Garrison, Rosanna Garrison, Emily V. Brown,
Trustee of The Restated Emily V. Brown
Intervivos Trust, Roe 37, and Denise
Wizman, as Trustee of the Denise Wizman
Revocable
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Christopher Danch
16200 Maricopa Highway
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 640-8534
chrisdanch@gmail.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendants Angie Marie
Genasci and Christopher Paul Danch,
Trustees
of the Genasci-Danch Family Trust; and
Donald and Wendy Givens
Paul R. Huff
The Huff Law Firm APC
21 S. California Street, Suite 205
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel. (805) 667-8940
Fax (805) 850-7399
phuff@hufffirm.com
Attorneys for Barnard Properties, LLC
Alessandro (Alex) Lobba
Alessandro Lobba and Mary E. Jackson,
individually as Trustees of the Lobba-Jackson
Family Trust
947 Casitas Vista Road
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel. (805) 895)-7056
alobba@gmail.com
Christine Steiner
2560 Ladera Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (31) 600-3220
csteiner@csteinerlaw.com
William Slaughter
Slaughter, Reagan & Cole, LLP
625 East Santa Clara Street, Suite 101
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel. (805) 658-7800
Fax (805) 644-2131
slaughter@srllplaw.com
Attorneys for The Boyd S. Dron and Karin
Dron Joint Living Trust, and Sisar Mutual

Trust, Carty Ojai, LLC
Robert L. Smith
12777 Tree Ranch Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 558-6322
treeranch@ymail.com
Susan M. Glennon
292 Cruzero Street
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 646-4816
theglennonnest@aol.com
Robin Schwartzburd
411 Franklin Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 272-5877
robin.schwartzburd@gmail.com
Melinda Hass
11947 Koenigstein Road
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Tel. (213) 713-4360
mlynnbooking@gmail.com
Malinda K. Vaughn
Mitchell B. Vaughn
12283 Ojai Santa Paula Road
Ojai, CA 93023-9323
Tel. (805) 890-6616
vaughnmb@aol.com
Rebecca D. Schwermer
P. O. Box 174
Santa Paula, CA 93061
Tel. (805) 551-3494
octoberbabies2@verizon.net
Jennifer Jordan Day and Joel Fox
909 North Rice Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (213) 321-5253
jenniferjordanday@gmail.com
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Water Company
Julia Taft-Whitman, President CEO
Taft Corporation’
111 West Topa Topa Street
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 794-2837
juliawhitman@gmail.com
Jaide Whitman, President
Julia Whitman, Director
Conservation Endowment Fund
P.O. Box 6
Oak View, CA 93022
Tel. (805) 649-2333
Tel. (805) 804-7005
jaide.whitman@gmail.com
TaftGardensOffice@gmail.com
Catherine Ferro &
Catherine Eileen Ferro Inter Vivos Trust
312 Montana Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 326-1686
cepharoah@gmail.com
Susan C. White
Steven J. White
2 Shorewood Drive
Bellingham, WA 98225
Tel. (425) 891-9249
curranwhite1@hotmail.com
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Susan Capper
12870 Tree Ranch Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 794-6421
chelsue@aol.com
Lindy & Karen C. Goetz
12338 Linda Flora
Ojai, CA 93023-9721

Brigitte Lovell, Trustee of Lovell Living
Trust
295 Encino Drive
Oak View, CA 93022
Tel. (915) 227-9412
loveb9@gmail.com
David L. Osias, Esq.
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory &
Natsis LLP
One America Plaza
600 West Broadway, 27th Floor
San Diego, CA 92101-0903
Tel. (619) 233-1155
Fax (619) 233-1158
dosias@allenmatkins.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant
Jeff Bacon as Trustee of the Villa Nero Trust
Dated January 25, 2000
Laura M. Peakes
John E. Peakes, Jr.
316 Verano Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 402-0249
jpeakesjr@aol.com
Kelsey Klein
Paula Kee
1042 Fairview Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 640-5154
kelseyklein88@gmail.com
Laura R. Schreiner, a.k.a Laura Rearwin
418 Crestview Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 479-5400
laura@rearwin.com
Paul J. Deneen
12170 Ojai Santa Paula Road
Ojai, CA 93023-9358
Tel. (805) 218-0211
paul@carbide.com
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Tel. (805) 649-2526; (805) 794-2312
lindygoetz@roadrunner.com
Joyce L. Heath
Joyce Heath, Trustee of the Heath Family
Living Trust,
P.O. Box 1323
Ojai, CA 93024
Tel. (805) 290-6231
mamaheath55@gmail.com
Thomas M. German
301 N. Drown Avenue
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 646-2130
kittycatgirl214@gmail.com
Ronald W. Bowman
Trustee of the Bowman Trust dated April 8,
2011
672 W. Villanova Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 732-4014
ron@l-binc.com
Andrew P. Byrne, Esq.
1140 Highland Avenue, Ste. 250
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
Tel. (310) 505.7170
Andy@ByrneLaw-LA.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendant Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of Los Angeles, a sole
Corporation
Amy Hueppe
1025 Moreno Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (310) 699-4619
amychueppe@gmail.com
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Glenn Bator
338 Montana Road
Ojai, CA 93023

