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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

This introduction provides information on the contents of this Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for the proposed RiverPark project. This information is provided to assist the reader in
understanding the relationship of this document to the environmental review process being conducted by

the City of Oxnard for this proposed project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City
of Oxnard is serving as “Lead Agency,” responsible for preparing the EIR for the proposed RiverPark

project.

Environmental Processing

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of
Oxnard conducted a preliminary review of the application for the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan
Project and determined that an Environunental Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared to analyze the

potential impacts associated with the approval and implementation of the proposed project.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared by the City of Oxnard in May 2000 and sent to public
agencies and other parties stating that an EIR was going to be prepared by the City. In accordance with
the requirements of CEQA, a 30-day period was provided for responses to the NOP. This review period
ended in June 2000. In June 2001 the City sent out a revised NOP to reflect changes in the project

description and provide additional opportunity for comment.

Based on the City’s review of the project and consideration of the responses to the NOPs, the Draft EIR
addressed all environmental topics identified in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (Environmental

Checklist Form) including:

¢ Land Use Planning, Programs & Policies
* Aesthetics

¢ Earth Resources

1.0-1 RiverPark FEIR
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1.0 Introduction

» Biological Resources

e Water Resources

e Agricultural Resources

e Transportation & Circulation
¢ Air Quality

e Noise

¢ Public Services

e Public Utilities

e Cultural Resources

e Hazards

This Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period as required by state law on December 7,
2001. During this 45-day period, the City of Oxnard Planning Commission held a public hearing on the
Draft EIR on December 20, 2001 and accepted oral testimony on the Draft EIR from the public. The
public review period ended on January 21, 2002.

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from parties who reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare a written response
to each comment. The responses to comments may take the form of a separate section in the FEIR. In
conformance with the requirements of Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Oxnard,
as the Lead Agency for the project, prepared written responses to all written and oral comments on the

Draft EIR.

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the recirculation of a Draft EIR prior to certification
under certain circumstances when significant new information is added to the EIR after if is circulated
for public review. Recirculation is not required when the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies an adequate EIR. Recirculation of an EIR for additional public review is required
when a feasible alternative considerably different than those previously analyzed is identified and
the project’s proponent’s decline to adopt it. Recirculation is also required if the Final EIR includes
information showing that a new significant impact not identified in the Draft EIR will result from the
project or there is a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact identified in the
Draft EIR, or there is a new feasible mitigation measure considerably different from others previously

analyzed exists, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

The information included in the responses to comments on the Draft EIR does not identify any new

significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of any of the significant impacts identified
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1.0 Introduction

in the Draft EIR. In addition, no new mitigation measures have been identified that the project
proponent will not adopt as part of the project. Minor revisions and correction to the text of the Draft
EIR are included in the response to comments. None of these minor revisions change the conclusions of

the analysis of significant impacts in the Draft EIR.

The proposed Draft Specific Plan has been revised to reflect review by the City of Oxnard. The current
Draft Specific Plan, dated February 26, 2002, allows the same amounts of residential units and
commercial space assessed in the Draft EIR. The majority of the revisions are minor changes to land use
and development standards. The size of the neighborhood parks were increased and other minor
adjustments were made to the proposed land plan. None of the refinements and revisions made are

substantial enough to change the conclusions of the analysis of significant impacts in the Draft EIR.

For these reasons, recirculation of the EIR for additional public review is not required by CEQA as a

result of the information included in this Final EIR.
ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

This FEIR contains all the elements required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines. This section
states that an FEIR shall consist of the Draft EIR; comments received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim
or in summary; a list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; and the

written responses of the Lead Agency to the comments received on the Draft EIR.

This FEIR incorporates the Draft EIR, dated December 2001, including all appendices, by reference.
The complete Draft EIR is available for review at the City of Oxnard Community Development
Department, 305 West Third Street, Oxnard, California. A complete listing of the parties commenting
on the Draft EIR is provided in the Table of Contents of this FEIR and at the beginning of Sections 2.0
and 3.0.

The organization of this FEIR and the general contents of the sections following this introduction are:
Section 2.0 contains the written comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to these comments.
Section 3.0 contains minutes of the public hearing on the Draft EIR held by the City of Oxnard Planning
Commission on December 20, 2001 and written responses to the oral comments on the Draft EIR made at

this hearing.

Appendix A contains the water supply assessment.
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments Received on the RiverPark Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

State Agencies

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse (OPR)
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Regional Agencies
California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region (1) (LARWQCB)

California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region (2) (LARWQCB)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region (3) (LARWQCB)
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

Local Agencies

City of San Buenaventura (VEN)

County of Ventura Public Works Agency - Flood Control Department (VCFCD)
County of Ventura Public Works Agency - Transportation Department (VCTD)
County of Ventura Public Works Agency — Water Resources Division (VCWR)
County of Ventura Resource Management Agency — Environmental Health Division (VCEH)
County of Ventura Resource Management Agency — Planning Division (VCPD)
United Water Conservation District (1) (UWCD)

United Water Conservation District (2) (UWCD)

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD)

Ventura County Cultural Heritage Commission (VCCHC)

Ventura County Office of Agricultural Commissioner (VCAC)

Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

Local Organizations

El Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council (MAC)
El Rio West Neighborhood (1) (ERW)
El Rio West Neighborhood (2) (ERW)

Private Organizations

Best Best & Krieger (BBK)

Friends of the Santa Clara River (FSCR)
The Gas Company (TGC)
Hanson Aggregates (I1A)
Crhraador Camic ]\Ja]c 0] & KaLLn

SCATCEALY LOMISs iNeis50n

Individuals

Dorothy Gibson (DG)
Shirley Godwin (5G)
Patricia Munro (PM)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Y
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SUVERNORS (UEFICE of PLANNING anp RESESzCH )
A
State Clearinol |
2ars Larimngnouss Sreven A, Nisse:

DIRECTQ

I RECEIVED

JAN 2 4 2007

Garv Sugano LANNING Divig
City of Oxna g CET‘Y’ CF O}GVARISN

Subiectr River Park

SCHif: 2000051048

Dear Gary Su

D

(ll.l

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft E IR 0 selacied state sgencies for review. The

review period closed on January 21, 2002 and nc stace = zgencies submitted comments by that date. This OPR-1
letter acknowledzes that vou have comptied wiik the State t,,.ea;m:'houx..\. revicw requirements for drafl
environmentz] documents, pursuant to the Cabifornia Tnvironmenta! Quality Act,

Please call the Staze Clearinghouse at {916) 445-0513 if v you have anv questions :egardmg the

H

environmental review process, ¥ you have question about the above-named project, slease refer (o the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number whe ing this offi

Sincerety,

Torry RGFE:(

Dircctor, State Clearinghouse




CAMARD PLAMNING

(S F N N R o SYnEdn FAL 7
Document Detalis Report
State Ciearinghouse Data Base
SCH% 2000051045
Project Title  River Park
Lead Agency  Oixrard, City of
Type EIR Draft &R
Bescrption  The River Park Sgesific Plar wauld sermmit the devalopment of an integrated mixed-use scmmunity

conaisting of cpen space. residential, commercial, and pubiic facilities uses. The semmunity design of
River Park follows the design principles of the “New Urbanisr* and "8mart Growth" movemnents which
emphaszize the impertancs of mixed land use, cornmunities scaled for pedestrian movement, limiting
atomobile Usage and the imporance of physical design in creating communities that pecole want to
live, work and shap in. The River Park would be made up of four basle land uses: 1) the commercial
araa propesed within the southern partion of River Park Area 'A% 2) the resideniial neighbcrhcods
proposed to the north and east of the commerdial areas,; 3) the cpen spacs arez propesed in the
netthern pertion of the Specific Pian Area; and 4} public facilities. These land use areas would be
linked and unified by a lancdscaped hedestrian, bicyele, and veshicular circulation systam. The existing
mine pits on the site will be reslaimead 23 water sterage and recharge basing 1o provide for additional
recharge of the Qxnard Aquifer System.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Gary Suganc
Agency City of Oxnard
Fhone  805-358-7858 Fax
emnail
Address 305 West 3rd Sireet, 2rd Fleor
Clty  Oxnard Srate CA Zip 33030
Froject Location
County Ventura
City Oxnard
Region
Cross Streets  US 101/¥ineyard Avenue
Parecel No.
Tewnship Range Seciion Base
Proximity to:
Highways US 101/SR 232
Airports
Railways
Waterways Santa Clata River
Schools
Land Use {C-2-PL) General Commercial - Planned Development; (R-1) Single Faily Residentlal: C.R)

Community Reserve; {M-1-PD) Light Manufactuning - Planned

Developrent; {2-8) Opan Space;
Minerai Resouice Pretaction Overlay '

Project /ssues

Aesthetic/Visual; Agricutiursi Land; &ir Qualiity: Archaeologic-Historic: Drainage/Absorption;
Geoiogic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Pogulation/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks;
Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Scil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Sclid Waste;
Toxie/Hazardous; Trafic/Circulation; Vegetation: Watar Quality; Water Supply: Wetland/Riparian;
Wiidlife, Growth Inducing: Landuse; Cumulative Effests

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; California Caastai Commission; Depanment of Conservation; Department of Fish
and Game, Region 5, Cffica of Historic Presarvation; Dapartment of Parks and Recreation;
Department of Water RHesources: Califernia Highway Patral; Caltrans, District 7; Caltrans, Division of
Transportation Planning; Deparment of Housing and Coemmunity Development; Regional Watsr
Quality Control Board, Region 4; Natlve American Herilage Commission; Siate Lands Commission

Note: Blaniks in data fields resutt from insuiicient informatien provided by leag agency.
2.0-3
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Cove L wa QUTIOD ML UxMaRD PLANNING
- . Document Details Report
State Ciezringhouse Data Base
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Date Recaived 12/10/200% Start of Review 12:10/2G01 End of Bavigw Q1/21/2002

Mote: Blanks in data fields result from insufficien: infermation provided by lzad agency.
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Document Cetalis Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Date Recelved

12/10/2001

Note: Blanks in datz fields result from insu

Start of Asvigwr

12/10/2001
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse (OPR)

OPR-1

It is noted that no state agencies submitted comments on the Draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse. In
addition to submitting copies of the Draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse the City of Oxnard provided

copies directly to a number of state agencies.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Fy
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING xiECElVED

IGR/CEQA BRANCH

120 SO. SPRING ST. JAN 07 2002

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
PHONE {213} 897-6536

yee ’_“‘l 131,41 ImYiVS] i
FAX (213) 897-1337 ‘u[\lG LJXVISION

AITY OF OXNARD

Mr. Gary Sugano, Principal Planner
City of Oxnard

305 West 3-rd Street, 2-nd Floor
Oxnard, CA. 93030

Re: IGR/CEQA # 011237NY
River park Specific Plan
VEN/101/21.01
SCH# 2000051046
January 3, 2002

Dear Mr. Sugano:

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the

environmental review process for the River park Specific Plan.

Based on our review of the information received, we have no comment at this time.
We will contact you further should we identify any issues that should be brought to your |cALTRANS-1

attention.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Yerjanian at (213)897-6536 and refer to

IGR/CEQA # 011237NY.

Sincerely,

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Transportation Planning Office
District 7

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

2.0-7



2.0 Responses to Comments

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS)

CALTRANS-1

Tt is noted that Caltrans has no comments on the Draft EIR.

2.0-8 RiverPark FEIR
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

L 95 Angeles Region

. Hickox 310 W sth Sirect, Suite 200, Las Angcies, C
Seerotary for Fione (212) $75-6650 FAX 1S
Exviropmental Intemer &ddress: SHp W, swrch ea F0ov ~wgeby

FAGE  BLS5

nia 90013 Gray Davis

~354G Covernoy

Fd

Jasnuary 15, 2602 Ei CE?VEB

TIAR o
Gary Sugzno JAN 1 ¢ 208
City of O:-;nard PLANAIIAIA i
3C5 W. 3% Streer, 2% Fioor CEWE;%%’Q%N
Grmard, CA 930130 )

FE: CEQA DOCUMENTATION & OR PROJECT IN THE SANTA CLARA WATERSHED
Project: Riverpark

We appreciate the OPPOrNity is cormment on the CEQA documentation for the sbove-mentioned
1

preject. For your informatior s list of zermiming requirements and Regional Board Contacts is providsd
in Attachment A herero.

1

The project site Iies in the Samtia Clara watershed that was listed as being Impaired pursuant to Section
303 (d) of the Clean Water Act. Impairments listed in reashes downstream from the proposed project
include nutrients and their effzcts, salre, coliform bacteria, aad historic pesticides. The Los Anpgeles
Rezional Water Quality Contrel Board wii] Ee Ceveloping Total Maxi{mum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the
watershed, but the proposed project is expected to procesd before applicable TMDLs are adopted. In the
interim, the Regional Board must carefully svajuate the rotential impacts of new projects that may
discharge to impaired waterbodizs,

Our review of vour documentation shows that it does not include information on how this project wili
change the Ioading of these poliutarts inte the watershed. Pleage previde the following additiona]
information for both the construction and operational pltases of the project.

* For each constituent listed above, please provide an estimate of the concentration {Fpb) and
load (Ibs/day) from ron-peiat and point source discharges.

* Estimates of the amount of additional rusoff gensrated by the project during wet and dry
seasons,

LARWQCB-1

* Estimate of the amount of increased or desreased pereclation due to the project.

Lelifornia Eavironmenyal Frotection Agency

g
(S Recycleq Paper

Dur missin s ta precems drd enhanee tha Fuelis of Califormia s wagem TESVULLES for ite HengT Gf present and fiiure Eensracions,
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b Ty e FaGe
Ll aw. e SUTSSD oA LbeRL =
Pageleorz January 14, 2602
|
¢ Estimates of the get change in cubic feet per second of groundwater and surface Water l
contributicns under histarie drought conditions (as compiled by iocal weter Purveyors, the l
Department of Water Reso ources, and others), and 18-year S0-vezr gnd 180-year flood
corditians
Iycu have any queshons :ﬂease ::ah me at {223) 576-66383,

Sincerely,
. : ‘7\
A w7

S o
\éﬁ RORER , s {j o
Elizabeth Erickson
Associated Geologist, TMIL Unit
Los Angeles Regional Water Quaiity Control Board

EE
Attachments

Ce: file
State Clearinghouse (2000051046)

California Environmentai ? Protection Agency

%-ef Recycled Paper
Cur missicn iy 10 preserve ard enfience the puality of

2.0-10

f Caitornia’s water s resources jor the denesic of present and fuvzre generations.



— 5 - R Il'L %
TS0 G LRAMERLD PLANMI NG FLGE  04/34
AR S R ) & N R s AR s OO Y

ATTACHMENT A

¥ ifthe proposed project will result in 3 discharge ¢f dredge or fill ints 2 surface water fincluding a dry streambed),
and is subject (6 2 faderal licanze or permit, the project may require a Secfion 407 Water Quality Cerfification, or
walver of Waste Vischarge Requirements. For further information, pleass contact

Anthony Klecha, Menpoint Saurca Unit at (213} 575-678s,

Y i the project invoives infand disposal of nonhazardous conmtaminated soils and materials, the propcsed project
may be subject fo Wasie Discharge Requiraments. For further information, please contact:
Rodney Nelson, Landfills Unit, 2t {213) 226-2¢83.

WIRWIB ek

v if the averall project sraa is larger than five acres, the propossd projest may be subject o the State Boam's General
Construction Aclivity Storm Walear Faemis: For further information, please contact:

Tracy Woods, Statewide General Construction Activity Storm Waier Permits at (213) 576-6884,

v If the project invelves g facility that is proposing to discharge storm water assaciated with industrial activity {e.g.,
manufacturing, resyciing and transperation facilities, ele.), the facility may bg subject ic the State Board's Genera!
Industrial Activitizs Storm Water Permnit. For further mformation, please eontace:

Kristie Chung, Statewide General Industrial Storm Water Permits at (213) 576-6807,

¥ I the Bropcsed project invoives requiremsnts for new development and construction pertaining to municipal storm
water programs, please cantact:

Can Radulescy, Municipal Storm Water Permils, Loz Angeles County at (213) 575-5858;
Matt Yeager, Municipal Siorn Water Permits, Ventura County at (213) 578.5743,

o

¥ The proposed project also shall compiy with the local regulations associated with the appiicable Regional Eoard
stermwatar permit:
Los Angeles County and Co-permittens:

NPCES No. CAS614001
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 95-054,

Leng Beach County and Co-permittoes-
NPDES CAS004003
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 85-060,

Veniura County and Co-r. srmitteas:
NPDES No. CAS064002
Waste Discharge Requirements Grder No. 00-123,

Beebeecryr

, v i the proposed gproject involves any constructicn andior groundwater dewatering to be discharged fo surface
waters, the project may be Subject to NPDESAVaste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please contact:

Augustine Anijielo, Generaj Permitting and Special Projects Unit at (213) 576-6557 (All Region 4 Walersheds),

v If the proposed praject involves any consiruction and/or groundwater dewatering to be discharged ‘o fand cr
groundwater, the praject may be subject ic Waste Discharge Reguirements. Ferturther infarmation, please contact:

Kwang-il Lee, Mon-Chaptes 15 Unit, at (213} 236-2458 (ANl Region 4 Watersheds),

Revised : October 12, 2001
2.0-11
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Water Quality Conirol Beard i)

Los Angeles Region

Over 30 Years Serving Toastal Los Angsies and Veniurs Counties
Recipient of the 2001 Exvironmental Leadersiip Awe>d 'rom Keep Cabiforniz Beautiful

____________ P - SR R SN N

Secretary for
Envirommencel
Protection

320 W. &tk Swreet, Suite 200, Los Angeles, Culifornia 90013
Phons (213) §75-6600 FAM (212) 576-6640 - Inumct Address: RLp//waww. sWIED. Ca ZBVIWEERY o ey 2o

Tanvary 17, 2002 'JAN 2 2 2002

PLANNING DIVISION

City of Oxnard OXNA
Uxnard Planning & Env. Services Program CITY OF OXNARD

305 West Third Street
Oxnard, CA 63030

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: CEQA Documentation for Project in the Santza Clara Watershed

Subject: City of Oxnard Draft Environmental Impact Report: RiverPark Project SCH #2000051046

The California Regicnal Water Guality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board)
appreciates the opportunity to comment o1 the CEQA documentation for the above-mentioned
project.

The RiverPark project would develop 1400 acres adjacent to the Santa Clara River to include a
mixed-use cormunity of open spacs, residential, commercizl and public facilities including two
office buildings. Up to 2803 residential units and 2.5 million square fzet of commercial space
are pianned. Field crops, abandoned gravel pits with active concrete processing and other
industrial users curreatly occupy the land. Groundwater, which is pumped for drinking water and
irrigation, is usually exposed in the gravel pits. The area has been the subject of several engoing
investigations by the Regional Board (see for example tae staff report for the El Rio Septic
Prohibition of 2000).

The comments below are fFom Regional Board staff in the Ventura Stormwater and the TMDL
and Standards Units.

Stormwater

The CEQA decument was reviewed for mitigation of stormwater impacts. Five main concerns
arose which may be addressed at a meeting proposed for next week, but were not sufficiently
described within the CEQA document.

I. Mitigation or reatment should be described for iron, manganese, nickel, and fecal colifornn LARWQCB-2
whose level will exceed ambient conditions The mitigation sheuld include the cost estimate.

California Envirenmental Protection Agency
veuThe energy chiefisnge facing Califoraia is real, Every Califernian needs tv ke immediare ¢cton to reduce ERETRY COASRNpLion %%k
AR For @ (it of timple ways o vedace demand and ot your CRCrgp COSIN, se€ the Hps A Inipfwsww. swech. e govinawssechialieng e htmi ¢

=
w Reeycied Paper
Qur mission is lo preserve wud salance the guality uf $elifornia’s water ruzourees Jor te beneflt of present and future gonersilons.

2.0-12
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such as res:dentiaﬁz commercial, o t
icad from rainfall data and evernt mean sconcentrations.
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{the concern for the

&s of
Co untyuf 2001 monitoring

‘

oth at Calleguas
pollutant mcaels, you shall

mcmde 4,4‘—DD‘" as a pestz

4. a. Accessway to the detention basins does not seem to be part of the design. This will pese a
mc:.mcnance chalknge during your proposed implementation of the ¢ proposed cnce in five years
ssdiment removal to cleanup the botiom of the basins

0
£

e seems 1o be discrepancy in information provided m the ~=p0rts on basin capacity to
pre‘“en‘t storrn watsr ﬁ‘ 1miltrafln~ into the aguifer below: ume II of the reports, appendix
4-5-4, states ““..these basins are lined with impermeable mater.a} and provide sufficiznt
capacity..the lined basin botroms will prevent storm water from infiftrating through the basing’
ficors te the aguifer below.” (p.11). Howsgver, Volume I, section 4-5 states “flows are retained in
these basins and percolate into the aguifer and/or evaporate into the atmosphere” (p.4-5-14).

Please clarify these stzternents.

1

5. Pervicus parking is listzd as one of the structural BMPs tc be used in selzcted parking lots for
storm water management. However, no details on design of these pervious surfaces, not
proposed locations have been provided.

Easin Plan Requirermnents

The use of the gravel pits as reservoirs in this plan clarifies thair correct definition as 2 surface
water body used for drinking w _tu suppiles relative tc basin planning standards. Under such
conditions, if the collection of data to determine ¢ cmpliance of the prr:g sct with dl:charhe permits
deteomines tasin planning objectives hiave been exce ceded, the arsa of the pits could be ligted as
impaired independent of the Santa Clara River.

Jn addition to the iren, manganese and nicke! discussed above, the CEQA document review leads
s1afT to predict that the project may have cumulative impacts for cadmium, chromium, copper,
iead, and mercury, which would E odect=a in setﬂznz basins at levels above basin planning
standards, but below NPDES dischargs limits, and TCTOblh =d :lu—r'D hooimg events. Further,
significant critical condition may ¢eeur in the gravel pits % r pH, twrbidity, TDS, sulfate, and

complex organic maoiscules such as x xyleng, sthyvlene dlbromzm,, carbon tetrachioride,

i
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chioroethylens componunds, and viny! chloride when surface dil iuting tlows are absent. While
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TMDL issues

The project site lies in the Santa Clara watershed that was list=d in 1698 as being impaired
pursuant ta Section 363 {(d) of the Clear “‘fa;er Act. DImpai “zrents listed in the vicinity and
oliform bacteria The

downsirezm of the prepessd oroiect includs ¢ and histon'c peséicides_
al Board will be deveioph‘g otal Maximum Daily Loads {TMDLs) for the watershed, but
expecied io proceed before apt:n.amv TMDLs ars udup ed. Inthe

the proposed project
ats the potential impacts of additicnal Ivading of

mnterim, t‘\eReglunm sar
those pollutants that impa

P

must carsfully evalu
the water body.

ard
Wir
nired by your analysis and our own to have significant and
Lvtaut coliform. The Clean Water Act precludes the
Regional Board from approving the discharge of increased levels of a contaminant to a watershed
when that watershed has alrsady bew found to be impairzd for the contaminant for projects
where additional loading is likely to be produced, except where the project propanent identifies
mitigation measures or offsets which are t= chmcnhv sound ang feasible. Where economics

The project you describe was detern
cumulative impacts for the TMDL p

4

ML LA LN Fiize

. .
appear to specifically preciude the use of 2 given remedy

TV

We appreciate your participation and support of the T

, another sh

1oculd be described.

process, while they are being
mpleted toward the goal of

oo
s bedentified in futures TMDLs and

‘desen bmg feasable mi Aganon alternatives should 10301 1
additional work, alse listed below.

DL
developed. The project plan defines work you have al zady ¢
limits
this work is listed below. The Regional Beard recommends
Vv ork already completed by you in support of the ongsing 2ad proposed TMDLs

) Average load estimation for ccliform and Chem A.
2) Water balance and estimation of project impact on concentration for most regulated
compounds under average conditions and relative to NPDES permit efflusnt Jimitations
3) Summary of land use types and pollutant loading estimates
4} Assessment of existing conditions
5) Description of seme mitigation options for poilutants

} Quantification of some mitigation opticus if applied to pollutants

Ch

, clanned and future TMDLs
regulated compounds as discussed

Work recommended iz support of the ongoing
DyAnalysis of critical and cumulative condition for soms

zbove.

2) Definition of mitigation measures or offset projects of sufficient sizc to =qual the additional

load ‘:(“' cobiform and Chem A already idenrifed by you an d under criycal condition

3} Solute, transient, dynamic modeling shewing the impact of pellatants concentrated in gravel

pits cn groundwater pumping for potable water,

U
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ATTACHMENT A

If the propessd project will result in a discharge of dredge or fill inte 3 surface wiater {inciuding a dry streamped),
and is subject (o @ federal licanse or permit, ths project may require 5 Section 407 Waler Quslity Cerification, or
waiver of Wasts Discharge Raguirements. For further information, please ¢

o
Antheny Kiechs, Nenpeint Source Unit at (213) 578-6735%.

If the project invelves iniand dispesai of nonhazardous centaminated soils and materials, the proposed project
may be subject to Waste Discharge Reguirements, For further information, piease contact:

Rodney Nelson, Landfills Unit, at (213) 578-871¢.

EERATRRSE

If the overall project area is larger than five seres, the proposed project may be subject © the State Scard’s General

Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. For further information, please contact:
Tracy Woods, Statewide General Construction Activity Storm Water Permits at (213} 676-5584,

if the project involves a facifity that is proposing o discharge storm waler associated with industriai activity {e.q.,
manufacturing, recyeling and transportation faciiites, ete), the facility may be subject to the State Board's Ceners!
Industrial Activities Storm Wafer Penmit. For further information, please contact:

Kristie Chung, Stztewide General Industrial Storm Water Permits at {213) 576-8307.

If the propased project invaives requirements for new deveicpment and construction pertaining to municipai storm
water programs, please contact:

Dan Radulescu, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Los Angeles Ceunty at (213) 576-5668;
Matt Yeager, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Ventura County st (213) 576-6749.

The proposed project alse shali comply with ihe local regulations associated with the spplicable Regional Board
stormwater permit:

Los Angeles County and Co-permittees:
NFDES No. CAS814001

Waste Discharge Requiremenis Order No. 96-054.

Leng Beach County and Co-permitiees:

NPDES CAS004003
Waste Discharge Requirements Crder No. $8-060.

_Ventura County and Co-parmittees;
NPDES No. CASQ04002 -
Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 00-108.

ARNERERWNT

if the proposed project inveives anv construction and/er groundwater dewatering to be dischar\g@d to surface
waters, the project may be subject to NPOESWaste Dischargs Requiraments. For further informaticn, please contact:

Augusting Anifiglo, General Permitting and Special Projects Unit at (213) 576-6657 (All Region 4 Watersheds).

f the proposed project involves any construction andlor groundwater dewatlering to be discharged to land or
groundwater, the praject may be subject to Waste Discharge Requirements. For further information, please sontact:

Kwang-i Lee, Mon-Chapter 15 Unit, st (213) 576-6866 (Al Region 4 Watersheds).

2.0-16
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2.0 Responses to Comments

For stormwater discharges to groundwater via the existing gravel pits, the NAS drinking water criteria of
100 ng/L is most applicable. This criteria is risk based, conservative, and does not account for
bioaccumulation effects (which are not a threat for groundwater resources). Given that stormwater
discharges to the pits will only occur during the latter portions of the storm events greater than the 10-
year return frequency event, a period which is characterized by significant dilution with better quality
rain water, project stormwater discharges to the groundwater (via the existing gravel pits) will not exceed

this threshold of 100 ng/L. In addition to the attenuation mechanism of dilution, DDE will adsorb very

strongly to sediment (log K, around 6), and therefore very little should remain in the clarified water that
is discharged from the detention basins to the pits. Finally, any DDE molecules entering the pits will be
largely filtered by the fine-grained muds and silts of the pit bottoms and sides before passing to the actual
aquifer. Therefore, DDE concentrations that actually reach the groundwater beneath the pits will be
orders of magnitude less than those detected in agricultural drains. No significant impacts to surface or
groundwater quality from DDE will result. The addition of this information to the EIR does not

constitute significant new information.
LARWQCB-5

The design of the detention basins will meet the criteria set forth in the Ventura County Land
Development Guidelines. These guidelines make specific recommendations regarding maintenance
access ways. The three new detention basins will have a 20' wide ramp down to the bottom. This detail
is shown on the project grading, but is too minute a detail to be shown on the concept grading plan

included in the Draft EIR.
LARWQCB-6

The Vol. I text reference refers to a description of the existing county drainage basins, which are unlined
basins that currently serve to infiltrate stormwater. The Vol. II text reference refers to a description of the
proposed project stormwater detention basins, which will be lined to prevent infiltration to the
underlying aquifer since insufficient minimum vadose zone thickness is available to meet county

requirements for infiltration basins.
LARWQCB-7

Drainage area #1 (commercial) uses structural BMP’s - including pervious pavement (for selected
parking areas), catch basin inserts and manhole accessible centrifugal separator units — to manage
stormwater quality prior to River discharge via a levee outlet located near the 101 Freeway. The design
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2.0 Responses to Comments

and layout of this system is currently at the conceptual stage, and therefore more detailed information is

not yet available.
LARWQCB-8

The Board notes that the conversion of the gravel pits to “reservoirs” will result in their classification as a
“surface water body”, therefore rendering them eligible for impairment identification in future revisions
to the 303(d) list. This implies that TMDL's could be developed for all discharges to the gravel pits,
which will include both project and off-site stormwater as well as diverted river water. The Board’s
comment is noted, but no actions can be taken until such a time as the gravel pits are used to store

diverted river water, and TMDLs are formally promulgated.
LARWQCB-9

NPDES discharge limits were adopted as significance thresholds for the dewatering impacts analysis only
as presented in Table 4.5-20 in the Draft EIR. In the case of stormwater impacts, ambient concentrations,
drinking water standards, Basin Plan objectives or California Toxics Rule criteria (generally, the most
stringent of the applicable standards were chosen) were used as presented in Table 4.5-19 in the Draft

EIR.

The detention basins will be designed to provide sufficient residence time even during the maximum
design storm (10-year event) to minimize the resuspension of settled sediments. Outlet structures will be
designed per County Land Development Guidelines criteria for stormwater detention facilities. Energy
dissipation devices will be utilized to minimize erosion at the basin inlet discharge locations, and if
necessary flow control structures such as baffles will be included to ensure proper hydraulic retention
time in the basins. The basins will be maintained by a City Maintenance District and accumulated
sediments removed on a regular basis. Therefore, sediment (and hence contaminant) remobilization will
not likely occur in the detention basins given the proposed design. The final design and construction of

these basins will conform to the applicable County Land Development Guidelines.

The critical conditions for this portion of the Santa Clara River are dry weather conditions. When surface
diluting flows, consisting of the surface water diversions by UWCD allowed by the Specific Plan are
absent, project and off-site stormwater runoff discharges to the gravel pits are also likely to be absent.
The proposed stormwater treatment system was designed to eliminate the discharge of dry weather flows
to the gravel pits. Therefore, the water quality in the gravel pits would reflect the ambient groundwater
quality, which has not evidenced excessive levels of the complex organic molecules referenced. A review
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2.0 Responses to Comments

of the DHS database for wells in the project area (including the UWCD wells and the wells of the
numerous mutual water companies in the area) indicates non-detect levels (for a varying range of
detection limits, depending on the year the sample was collected) for carbon tetrachloride, ethylene
dibromide, chloroethylene compounds (as characterized by trichloroethylene (TCE) and
tetrachloroethylene (PCE)), and vinyl chloride. Xylene was detected once (1.4 pg/l) at the Rio Plaza
Water Company well, but at a level below the MCL. pH levels fall within the drinking water standards.
TDS and sulfate are known to exceed the Basin Plan standards and drinking water MCLs on occasion, but
this is symptomatic of a basin-wide issue rather than directly attributable to the gravel pits. Turbidity has
also on occasion exceeded the drinking water MCL, but this is most likely due to the operation and/or
construction of the well facilities rather than the existence of the mine pits. Therefore, the concentrations
of the compounds discussed above will not exceed ambient groundwater concentrations during dry

weather conditions.
LARWQCB-10

The analysis of the effects of the project on water quality was concentration based and identified
significant impacts to surface water for fecal coliform; and to groundwater for iron, manganese and
nickel, using thresholds unrelated to pollutant loading. Impacts to groundwater are expected to occur
very infrequently and would exceed ambient conditions rather than State or federal drinking water

standards.

The constituent load analysis, as described above, shows that chloride and ammonia loading to the Santa
Clara River will increase somewhat as a result of the project. These increases are the result of increases in
the volume of runoff as the existing chloride concentration of 38 mg/1 will be reduced to 29 mg/1 and the
existing ammonia concentration of 2.5 mg/1 will be reduced to 0.9 mg/1. Further, the reaches of the Santa
Clara River downstream of the project are not listed as impaired for salts (which include chloride) and
nutrients (which include ammonia). In addition, there are reductions in groundwater loads for ail of the
constituents analyzed. Since the groundwater in the vicinity of the project is integral to supplying the
potable water needs of residents of the Oxnard Plain, there is a considerable benefit to implementing the

project.
LARWQCB-11

This comment recognizing information provided in the Draft EIR is noted.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

LARWQCB-12

To a minor extent decreased stormwater discharges into the pits could result in increased pit
concentrations during critical conditions, such as during drought conditions when the pits are nearly
empty, for those constituents more associated with existing groundwater quality than stormwater.
However, the majority of the time very large quantities of water would be present in the pits, greatly
exceeding those volumes contributed during storm events. A significant source of flow into the pits is
from upgradient groundwater flows through the pit walls. This source will partly compensate for any

decrease in discharges from stormwater runoff.

More importantly however, the constituents of greater concern to the governing groundwater districts of
the area (United Water Conservation District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency) were
pathogens, nitrate, hydrocarbons and metals. By diverting stormwater flows away from these pits, direct

loading of these constituents to the groundwater is alleviated.

Critical conditions for salts and nutrients in the Santa Clara River would be during summer low flow
conditions. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 4.5.97, there will be minimal discharge of these “nuisance”
(dry weather runoff) flows from the project residential/commercial area, and none from off-site
industrial/agricultural areas. Therefore, these dry weather flows will not represent a significant load of
salts and nutrients (which are also rarely identified as pollutants of concern for residential and

commercial land uses) to the river during these summer critical conditions.

Critical conditions for metals, organics, oil/grease, coliform and sediment would be during first flush
storm events, which will obviously occur during periods of high dilution in the river. This is essentially
the condition evaluated in the EIR, although in an effort to be conservative, river dilution was not

considered in the analysis. Therefore, critical conditions were evaluated in the EIR impact analysis.
LARWQCB-13

As discussed in the responses above, there will be no increase in fecal coliform or Chem A loads as a
result of the project. Based on the concentration-based impact analyses included in the Draft EIR, a
significant impact was identified for fecal coliform. Mitigation measures were proposed and evaluated

for this impact. This issue has been discussed in the response to comment LARWQCB-2.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

LARWQCB-14

Solute, transient, dynamic modeling is not warranted as majority of the pollutants will be retained in the
proposed detention basins rather than be allowed to enter the gravel pits. The detention basins are
designed to accommodate the maximum design storm (10-year event, 5.53 inches in 24-hour period) prior
to allowing discharge to the gravel pits. The detention basins will be maintained by a City Maintenance
District to minimize the potential for accumulation and resuspension of the pollutants under a significant
storm event. Therefore, pollutant concentration in the gravel pits is not anticipated and additional

modeling is not required.

LARWQCB-15

The City of Oxnard will continue its participation as a watershed stakeholder at future TMDL meetings.
LARWQCB-16

The City of Oxnard worked closely with the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA)
and the United Water Conservation District (UWCD) in developing the stormwater treatment system.
The proposed treatment system is reflective of resolutions passed by both organizations that were
intended to safeguard the area’s groundwater resources. The final design of the proposed stormwater
treatment will conform to all applicable Ventura County Land Development Guidelines, as well as the
SQUIMP design guidelines. In fact, the BMP facilities included in the design were originally selected and
designed based upon the recommendations and guidelines provided in the SQUIMP document, as stated
in Appendix 4.5-5, p. 43. As part of this process, the City and project developer will develop maintenance
and monitoring programs. Anticipated maintenance requirements are identified in Appendix 4.5 of the

Draft EIR in the section titled “Facilities Maintenance”.
LARWQCB-17

The BMPs included in the proposed stormwater treatment system have been upgraded to the fullest
extent possible as requested in these comments. The analysis of potential mitigation measures for the
identified significant impacts is presented on pages 4.5-99 through 4.5-104 of the Draft EIR. UV
disinfection was identified as a potential mitigation measure for fecal coliform discharges to the Santa
Clara River. Manganese Green Sand Filtration was identified as a potential mitigation measure for iron,
nickel, and manganese discharges to groundwater. The analysis of these mitigation measures
demonstrates these measures are infeasible from an economic standpoint. Additionally, the intermittent

2.0-41 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



2.0 Responses to Comments

nature of stormwater discharges raises reliability issues for a treatment system that is essentially
decommissioned during the non-rainy season. This analysis demonstrates that the stormwater treatment
system cannot be further upgraded and protects surface and groundwater quality to the greatest extent
practicable. The analysis in the Draft EIR also demonstrates that the project will result in improvements
in water quality in comparison to existing conditions as the concentrations of all the constituents

analyzed will be reduced as a result of the project.

LARWQCB-18

The City of Oxnard will require the development and implementation of a monitoring and reporting

program by the developer.
LARWQCB-19

The City of Oxnard agrees that maintenance of the stormwater treatment system is essential and a
specific maintenance plan will be developed as details of the treatment system are refined. It is the City’s
intention to form a maintenance assessment district to ensure that the proper and sustained
implementation of the maintenance plan. A series of preliminary maintenance requirements are

provided in Appendix 4.5-5, p. 12-13.

LARWQCB-20

The technical approach to determining the presence of significant impacts was based upon a comparison
of the post-project concentration for each selected constituent against a threshold of significance. For
discharges to the Santa Clara River of the runoff from storms smaller than the 10-year event, thresholds
were established based upon the more restrictive of Basin Plan Objectives, Aquatic Life Criteria or
available ambient river concentrations. For discharges to the gravel pits that occur from the portions of
storms that exceed the 10-year event, thresholds were established based upon the more restrictive of DHS
Drinking Water standards or available ambient groundwater concentrations. The concentration-based
impacts analysis approach was selected based upon the current and historical precedent of using

concentrations as the primary evaluation standard for water quality compliance.

In an effort to be responsive in a comprehensive manner to the Regional Board’s request for loading
information, a complete evaluation of the project’s loading has been prepared. Discussion of these
calculations and conclusions is provided in the responses above and in Tables 1-10. As demonstrated in
Table 10 the combined discharges to surface water and to groundwater represent substantially reduced

2.0-42 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



2.0 Responses to Comments

loading for all constituents. When reviewed independently, the discharges to groundwater (i.e., the mine
pits and other surficial infiltration) also substantially reduce loading for all constituents, whereas the
discharges to surface water in the Santa Clara River reduce loading for all constituents except for chloride
and ammonia. With respect to the ammonia loading, the increase is negligible (1,333 lbs./year existing
versus 1,382 Ibs/year for project) and is within the analytical accuracy of the raw data and the technical
approach. With respect to chloride, the increase is larger (20,235 Ibs./year existing versus 44,598
Ibs./year for project), but would only occur during non-critical conditions in the river, and in addition
this reach of the Santa Clara River is not impaired for chloride. Because of these considerations related to
the increase in loading of ammonia and chloride, these conditions are not considered significant. Further,
the request by the Regional Board for data on these additional constituents that are not identified as
current impairments for the reach of river adjacent and downstream of the proposed project is
understood to be for the purposes of future TMDL-related considerations and is therefore not a matter of
current compliance or regulatory significance. Finally, these two constituents were rigorously evaluated
as part of the fundamental, concentration-based impact analysis evaluation as part of the EIR
determination of impacts. Neither of these constituents were determined to represent an impact based
upon that evaluation, and, in fact, were determined to have significantly lower concentrations than the

thresholds used in the analysis.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Table 6. Quality to Groundwater (3)
Existing Conditions Project Conditions
Raw Treatefl Raw Treated
Constituent Units Stormwater |Stormwatgr (2)| Stormwater Stormwater
MINERALS
Sulfate mg/L 204.9 204.9 48.8 413
Chloride mg/L 30.5 305 30.8 30.8
TDS mg/L 511.7 511.7 172.6 172.6
Boron mg/L 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate mg/L 30.8 15.4 9.8 4.9
Ammonia mg/L 1.9 1.5 0.9 0.7
PESTICIDES (1)
ChemA
Aldrin ug/L 0.02 0.000 0.003 0.000
Dieldrin ug/L 0.005 0.000 0.001 0.000
Chlordane ug/L 0.02 0.000 0.004 0.000
Endrin ug/L 0.02 0.000 0.004 0.000
Heptachlor ug/L 0.002 0.000 0.0004 0.000
Heptachlor epoxide ug/L 0.002 0.000 0.0004 0.000
HCH ug/L 0.05 0.000 0.01 0.000
Endosulfan ug/L 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
Toxaphene ug/L 0.23 0.000 0.04 0.000
4,4-DDE ug/L 0.03 0.000 0.01 0.000
Lannate ug/L 1.17 0.01 0.2 0.002
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/100 ml 145,913 1,459 91,812 918
Fecal Coliform MPN/100 ml 22,176 222 13,880 139
Fecal Streptococci MPN/100 ml 49,958 500 42,876 429
Notes:
1. With the exception of 4,4-DDE, none of the pesticides are present in the existing or project runoff. Concentrations for
these pesticides were assumed to be 1/2 the detection limits.
2. Treatment for existing conditions discharge to groundwater assumes filtration through the vadose zone only.
3. Values presented in this table differ from those presented in Table 4.5-26 because this data is representative of all
discharges to groundwater, and not just large discharges (>10-year event) to the gravel pits (as is the case for
Table 4.5-26).
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Table 7. Quality to Surface Water

Existing Conditions Project Conditions
Raw Treated Raw Treated
Constituent Units Stormwater |Stormwater (1)| Stormwater |[Stormwater (2)
MINERALS
Suifate mg/L 351 351 62 51
Chloride mg/L 38 38 29 29
TDS mg/L 811 811 208 208
Boron mg/L 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate mg/L 52.2 52 12 4
Ammonia mg/L 25 2.5 1.1 0.9
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin ug/L 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.0001
Dieldrin ug/L 0.01 0.009 0.001 0.00004
Chlordane ug/L 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.0002
Endrin ug/L 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.0002
Heptachlor ug/L 0.004 0.004 0.001 0.00002
Heptachlor epoxide ug/L 0.004 0.004 0.001 0.00002
HCH ug/L 0.09 0.09 0.01 0.0004
Endosulfan ug/L 0.004 0.004 0.001 0.00002
Toxaphene ug/L 0.43 0.4 0.06 0.002
4,4-DDE ug/L 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.0003
Lannate ug/L 2.15 22 0.28 0.281
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/100 ml 240,299 240,299 91,174 29,347
Fecal Coliform MPN/100 ml 28,787 28,787 15,485 3,468
Fecal Streptococci MPN/100 ml 75,818 75,818 43,081 12,873

1. There is no existing stormwater treatment system for water discharged to the Santa Clara River.
2. Slight differences in concentrations for treated project runoff reported in this table and Table 4.5-25 of the EIR are
the result of the exclusion of the detention basins in the Table 4.5-25 calculations.

Table 8. Loading to Groundwater

Existing Project Change
Constituent Units Conditions Conditions in Loading
MINERALS
Sulfate PPy 357,260 28,138 -329,122
Chloride ppy 53,132 21,027 -32,105
TDS ppy 892,278 117,735 -774,543
Boron ppy 438 58 -380
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate ppy 26,847 3,353 -23,495
Ammonia ppy 2,654 509 -2,145
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin PPy 0 0 0
Dieldrin ppy 0 0 0
Chlordane ppy 0 0 0
Endrin ppy 0 0 0
Heptachlor ppy 0 0 0
Heptachlor epoxide ppy 0 0 0
HCH ppy 0 0 0
Endosulfan ppy 0 0 0
Toxaphene ppy 0 0 0
2,4-DDE ppy 0 0 0
Lannate ppy 0.02 0.001 -0.02
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/year 1.15E+13 2.84E+12 -8.70E+12
Fecai Coliform MPN/year 1.75E+12 4 29E+11 -1.32E+12
Fecal Streptococci MPN/year 3.95E+12 1.33E+12 -2.62E+12
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Table 9. Loading to Surface Water
Existing Project Change
Constituent Units Conditions Conditions in Loading
MINERALS
Sulfate ppy 188,502 78,961 -109,541
Chloride ppy 20,235 44,598 24,363
TDS ppy 435,814 324,575 -111,239
Boron [s])% 259 110 -148
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate ppy 28,037 6,204 -21,832
Ammonia ppy 1,333 1,382 49
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin ppy 0.02 0.0002 -0.0171
Dieldrin ppy 0.005 0.0001 -0.0046
Chlordane ppy 0.02 0.0003 -0.0228
Endrin ppy 0.02 0.0003 -0.0228
Heptachlor PPy 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
Heptachlor epoxide ppy 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
HCH ppy 0.05 0.001 -0.046
Endosulfan ppy 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
Toxaphene ppy 0.2 0.003 -0.228
4,4-DDE ppy 0.03 0.0004 -0.0320
Lannate PPy 1.2 0.438 -0.719
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/year 5.85E+14 2.08E+14 -3.78E+14
Fecal Coliform MPN/year 7.01E+13 2.45E+13 -4 56E+13
Fecal Streptococci MPN/year 1.85E+14 9.11E+13 -9.36E+13
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Table 10. Total Loading to Groundwater and Surface Water
Existing Project Change
Constituent Units Conditions Conditions in Loading
MINERALS
Sulfate PPy 545,762 107,099 -438,663
Chloride ppy 73,368 65,626 -7,742
TDS ppy 1,328,092 442 310 -885,782
Boron ppy 697 168 -529
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate ppy 54,884 9,557 -45,327
Ammonia ppy 3,987 1,891 -2,096
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin ppy 0.017 0.0002 -0.0171
Dieldrin pRY 0.005 0.0001 -0.0046
Chlordane PRy 0.023 0.0003 -0.0228
Endrin PRy 0.023 0.0003 -0.0228
Heptachlor ppy 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
Heptachlor epoxide ppy 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
HCH pRY 0.046 0.001 -0.046
Endosulfan pRY 0.002 0.00003 -0.00228
Toxaphene PPy 0.231 0.003 -0.228
4,4-DDE ppy 0.032 0.0004 -0.0320
Lannate ppy 1.18 04 -0.7
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/100 ml 5.97E+14 2.11E+14 -3.86E+14
Fecal Coliform MPN/100 ml 7.19E+13 2.50E+13 -4 .69E+13
Fecal Streptococci MPN/100 mi 1.89E+14 9.24E+13 -9.62E+13
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REVISED Table 4.5-31. Project Stormwater Concentrations and Loads for TMDL-Related Constituents

Discharged Concentration Discharged Load
Constituent Units Existing Project Units Existing Project
Project Conditions
MINERALS
Sulfate mg/L 351 51 PPy 188,502 78,961
Chloride mg/L 38 29 PPy 20,235 44,598
TDS mg/L 811 208 PPy 435,814 324,575
Boron mg/L 0 0 PPy 259 110
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate mg/L 52 4 PPy 28,037 6,204
Ammonia mg/L 2 1 PPY 1,333 1,382
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin ug/L 0.03 0.0001 PPy 0.02 0.0002
Dieldrin ug/L 0.009 0.00004 PRY 0.005 0.0001
Chlordane ug/L 0.04 0.0002 PPy 0.02 0.0003
Endrin ug/L 0.04 0.0002 PPy 0.02 0.0003
Heptachlor ug/L 0.004 0.00002 PPy 0.002 0.00003
Heptachlor epoxide ug/L 0.004 0.00002 1%%4 0.002 0.00003
HCH ug/L 0.09 0.0004 PPy 0.05 0.0006
Endosulfan ug/L 0.004 0.00002 PPy 0.002 0.00003
Toxaphene ug/L 0.4 0.002 PPy 0.2 0.0031
4,4DDE ug/L 0.06 0.0003 PPy 0.03 0.0004
Lannate ug/L 2.2 0.3 PPY 1.2 0.4
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/100 ml 240,299 29,347 MPN/year 5.85E+14 2.08E+14
Fecal Coliform MPN/100 ml 28,787 3,468 MPN/year 7.01E+13 245E+13
Fecal Streptococci MPN/100 ml 75,818 12,873 MPN/year 1.85E+14 9.11E+13
Cumulative
MINERALS
Sulfate mg/L 351 35 PPy 188,502 78,961
Chloride mg/L 28 26 PPY 20,235 44,598
TDS mg/L 416 179 PPY 435,814 324,575
Boron mg/L 0.3 0.1 PPY 259 110
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate mg/L 27 4 PPy 28,037 6,204
Ammonia mg/L 2 1 PPy 1,333 1,382
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin ug/L 0.01 0.0001 PPY 0.02 0.0002
Dieldrin ug/L 0.004 0.00003 997 0.005 0.0001
Chlordane ug/L 0.02 0.0001 PPy 0.02 0.0003
Endrin ug/L 0.02 0.0001 PPy 0.02 0.0003
Heptachlor ug/L 0.002 0.00001 PPy 0.002 0.00003
Heptachlor epoxide ug/L 0.00 0.00001 PPy 0.002 0.00003
HCH ug/L 0.04 0.0003 PPy 0.05 0.001
Endosulfan ug/L 0.002 0.00001 PPy 0.002 0.00003
Toxaphene ug/L 0.18 0.0013 PPy 0.2 0.003
4,4-DDE ug/L 0.03 0.0002 PPy 0.03 0.0004
Lannate ug/L 0.92 0.1873 ppy 1.2 0.4
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform MPN/100 ml 140,289 25,904 MPN/year 5.85E+14 2.08E+14
Fecal Coliform MPN/100 mi 22,146 3,966 MPN/year 7.01E+13 245E+13
Fecal Streptococci MPN/100 mi 60,047 13,229 MPN/year 1.85E+14 9.11E+13
Notes:
Cumulative impacts for project conditions include the El Rio Areas east and west of Vineyard Avenue (runoff to Stroube Drain).
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REVISED Table 4.5-32. Existing Conditions and Project Runoff Comparsion

Runoff Amounts, AFY
Scenario Wet Year (1) Average Year (3) Dry Year (2)
RiverPark Specific Plan
Existing 370 162 53
Project 1,684 736 242
Change in Runoff 1,314 574 189
Cumulative Impacts
Existing 1,209 529 174
Project 2,523 1,103 363
Change in Runoff 1,314 574 189
Notes:
(1) Wet weather is the data from water year 1997/98.
(2) Dry weather is the data from water year 1989/90.
(3) Average year is based on the historical average from 1979/80 to 1998/99

REVISED Table 4.5-33. Existing Conditions and Project Percolation Comparsion

Percolation Amounts, AFY
Scenario Wet Year (1) [ Average Year (3)[ Dry Year (2)
RiverPark Specific Plan
Existing 1,959 857 282
Project 763 333 110
Change in Percolation -1,196 -524 -172
Cumulative Impacts
Existing 2,354 1,029 339
Project 1,157 506 166
Change in Percolation -1,197 -523 -173
Notes:
(1) Wet weather is the data from water year 1997/98.
(2) Dry weather is the data from water year 1989/90.
(3) Average vyear is based on the historical average from 1979/80 to 1998/99

REVISED Table 4.5-34. Existing and Project Groundwater and Surface Water Net Contributions Comparison

(1) Historic drought conditions are based on rainfall data from 1989/90.
(2) 10-year, 50-year, and 100-year event rainfall totals are based on historical records from El Rio Monitoring Station 239.

Scenario Estimate of contribution
Existing Conditions Project Conditions Net Change
Groundwater | Surface Water Groundwater Surface Water Groundwater | Surface Water
RiverPark Specific Plan
Historic drought conditiof 282 53 110 242 -172 189
10-year event, AF/event 214 40 83 184 -131 144
50-year event, AF/event 293 55 114 252 -179 197
100-vear event, AF/event 326 61 127 280 -199 219
Cumulative Impacts
Historic drought conditioy 339 174 166 363 -173 189
10-year event, AF/event 257 132 126 275 -131 143
50-year event, AF/event 352 181 173 377 -179 196
100-year event, AF/event 391 201 192 419 -199 218
Notes:
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2.0 Responses to Comments

A brief summary of the information provided in the EIR in response to each of the points raised in this

letter is provided below:
1) Estimates of concentrations and loads of constituents from point and non-point discharges:

This information was presented in Tables 4.5-31, 32, 33, and 34 in the Draft EIR. These tables have been
reviewed and updated. It was identified in this review that a conversion factor had been omitted in the
calculations, resulting in the reported runoff quantities being overstated by a factor of twelve. Additional
research also determined that less of the agricultural area to the east of Vineyard Avenue drains to the
Specific Plan Area than was initially estimated. Similarly, it was determined that more of the agricultural
area in the Specific Plan Area immediately north of Highway 101 drains to the Santa Clara River than was
initially estimated. The updated tables are provided on the preceding pages. As reflected in revised
Table 4.5-31, only the loading of chloride and ammonia to the Santa Clara River will increase as a result of
the project, and this is primarily due to the increase in cumulative runoff volume rather than any increase

in stormwater concentrations. No new significant impacts, therefore, have been identified.
2) Estimates of the amount of additional runoff generated by the project during wet and dry years.

Please see revised Table 4.5-32. The RiverPark Project will increase the amount of runoff under average,
dry, and wet year conditions in comparison to the existing conditions. This is a result of increased
impervious acreage and the development of the proposed stormwater treatment system, which changes
the routing of the runoff from the off-site industrial and agricultural areas from the existing mine pits and

county drainage basins to the Santa Clara River.
3) Estimate of the amount of increased or decreased percolation due to the project.

See revised Table 4.5-33. As a result of the increased impervious areas and the development of the
proposed stormwater treatment system, which changes the routing of the runoff, less water is allowed to
percolate under the project conditions in comparison to the existing conditions. The analysis in the Draft
EIR does show, however, that the project will result in a net gain based upon the water balance
calculations. This is largely a result of converting agricultural land to residential and commercial uses,
which use less water, and the addition of UWCD’s uses of the gravel pits for water storage and

infiltration.

4) Change in groundwater and surface water contributions under historic drought conditions and 10-yr,

50-yr and 100-yr floods.

2.0-33 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



2.0 Responses to Comments

Please see revised Table 4.5-34 and page 4.5-98 of the Water Resources Section of the RiverPark EIR. The
project will result in a net decrease in contributions to the groundwater (Montalvo Forebay) and a net
increase in contributions to surface water (Santa Clara River). This result applies to all drought and flood
conditions. The combined groundwater and surface water contributions are approximately equal for
existing and project conditions. As indicated in the water balance section of the RiverPark EIR, the
project results in a net gain to the water balance. This is largely a result of converting agricultural land to
residential and commercial uses, which use less water, and the addition of UWCD’s uses of the gravel
pits for water storage and infiltration. However, even if UWCD's project does not come to fruition, the

existing project still represents a net gain to the water balance in comparison to the existing conditions.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region (2) (LARWOQCB)

LARWQCB-2

Mitigation measures were proposed, described and analyzed for all identified significant impacts on
pages 4.5-99 through 4.5-104 of the Draft EIR. Preliminary cost estimates were also provided. For fecal
coliform impacts to the Santa Clara River, chlorination, hydrogen peroxide, constructed wet lands, and
ultraviolet (UV) light disinfection were identified as potential mitigation measures. Of these measures,
UV disinfection was deemed to be the only viable alternative. A cost estimate of $21,300,000 was

developed for UV disinfection, which is not economically feasible for the project.

For iron, manganese and nickel inputs to groundwater, chlorine oxidation filtration and manganese green
sand filtration were identified as potential mitigation measures. Only the manganese green sand
filtrating was deemed viable. Moreover, the projected cost estimate of $10,800,000 is not economically

feasible for the project.
LARWQCB-3

The analysis of water quality focused on constituent concentration, rather than loading, because all
applicable standards are concentration based, including drinking water standards, Basin Plan objectives,

California Toxics Rule criteria and ambient conditions.

To summarize, the analysis in the Draft EIR looked at existing and project land uses, developed runoff
concentrations for each of the constituents for each of the various land uses, estimated the volume of the

run-off, applied treatment reduction factors, then compared the discharged concentrations (to both
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groundwater and stormwater) to the thresholds of significance. Where the discharged concentration

exceeded a threshold, a significant impact was identified.

Load calculations were made for those stormwater constituents that were identified as impairments to
nearby reaches of the Santa Clara River in response to a request from the Regional Board for this

information. This information is described above.

LARWQCB-4

Pesticides included in the EPA 8080 suite of analytes, including DDT and 4,4-DDE, are no longer applied
today, nor are they included in the Title 22 list of regulated drinking water constituents, and, other than
Chem A, are not identified as impairments to the Santa Clara River. These three conditions were used to
select the pesticides included for impacts analysis in the RiverPark EIR. The decision to utilize Lannate
was based on discussions with the Agricultural Commissioner’s office. A list of pesticides used for
strawberries in Ventura County was provided. This list included Lannate (active ingredient methomyl),
Rovral (ipordione), Roundup (glyphosate, N-(phosphoromethyl) glycine), Sevin (Carbaryl, 1-Naphthyl-
N-methyl carbamate), Thiolux (sulfur), Rally (Myclobutanil), and Benlate (beonomyl). Based on a review
of their physical characteristics, Lannate was judged as the most problematic of the group as it is the most
mobile and soluble. Chem A pesticides, while no longer applied today, are listed as impairments to the

River. Therefore, Lannate and ChemA were the only pesticides included in the EIR impacts analyses.

In response to the request of the Regional Board, 4,4-DDE has been added to the analysis constituents of
concern evaluated in the stormwater impacts analyses. 4,4-DDE (p,p-DDE) was not detected (Analytical
Detection Limit = 50 nanograms per liter [ng/L; same as parts per trillion]) in either of the samples taken
by Hanson Aggregates on 1/17/00 and 4/17/00 of runoff from the agricultural land to east of the Large
Woolsey Pit, nor was it detected in any of the 4 industrial areas sampled on those two dates. 4,4-DDE
was the only pesticide analyte detected in the three runoff samples taken in 1999 by UWCD from the El
Rio agricultural area. 4,4-DDE was measured at 70 ng/L in one sample, and was not detected in the other
two. Based on the February 1999 VCFCD Stormwater Management Plan, the mean 4,4’-DDE runoff
concentration at their A-1 Woods Rd. (agricultural) land use site was 251 ng/L; it was detected in 7 of 10
total samples taken between 1994 and 1998 (a statistical method was used to estimate undetected
concentrations). Based on the Ventura Countywide Annual Reports, 4,4’-DDE concentrations in runoff

sampled at the A-1 Woods Road (agricultural) land use site were as follows:

e 120 ng/L (median) for 3 samples taken in 1994/1995,
e 170 and 840 ng/L for samples taken on 10/29/96 and 11/20/96,

2.0-35 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



2.0 Responses to Comments

e 444,219 and 114 ng/L for samples taken on 1/9/98,1/29/98 and 3/24/98,

e 60.6,461 and 228 ng/L for samples taken on 1/25/99, 1/31/99 and 3/15/99,
e 155,2940 and 184 ng/L for samples taken on 1,/25/00, 2/12/00 and 2/20/00,
e 451 ng/L for a sample taken on 1/10/01.

Applied Environmental Technologies (AET) has also recently conducted local agricultural drain
sampling, and these results were compiled in a report prepared for Southland Sod Farms in Oxnard
dated February 19, 2002. Sediment and water samples were taken along a portion of the Oxnard
Drainage District Ditch extending from east of Edison Drive to Arnold Road, Oxnard, California. The
primary source of water in the ditch is irrigation and storm water runoff from agricultural fields and
roads in the south Oxnard area. The data serves as the only local agricultural ditch sediment sampling
available to our knowledge. There was soil sampling conducted at the RiverPark site, and the summary
of this data (another AET report) can be found in an Appendix 4.13 of the EIR. The conclusion was that

site soil concentrations did not exceed EPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) values.

Based on the recent AET report prepared for Southland Sod, only DDD and DDE were detected in the
ditch sediments; all other pesticides (including DDT and ChemA pesticides) were not detected. The
detected concentrations were compared with the hazardous waste standards for soil (total and soluble
threshold limit concentrations), and no exceedances were found. There was also one ditch water sample
taken during this study, and all pesticide analytes were reported below detection limit (for DDE, the

detection limit used was 90 ng/L).

To summarize, local agricultural area stormwater sampling has resulted in 4,4-DDE concentrations
ranging from non-detect (less than 50 ng/L) to 461 ng/L (discounting the one anomalous County result
from 2/12/00 of 2940 ng/L). According to the proposed RiverPark stormwater management system
design, all off-site agricultural drainage flows will blend with flows from the industrial, residential and
commercial drainage areas (which are essentially free of pesticide loads), and will receive treatment via
the dry swales and detention basins prior to discharge to either the Santa Clara River or the gravel pits.
Therefore, anticipated stormwater discharge concentrations will be significantly lower than those results

presented above, which were sampled directly from the agricultural drains.

The EPA ambient water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic organisms lists the freshwater acute
standard at 1.05 mg/L. This criteria is applicable for the Santa Clara River. As anticipated agricultural
runoff concentrations for 4,4-DDE are orders of magnitude less than this threshold of 1.05 mg/L, DDE

concentrations in runoff to the Santa Clara River will not result in a significant impact.
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Mr. Gary Sugano, Principal Planner A"o 9‘%‘

City of Oxnard Oy

305 West Third Street, 2™ Floor ’%0%
Oxnard, CA 93030

Protection

March 8, 2002

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR} DATED DECEMBER 2001
FOR PROPOSED RIVERPARK PROJECT, VINEYARD AVENUE/US 101, OXNARD,
CALIFORNIA (SCH#2000051046)

Dear Mr, Sugano;

We thank you and the project consultants for meeting with us on February 6, 2002 to discuss our
concerns and comments on the DEIR relaved to you in our letter dated January 17, 2002, As
discussed at the mesting, we understand that the proposed project would develop 701 acres of
land of which 244 acres would be for 2,805 units of residential homes, 147 acres for commerciai
uses, 266 acres of open space and 44 acres containing public facilities. The purpose of this Jeiter
is {o supplement our January 17, 2002 letter, and reiterate some points discussed during our
meeting.

Storm Water Issues

The RiverPark Project plan includes provisions for the control and management of storm water
runoff generated within the project area (701 acres) and run on (whose sources and acreage need
to be defined). The storm water runoff management involves passing it through proposed best
management practices (BMPs) before discharging it to the Santz Clara River through existing
drain outlets, or to the mine pits, depending upon the magnitude of the rainfall event and the
location of the drainage area.

Stermflows that exceed the 10-year event peak flow from Drainage Areas 2B (residential
drainage), 3 (industrial drainage), and 4 (agriculfural drainage) will bypass directly to the mine
pits named Brigham-Vickers Water Storage, ot/and the Large Woolsey Water Storage.

We belisve that sterm water management for the area merits special attentien, due to the
following factors:

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr.Gary Sugano - March 2. 2002

City of Oxnard

Ground water is very shallow ia the area.

Se:ls are very coarse, and the artenuation of peilutanis that we would expect in finer soils is

‘unlikely.

¢ CGravel pits have been excavated in the ares, and in some cases are so deep 10 have exposed
ground water.

® The oeneficial uses of ground water in the area have already bzen impaired by nutrients,

L 2R 2

the pits, and may increase pollutant loads.

@ The development is located in a recharge arez for aquifers tha! are an irnportant source of
local water for Ventura County. As such, precautions are needed to ensure no degradation of
water quality.

For these reasons, we believe that you must work very closely with local agencies responsible for
this projsct to ensure that a Storm Water Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP) is
well designed and implemented, and mmeets water quality objectives to the maximum extent
racticable. Furthermere, 1o demonstrate the effectiveness of the SQUIMP, you need to work
with the local agencies and Regional Board to design an appropriate menitoring program.

]

Your DEIR states that the concentrations of fecal coliform in surface water discharge and the
concentrations of iron, manganese and nicke!l in runoff that will be discharged fo the mine pits
will be hugher than the significance thresholds {ambient, drinking water standards, or California
Toxic Rule) for these constituents and are identified as significant impacts. (DEIR, vol., p.4.5-
83-86). You need to, therefore, upgrade your BMPs to the maximum extent practicable or design
a ireatment system tc meet water quality objectives.

Based on these significant concerns, the following requirements apply to this project:

1. Waste discharge requirements with discharge limitations may be prescribed for the project i
the event of any exceedances of applicable thresholds by pollutants of concem. In order to
determine compliance, we expect that you will provide the local zgency overseeing this
project with a monitoring and reporting program that, at a minimum, imcorporates the
following:

Pollutants of concern that need to be analyzed
Menitcring and reporting frequency
Monitoring stations

BMP effectivencss

*oOe e

!-J

A number of BMPs, such as detention basins, catch basin inserts and swales are propesed for

the treatment of runoff at the site. One of the most imporiant components of a train of BMPs

is the maintenance plan. To that sffect, we expect that you will prepare and submit a BMP
Caiifornic Environmentai Protection Agency
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Nr.Gary Sugane - March &, 2002

City of Cxnard

Talntenancs manual itemizing such issues as installation schedule and cleanup frequency for

ali BMPs proposed at the site, and setting forth the way in which maintepance will be funded.
TIMDL Issues

As described i our first CEQA respoense letter dated January 17, 2002, the projact site les in the
Santa Clara watershed. In 1998, the Regional Board desigrnated the Samta Clara River as
impaired, pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), for coliform, ChemaA,
nutrents, and salts. Impairments listed in the vicinity and downstream of the proposed project
meiade coliform bacteriz and historic pesticides, and the Regional Board will be developing
Total Maximum Daily Ioads (TMDLs) for these poilutanis. The CWA preciudes the Regional
Beard from providing CEQA approval for projects which will increase the discharge of
contaminants to a watershed for which it hes already beer found 1o be impaired. Your response
to our letter describes how best available data indicate that the project may restlt in a reduction
inn coliform and ChemA loading. Should you provide additional information fom ongoing
monitoring to support this conclusior, we would appresiate the oppormunity to revisit our CEQA
Sview.

We appreciate the work already completed by you, and look forward to working with vou.

Singerely

iigu Solomon, Unit Chief
Venmtura MS4 Unit

ce: Sally Coleman, Vennwra County Flood Control District
Ken Ortega, City of Oxnard
Mark Wareham, Keller TMS
Lowell Preston. Fox Canyon Groundwater Manzgement Agency
Dana Wischart, United Water Conservation District
Timothy J. Thompscn, Intsgrated Warer Resources, Inc.

1 . . , ) . .
Califorzic Environmenial Protection Agency
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2.0 Responses to Comments

California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles Region (1) (LARWQCB)

LARWQCR-1

This letter from the Regional Board, dated January 15, 2002, identifies four impairments (nutrients and
their effects, salts, coliform bacteria and historic pesticides) listed for lower reaches of the Santa Clara
River. The 1998 303(d) listed impairments can be found in the December 2000 Watershed Management
Initiative. This list identifies two impairments (coliform bacteria and historic pesticides) for the reaches of
the Santa Clara River downstream of the RiverPark project area. Nutrients and their effects and salts are
listed as impairments for reaches of the Santa Clara River upstream of the project. The revised 2002

303(d) list does not add any other impairments to reaches downstream of RiverPark.

The information items requested in this letter are identical to those requested in the Notice of Preparation
response letter from the Regional Board dated May 22, 2000. These items were all addressed in detail in
the EIR and carefully considered in the design of the storm drain and stormwater quality treatment

system included in the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan.

The stormwater management system for RiverPark consists of several Best Management Practices (BMPs)
incorporated into the stormwater drainage system. Catch basin inserts, centrifugal separators, and
pervious pavement BMPs will be used in the commercial and a portion of the residential areas in the
southern portion of the Specific Plan Area. Dry swales and lined detention basins sized to accommodate
the full volume of flows generated by storms up to and including the 10-year event (5.53-inch, one day
storm event) are used to treat runoff from the remainder of the residential areas in the northern portion of
the Specific Plan Area as well as the runoff from the off-site industrial and agricultural areas that drain
into the Specific Plan Area. During storms greater than the 10-year event, the basins and swales will
divert excess flows to the adjacent mining pits. Selection of the 10-year storm event as a design criteria
(flow and storage capacity) for the swales and basins was based on resolutions of the United Water
Conservation District and the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and greatly exceed the

design criteria established by the Ventura County SQUIMP and Land Development Guidelines.

These BMPs will be designed in conformance with the County’s SQUIMP and Land Development
Guidelines. Design features will include the use of baffles to ensure proper retention time, energy
dissipators to protect inlets and outlets from erosion and from the resuspension of settled solids, and

appropriately designed slopes to allow for maintenance of the detention basins.
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The City of Oxnard will maintain the stormwater quality treatment system. A stormwater quality
monitoring program will be established to properly evaluate the performance of the BMPs. An
operations and maintenance manual will be prepared for the stormwater facilities, and a contingency
plan will be established to provide emergency protocol if discharge concentrations exceed permitted
levels. Further, the BMPs will be designed to contain all dry weather nuisance flows, so that there will be
minimal discharge from the project to the River during dry weather conditions. This is significant since
dry weather represents the critical condition for salts and nutrients, two of the 303(d)-listed impairments

for the lower reaches of the Santa Clara River.

Stormwater Quality Analysis Summary

The overall stormwater management system as proposed has been designed to protect groundwater and
surface water from both on- and off-site project stormwater discharges. Extensive analysis of the
effectiveness of this proposed system on runoff quality and potential impacts to ground and surface
water quality is provided in Section 4.5, Water Resources, of the Draft EIR. The design improves
stormwater quality to the maximum extent practical through a series of natural filtration and detention
BMPs. Finally, since the shallow water table and coarse soils beneath the project site preclude the use of
infiltration facilities, the design is intended to convey runoff from the vast majority of storms from both
on and off-site drainage areas to the Santa Clara River, while simultaneously preserving the existing

quality of this surface water body.

Given this overall picture of groundwater protection, stormwater quality improvement, and safe
conveyance of stormflows to the River, the RiverPark EIR conservatively evaluates all potentially
significant impacts associated with this system. Potentially significant impacts to surface water in the
Santa Clara River were identified as stormwater discharge concentrations of constituents that exceed the
lesser of ambient River water quality and Basin Plan Objectives for most constituents, and California
Toxics Rule criteria for metals as this was the most stringent applicable criteria for this category of
pollutants. Potentially significant impacts to the groundwater were defined as stormwater discharge
concentrations of constituents that exceed the lesser of ambient groundwater quality and state drinking

water standards.

The conclusions of this conservative, concentration-based analysis are summarized on page 4.5-104 of the
Draft EIR. A significant impact to the quality of surface water in the Santa Clara River was identified
from calculated fecal coliform concentrations, which may exceed the REC-1 Basin Plan Objective, which

was selected as the threshold of significance for this constituent. Concentrations of fecal coliform in
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runoff from the Specific Plan Area will, however, be reduced from existing conditions. In addition,

discharge concentrations are expected to be similar to ambient wet-weather River water quality.

Impacts to groundwater are a result of anticipated iron, manganese and nickel concentrations in
stormwater exceeding existing ambient groundwater concentrations for these constituents. Anticipated
discharge concentrations are, however, less than drinking water standards for each constituent.
Furthermore, stormwater discharges to the pits will only occur from stormflows generated by the portion
of a given storm that exceeds the 10-year event, because the on-site stormwater system has the capacity to
hold and convey all flows from the on-site and tributary off-site areas, up to and including the 10-year

storm event, to the Santa Clara River.

Conceptually, most stormwater quality models are based on the assumption that a given land use with a
given annual rainfall is expected to generate a given constituent load per acre via stormwater discharge
each year. This approach is consistent with the Regional Board’s Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
calculation methodology. To properly evaluate the effects the proposed RiverPark development will
have on constituent loads to the River and groundwater, the project must be viewed in this context. A
systematic, objective approach to estimating constituent loads was used in the analysis in the Draft EIR,
whereby proposed changes to drainage patterns, land uses and stormwater best management practices

were considered.

The total drainage area acreage that is currently tributary to both the pits and the Santa Clara River will
change as a result of the development of the County’s Juvenile Justice Center (“JJC”) Project, which is
currently under construction. This site will convert agricultural lands that previously discharged to one
of the mine pits to a municipal facility that will contain and percolate all of its runoff onsite. Therefore,

the post-RiverPark project drainage area will not include the JJC lands.

The proposed RiverPark Specific Plan would change open areas on the existing mine site and agricultural
land to commercial and residential uses. This land use change will cause an increase in total impervious
acreage, and associated changes to the stormwater constituent concentrations including decreased
sediment, nutrient, salt and pesticide concentrations and increased metal and hydrocarbon

concentrations.

Under existing drainage conditions, the off-site industrial areas to the north drain directly to the gravel
pits and the off-site agricultural areas to the east of Vineyard Avenue drain to an unlined county drainage
basin. Runoff from within the Specific Plan Area is either contained onsite or discharged to the Santa
Clara River through an existing storm drain in the southwestern corner of the Specific Plan Area.
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Following implementation of the proposed drainage system, all runoff, including off-site industrial and
agricultural runoff and on-site residential and commercial runoff, will be conveyed through pretreatment
dry swales to lined detention basins, and then discharged to the Santa Clara River. Only during the
portion of a given storm that exceeds the 10-year event will untreated stormwater enter the pits.
Therefore, stormwater flows, which are currently untreated, will receive significant treatment under the
proposed project conditions before discharging to the Santa Clara River resulting in a substantial

improvement of discharged water quality.

The attached tables have been prepared to elaborate and clarify the quantitative analysis conducted on
the stormwater constituent loads from the site in the Draft EIR. Table 1 describes the existing and
proposed mix of land uses within the Specific Plan Area and off-site areas draining to the Specific Plan
Area. The total acreages differ as a result of the County’s Juvenile Justice Center Project, which will retain
all runoff onsite, thereby reducing the size of the off-site areas draining to the RiverPark Specific Plan

Area.

Table 2 shows the routing of the runoff from the various land uses. Under the existing conditions, only
commercial and agricultural land uses discharge to the Santa Clara River. All other runoff infiltrates to
groundwater. Following implementation of the proposed project, all four land use types will contribute
runoff to the Santa Clara River during storm events up to and including the 10-year event. For the
portion of a given storm event that exceeds the 10-year event, the stormwater system is design to allow

the controlled and regulated diversion of stormwater to the mine pits.

Table 3 shows the relative amounts of flows (to groundwater and surface water) for both the existing
conditions and the project. Since evapotranspiration effects are not included in the calculation (which is
acceptable given the limited precision of the analysis), the combined runoff totals to both groundwater
and surface water are approximately equal (the difference being the loss of the Juvenile Justice Center
runoff contribution). The project will increase the amount of runoff discharged to the Santa Clara River

and decrease the amount percolated to groundwater relative to existing conditions.

Tables 4 and 5 present the constituent removal rates for the existing conditions and the project.
Constituent removal for the existing conditions is limited to infiltration. Constituent removal
mechanisms for the project conditions represent the use of the proposed dry swales, detention basins, and
centrifugal separation units for the different planned land uses. A comparison of the two tables indicates
that the project stormwater treatment system provides equivalent or superior removal rates for all

constituents for all land uses.
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Table 6 presents the quality of the raw and treated flows to groundwater for both the existing conditions
and the proposed project. The table shows that the project runoff will be at a lower concentration than
the existing runoff for all constituents with the exception of chloride. Chloride is expected to be just

slightly higher (30.8 mg/L versus 30.5 mg/L) as a result of the additional commercial development.

Table 7 presents the quality of the raw and treated flows to surface water for both the existing and project
conditions. This table shows that the project runoff will be lower in concentrations for all constituents in

comparison to existing conditions.

Table 8 shows the annual mass loading to groundwater for the existing conditions and the project. This

table illustrates that for all constituents, the project represents an improvement over existing conditions.

Table 9 shows the annual mass loading to surface water in the Santa Clara River for the existing
conditions and the project. The data indicates that constituent loading will decrease as a result of the
project for all constituents, with the exceptions of chloride and ammonia. This is primarily attributed to

an increase in runoff volumes as shown in Table 3, and not an increase in the runoff concentrations.

With regard to stormwater discharges to the Santa Clara River, constituent loading during critical
conditions is of greatest concern. These critical conditions are either flows occurring during dry weather
conditions which may have high concentrations of salts and nutrients, or flows occurring during wet-
weather conditions which may have high concentrations of pathogens and pesticides. Therefore, these
critical conditions represent the potentially problematic dry weather chloride and ammonia contributions
to the River. The RiverPark stormwater treatment system is designed to eliminate dry weather flows
from most of the project and off-site areas. Therefore, although the attached calculations show an
increased mass loading of chloride and ammonia to the Santa Clara River, this loading would only occur
during wet-weather stormwater discharges, which is not a critical condition applicable to this existing
impairment in the Santa Clara River. For this reason, this increase in the loading of chloride and

ammonia is not a significant impact.

Table 10 shows the combined total loading to groundwater and surface water. It is important to note that
the combined loading to surface and groundwater for all of the analyzed constituents will decrease as a

result of the project.
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Table 1. Land Use Breakdown

Area, acres
Scenario industrial Agricultural (1)| Residential Commercial Basins (2) Total (3)
Existing Conditions 267.3 422.4 0.0 46.5 173.0 909.2
Project Conditions 134.0 78.6 368.4 192.2 173.0 946.2

Notes:

1. Agricultural land uses for existing conditions include the following: 223.8 acres of existing agriculture in RiverPark A, 78.6 acres
in Drainage Area #4 (east of Vineyard Avenue), 75 acres of existing County of Ventura drainage basins, and 45 acres of agricuiture
on the JJC site.

2. The listed 173 acres includes the Brigham, Vickers, Small Woolsey, and Large Woolsey basins only. Existing County of Ventura
drainage basins (El Rio Detention Basins 1 and 2) are considered agricultural land uses for existing conditions. The proposed
stormwater detention basins are considered residential land uses for project conditions.

3. Difference in Existing and Project Conditions acreages is the County's Juvenile Justice Center (runoff contained on-site under project

conditions).
Table 2. Runoff Routing

Scenario Industrial (1) |Agricultural (2)[ Residential Commercial Basins
Existing Conditions GW SW SW SW GW

Runoff Coefficients (1) 0.00 0.40 0.68 0.59 0.00
Project Conditions SW SW SW SW GW

Runoff Coefficients (1) 0.81 0.76 0.68 0.59 0.00
Notes:

1. The difference in runoff coefficients is based on the way that drainage patterns will be affected. Currently, industrial
portion of the existing site is assumed to only percolate to groundwater.

2. The listed runoff coefficient for existing agricultural land use is a composite based on the way that the drainage is

routed. Of the 422 .4 acres listed in Table 1, only the 223.8 acres of agriculture is expected to discharge to surface

water (using a runoff coefficient of 0.76). All other agricultural uses (remaining 198.6 acres) are expected to discharge

to groundwater (runoff coefficient of 0).

Table 3. Runoff Amounts
Existing Conditions, AF Project Conditions, AF

Scenario Rainfall, inches | Surf. Water | Groundwater Total Surf. Water | Groundwater Total
Average Year (from 79/80 to 98/99) 16.6 162 857 1,018 736 333 1,070
Wet Year (1997/98) 37.97 370 1,959 2,329 1,684 763 2,447
Dry Year (1989/90) = Historic drought 5.46 53 282 335 242 110 352
10-year event (1) 4.14 40 214 254 184 83 267
50-year event (1) 5.68 55 293 348 252 114 366
100-year event (1) 6.31 61 326 387 280 127 407
Notes:
1. Rainfall amounts based on Ventura County Fiood Control District Probabie Maximum Precipitation based on 1-day event at El Rio Station 239.
2. Runoff volumes to groundwater ignore the effects of evapotranspiration.
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Table 4. Treatment Effectiveness - Existing Discharges

Removal Rates

Industrial Discharges

Agricultural Discharges

Residential Discharges

Commercial Discharges

Constituent Surf. Water Groundwater Surf. Water | Groundwater Surf. Water |Groundwater | Surf. Water |Groundwater
TSS NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
MINERALS
Sulfate NA 0% 0% 0% NA NA 0% 0%
Chioride NA 0% 0% 0% NA NA 0% 0%
TOS NA 0% 0% 0% NA NA 0% 0%
Boron NA 30% 0% 30% NA NA 0% 30%
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate NA 50% 0% 50% NA NA 0% 50%
Ammonia NA 20% 0% 20% NA NA 0% 20%
PESTICIDES (1)
ChemA
Aldrin NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Dieldrin NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Chlordane NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Endrin NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Heptachlor NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Heptachlor epoxide NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
HCH NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Endosulfan NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Toxaphene NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
DDE NA 100% 0% 100% NA NA 0% 100%
Lannate NA 99% 0% 99% NA NA 0% 99%
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform NA 99% 0% 99% NA NA 0% 99%
Fecal Coliform NA 99% 0% 99% NA NA 0% 99%
Fecal Streptococci NA 99% 0% 99% NA NA 0% 99%

Notes:

NA - Removal efficiency not applicable as there are no discharges to surface water from this land use.

1. Pesticide removal for pesticides is based on a review of the soil sorption coefficient, Koc. High values are indicative of a strong affinity for binding with soil
particles Based on a review of the USDA Agricultural Research Service website (http:/wizard.arsusda.gov/acsl/ppdb.html), the following are the recommended
Koc values for the listed pesticides: aldrin - 17,500, dieldrin - 12,000, chiordane - 60,000, endrin - 10,000, HCH {hexachlorocyclohexane) - 1,355,
heptachlor - 24,000, endosulfan - 12,400, toxaphene - 100,000, DDE - 381,000, and lannate (methomyl) - 86. Heptachlor epoxide is a by-product of heptachior
degradation. Heptachlor epoxide did not have a separate listing on that website, but based on the EPA fact sheet for heptachior and heptachlor epoxide
(http://www.epa. gov/OGWDW/dwh/t-soc/heptachl.htmi), beth are expected to adsorb strongly to soil and, therefore, be resistant to leaching to groundwater.

On this basis, it is assumed that since most of the pesticides are strongly bound to the soil, that there would 100 percent removal in the discharges to groundwater

for all of the pesticides except lannate. The lannate removal is based on the scil sorption coefficient (86/87 = 99%).

Table 5. Treatment Effectiveness - Project Discharges

Removal Rates

Industrial Discharges

Agricultural Discharges

Residential Discharges

Commercial Discharges

Surf. Water [Groundwater

Constituent Surf. Water Groundwater | surf. Water | Groundwater | Surf. Water (1) | Groundwater
TSS 97% 100% g7% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
MINERALS
Sulfate 23% 20% 20% 20% 15% 20% 0% 0%
Chiloride 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
TDS 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Boron 90% 75% 89% 75% 67% 75% 20% 23%
NUTRIENTS
Nitrate 79% 50% 75% 50% 56% 50% 0% 50%
Ammonia 23% 20% 20% 20% 15% 20% 0% 20%
PESTICIDES
ChemA
Aldrin 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Dieldrin 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Chlordane 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Endrin 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Heptachlor 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Heptachlor epoxide 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
HCH 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Endosulfan 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Toxaphene 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
4,4-DDE 97% 100% 97% 100% 80% 100% 40% 100%
Lannate 0% 99% 0% 99% 0% 99% 0% 99%
MICROORGANISMS
Total Coliform 95% 99% 94% 99% 71% 99% 20% 99%
Fecal Coliform 95% 99% 94% 98% 71% 99% 20% 99%
Fecal Streptococci 95% 99% 94% 99% 71% 99% 20% 99%

Notes:

1. Removal rates for residential runoff to surface water is calculated as the flow weighted removal rates for Drainage Area 1 (50% of the flow receives
centrifugal separator unit treatment), Drainage Area 2A (100% of the flow receives dry swale treatment), and Drainage Area 2B (100% of the flow

receives dry swale and detention basin treatment).
2. Pesticide removal is based on the soil sorption coefficient as in Table 4.
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Southern California Assoc. of Gov. (SCAG)

SCAG-1

The endorsement by SCAG of the manner in which the Draft EIR analyzed the consistency of the project
with the policies in the SCAG Regional Plan and Guide is appreciated.

SCAG-2

References to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) will be updated in the Final EIR to refer to the
adopted 2001 RTP rather than the 1998 RTP. The City of Oxnard has reviewed the 2001 RTP. No changes
to the conclusions on the consistency of the project with the policies in the RTP result from the revisions

to the 1998 RTP as reflected in the 2001 RTP or from these revisions to the EIR.
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Gary Y. Sugano, Senior Associate Planner Kay Martin
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. d Jeff Pratt
305 West Third Street, 2% Floor Fiood Control
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SUBJECT: RMA 01-105, Draft Environmental Report of the Riverpark Project
Tentative Tract 5352, PZ 01-5-134

Dear Mr. Sugano :

This letter is in response to the request for review of the above-mentioned project. The Flood Control
District (District) has reviewed the tentative map and the draft EIR and have determined that they adequately
address the issues of surface water quality and quantity.

The project area contains several District jurisdictional channels, rights-of-way and some parcels of lVCFCD-1
land to which the District is the fee-title holder. Encroachments and/or connections to these areas will
require review and permitting by the District. The detailed design of the surface water quality BMPs will be tVCFCD-Z

reviewed in the future, as they are prepared and submitted.

If you have questions concerning this review, please call the undersigned at 654-2011, or for water quality
questions, please call Jayme Laber at 662-6737

Very truly y

red Bordumand, P.E. \\
Manager, Permit Section, Planning and Regulatory Division

Flood Control Department L

S
N 5/?/
FB/tt Q%’

c: Sally Coleman, City of Oxnard
Joseph Eisenhut, RMA Planning, County of Ventura

LOG NO. 20011231-004 & 20011219001

Hall of Administration L # 1600
@ 300 5. Victeria Ave, Ventura. CA 23009 - {805) 654-2018 - FAX {805) 654-3952 » www.ventura.org/VCPWA
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Countv of Ventura Public Works Agency ~ Flood Control Department (VCFCD)

VCFCD-1

The City of Oxnard and the project applicant are aware of the location of property and facilities owned by
the VCFCD and have addressed these facilities in the planning of the RiverPark Project. A Memorandum
of Understanding (“MOU”) was executed on June 5, 2001, by the County of Ventura, City of Oxnard,
VCFCD, and the project applicant which addresses the disposition of property and facilities owned by the
VCFCD. The applicant will provide storm drain improvements in exchange for certain property owned

by the Flood Control District within the Specific Plan Area.
VCFCD-2

The final design of the surface water BMPs will be submitted to the VCFCD for review and comment.
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic and Planning & Administration

MEMORANDUM
January 17, 2002

TO: Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attention: Joseph Eisenhut
. . . . At
FROM: Nazir Lalani, Principal Engineer

SUBJECT: Review of Document 01-105
Draft Environmental Impact Report
River Park Specific Plan Located within the City of Oxnard and the adjacent

1.

uminicorporated area presently under the junisdiction of the County of Ventura
Lead Agency: The City of Oxnard

The Transportation Department has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the River Park Specific Plan as proposed by the City of Oxnard. The proposed Plan
allows for the development of a new mixed-use community containing 2,730 residential units and
3.0 million SF for commercial use. The project is located north of Ventura Freeway, between
Vineyard Avenue and the Santa Clara River within the City of Oxnard and the adjacent
unincorporated area presently under the jurisdiction of the County of Ventura. We offer the
following comments:

The DEIR indicates that this project will not have a significant site-specific impact on the
County’s Regional Road Network. However, the 94,714 trips generated by the project will have
an impact on the El Rio Community exit at Vineyard Avenue. Mitigation measures to
discourage River Park traffic from using the El Rio neighborhood street system need to be
identified.

FQ

Section 4.7-1 of the DEIR indicates 10% of the vehicle trip ends on the County’s Regional Road
Network.. The cumulative impact of this project when considered with the cumulative impact
of all other approved (or anticipated) development projects in the County is potentially
significant. To mitigate this cumulative impact, the project should be conditioned to pay a
traffic impact mitigation fee to the County, which was specifically developed to provide a
methodology for mitigation of cumulative traffic impacts. If the fee is paid, the cumulative
impact of the project on County roads would be mitigated. The Reciprocal Traffic Mitigation
Agreement requires payment of the project’s pro rata share of the cost of mitigation to County
roads within the City’s area of interest. Based on the information provided in the DEIR and the
current County traffic impact mitigation fee (TIMF) Ordinance (# 4246), the TIMF owed to the
County would equate to $43.43 per ADT x 10% of 94,174 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) =
$408,997.68

VCTD-1

VCTD-2

tg\i

L

(W)

2.0-89

Existing drainage problems in the area need to be adequately addressed. |yoTp-s ,,&‘QAW ad

a




The following items in our memo dated July 24, 2001, have not been addressed:

~
(2

]

Project specific and cumulative impacts to segments of the Regional Road Network,
including US 101 and Hwy 118, need to be addressed where more than 20 peak hour trips
are to be added to existing traffic.

The phasing of the project must be coordinated with the completion of the widening and
other improvements planned for the US 101 freeway bridge across the Santa Clara River.

The project proposed to incorporate the existing County maintenance facilities located on
El Rio Drive. The County will require that the project provide new maintenance facilities
that meet the existing and future needs of the County maintenance operation currently
housed at the El Rio facility to a location that is acceptable to the County.

Impacts to the US 101 freeway exit at Vineyard Avenue, which is already operating at a poor
level of service, have not been addressed.

The County General Plan shows Kimball Road and State Route 118 running through the
proposed project site. The DEIR should address the conflict between the County General

Plan and the Oxnard River Park specific plan.

‘The Maintenance Division comments will be provided separately.

Our review of this DEIR is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County's Regional
Road Network.

Please call me at 654-2080 if you have any questions.

Jim Myers
Ken Gordon

NL-RH-BE-AB:jw
FAPWA\TRANSPOR\WPWIN\MEMOS\G1-103 .doc
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2.0 Responses to Comnents

County of Ventura Public Works Agency — Transportation Department (VCTD)

VCTD-1

As described on pages 30 and 31 of the project traffic study, careful layout of the Specific Plan was
performed to avoid direct connection to the street system in the El Rio Community to minimize the
potential for traffic impacts in this existing residential community. Several improvements and measures
are proposed to discourage traffic associated with the RiverPark Project from using the El Rio
Community street system. The project will pay traffic impacts fees to both the City of Oxnard and the
County of Ventura and participate in the improvement of Vineyard Avenue. As Figure 2-3 on the next
page shows, Level of Service C conditions will be maintained on Vineyard Avenue from the Ventura
Freeway to Central Avenue with the addition of traffic from the RiverPark project. Intersections along
Vineyard Avenue will operate at acceptable conditions with the project and the planned mitigation

measures. No significant traffic will occur at intersections along Vineyard Avenue.

Presently there is no barrier between off-street parking and on-street traffic at all locations along
Vineyard Avenue. In order to minimize the potential for conflicts from drivers failing to yield the right-
of-way to oncoming traffic when entering or exiting parking spaces and areas, the existing Vineyard
Avenue median island will be extended further to the north by the project. This median would be
extended to the northerly project roadway opposite Simon Way for aesthetic as well as safety reasons.

The location of this proposed extension of existing median island is shown in Figure 2-4 following this

page.

The project applicant has voluntarily offered to establish a fund for the installation of neighborhood
traffic control measures. This fund will contain $150,000 available for a 5-year period to implement
measures jointly agreed upon by the El Rio Community, the County Public Works Agency
Transportation Department, and the District 5 Supervisor’s office. Measures to be funded and built may
include speed humps, added STOP signs, changes to signal timing or phasing, turn restrictions (e.g., peak
hour or right-turn-on-red restrictions), chokers, traffic circles, islands or diverters. The specific measures
chosen, and their location, will be agreed upon by area residents and the County. It should be noted that
the RiverPark Specific Plan will have limited access routes to El Rio. Therefore, no neighborhood traffic
intrusion is anticipated from the project with or without this program. However, this neighborhood
traffic control program will further assure that significant neighborhood traffic intrusion impacts do not

occur.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

VCTD-2

The City of Oxnard will condition the project to pay the county traffic impact fee consistent with the
Reciprocal Traffic Mitigation Agreement between the City and the County. Please see page 46 of the
project traffic study in Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR for a discussion and calculation of this fee.

VCTD-3

The Draft EIR includes a complete evaluation of existing and proposed drainage conditions in Section
4.11.1, Stormwater Drainage, of the Draft EIR. The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a storm drain master
plan that will provide adequate drainage within the Specific Plan Area and capacity to accept runoff from
El Rio. In addition, the project applicant has voluntarily agreed to fund storm drain improvements

within El Rio to correct existing drainage problems in this area.

VCTD+4

All intersections which have potential significant impacts have been addressed. The intersections
referenced in this comment do not meet the City of Oxnard study intersection criteria as the Oxnard
Traffic Model shows that less than 50 peak hour trips from the RiverPark project would travel through
these intersections. In accordance with the City of Oxnard study intersection criteria, the project traffic
study analyzed all intersections with 50 or more peak hour trips from the project. The City of Oxnard
Traffic Model includes traffic analysis zones throughout this portion of the City of Ventura and, for this
reason, the trip distribution from the model is reasonable and reliable. Given the low volume of project
traffic that would travel through these intersections no significant traffic impacts will occur at these

intersections.

VCTD-5

Please see the responses to Comments VCTD-2 and VCTD-4 above. The County Traffic Impact Fee will

be paid to assists in funding improvements to county roads.

VCTD-6

The proposed phasing of the project has been carefully coordinated with the schedule for completion of
the Caltrans 101 Freeway Improvement Project as discussed on page 3.0-33 of the Draft EIR. The freeway

2.0-94 RiverPark FEIR
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2.0 Responses to Comments

improvements are scheduled for completion in 2003, which is the earliest date that occupancy of any of

the proposed residential or commercial use could occur.

VCTD-7

A Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) addressing the County El Rio Maintenance Yard was
executed between the County of Ventura and the project applicant on April 4, 2002. This MOU indicates

the County’s conditional approval of a site for the relocation of the County’s El Rio Maintenance Yard.

VCTD-8

The reconstruction of the U.S. 101 freeway at Oxnard Boulevard will provide an alternative route for
northbound U.S. 101 exiting traffic. The conditions on this ramp are addressed by the capacity constraint
of conditions at the intersection at its terminus (No. 15) in Tables 4.7-2, and 4.7-8 (a) in the Draft EIR. As
shown in Table 4.7-8 (a), the intersection of Vineyard Avenue and the US 101 Northbound Ramps
currently operates at an acceptable level of service and will continue to operate at an acceptable level of

service with the addition of traffic from the project.

VCTD-9

The Ventura County General Plan 2010 Regional Roadway Map does not show State Route 118 running
though the project site. The RiverPark Specific Plan Area is located to the south of Los Angeles Avenue,
which is designated as State Route 118.

The County 2010 Regional Roadway Map does show an alignment for the extension of Kimball