Jennifer Carafelli
Robin Schwartzburd
211 Village Commons Boulevard, No. 21
Camarillo, CA 93012
Tel. (805) 340-2540
carafelli@gmail.com
Timothy Mahoney
10244 Ojai Santa Paula Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (323) 252-3309
honedog@mac.com
Thomas Adams
Adams & Associates
21781 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 10005
Woodland Hills, CA 93003
Tel. (805) 229-1529
tom@adamsassocs.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant 235 La Luna
Owners, an unincorporated association
Salvatore Scarpato
106 Calhoun Lane
Georgetown, TX 78633
Tel. (805) 797-8767
salscarpato@att.net
Robert Kyle
The Robert Kyle Living Trust
715 Sunset Place
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (626) 260-5509
robertkyle61@gmail.com
William R. Thatcher
12195 Linda Flora Drive
Ojai, CA 93023-9723
thelostplanetairmen@yahoo.com
David Bishop
Sophie Loire
Tel. (805) 403-5370
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Tel. (805) 798-1802
denibator@aol.com
Harry Anthony Williams
915 Daly Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (661) 609-1253
Tel. (805) 794-6922
awilliam@me.com
Bryan M. Sullivan, Esq.
EARLY SULLIVAN WRIGHT GIZER &
McRAE LLP
6420 Wilshire Boulevard, 17th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90048
Tel. (323) 301-4660
bsullivan@earlysullivan.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant
Jeff Bacon as Trustee of the Villa Nero Trust
Dated January 25, 2000
Kristi Schoeld
Neil Jorgensen
Tel. (805)272-8360
neilkristi@googlemail.com
Robert Turnage
9902 Sulphur Mountain Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (916) 837-3907
Robert.turnage@sbcglobal.net
Authorized Representative for CrossDefendant Meher Mount Corporation
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Linda J.G. MacDougall, Trustee of The Linda
J.G. MacdDugall Living Trust
Marsha Kee Strong-Chandler
Richard Holt Robinson
119 E. Channel Islands Blvd.
Port Hueneme, CA 93041
(805) 202-6379
speakerholistic@gmail.com

frenchiephotos@yahoo.com
Chet Hilgers
Mellanie Hilgers
mellaniehilgers@gmail.com
Stephanie Gustafson
Tel. (805) 646-1423
sgustafson@ovs.org
Erin E. Holebrook
Jerald M. Montoya
Steven J. Dadaian
Erick L. Solares
Julie Del Rivo
Tucker Wisdom-Stack
100 South Main Street, 1300
Los Angeles, California 90012-3702
Tel. (213) 687-6000
Fax (213) 687-8300
Tucker.Wisdom-Stack@dot.ca.gov
Kathleen Janetatos Smith, Trustee of the
Smith Family 2020 Revocable Trust dated
January 3, 2020, Roe 426
Tel. (805) 844-2093
kathismith@sbcglobal.net
Tom Maloney
Executive Director
Ojai Valley Land Conservancy
P.O. Box 1092
Ojai, CA 93024
Tel. (805) 649-6852 Ext. 1
tom@ovlc.org
Adam C. Kear
1940 N. Saint Andrews Pl.
Los Angeles, CA 90068
Phone (323) 481-9392
ackear@gmail.com
Attorney for Cross-Defendant Senior Canyon
Mutual Water Company (co-counsel w/Ryan
Blatz)
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Gerrold Grigsby
Karen Grigsby
9799 Ojai Santa Paula Road
Ojai, CA 93023
Tel. (805) 649-1624
grigsbyranch@gmail.com
James A. Vickman
Vickman & Associates
424 South Beverly Drive
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
Tel. (310) 553-8533
Fax (310) 553-0557
jv@vickmanassociates.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant New
Civilization, a California corporation
Nancy J. Johnson
Berliner Cohen LLP
10 Almaden Blvd., 11th Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
Tel. (408) 286-5800
Fax (408) 998-5388
Nancy.Johnson@berliner.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Union Pacific
Railroad Company, a Delaware corporation –
Roe 411

William Francis Tarantino
Justin Fisch
Morrison & Foerster LLP
425 Market St. |
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel. (415) 268-7850
jfisch@mofo.com
wtarantino@mofo.com
Attorneys for Ventura Land Trust

Amy Elmore
110 Park Road
Ojai, Ca 93023
Tel. (805) 746-1551
elmoreaw@gmail.com
Christopher Stolz
Valerie Levett
11871 Koenigstein Rd.
Santa Paula, CA 93060
kitstolz@gmail.com

Brandon Hansen
Claire S. Brian and Brad D. Brian, Trustees of P.O. Box 1516
the Brad & Claire Brian Living Trust, Roes
Oak View, CA
Tel. (805) 207-1869
30 and 31
brandon@weldo.com
1150 So Arroyo Blvd.
Pasadena, CA 91105
Pro Per for Brandon Hansen, Jamie Hansen,
Ralph Hansen, Landon Hansen, Sandra
cbrian8587@gmail.com
brad.brian@mto.com
Hansen, Ojai Highlands LLC, BH Holding
LLC, 403 Bryant LLC, and 401 Bryant LLC
Michael W. Price, Trustee of the Michael W.
Price Trust, Roe 197
Via First Class Mail
Leslie L. Clark, Trustee of the Leslie L. Clark Warren W. Greene
Trust, Roe 51
Bonnie M. Greene
958 E. Main Street
10886 Creek Rd
Ojai, CA 93023
Ventura, CA 93001
michael@nomadgal.com
Tel. (805) 652-1080
leslie@nomadgal.com
Fax (805) 652-0400
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Stacey Birchfield
Double Vision Development, LLC
1810 Miramar Drive
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel. (805) 340-0929
stacey.birchfield@gmail.com
Thomas G. Gehring, Esq.
Julia J. Park, Esq.
Thomas G. Gehring & Associates, a
Professional Corporation
1534 17th Street, Suite 203
Santa Monica, CA 90404
Tel. (310) 264-7744
Fax (310) 264-7746
tom@tomgehring.com
julia@tomgehring.com
Attorneys for Cross-Defendant Teen
Challenge of Southern California, Inc., a
California nonprofit corporation

Via First Class Mail
Lewis A. Enstedt
12617 Macdonald Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
(310) 613-3937

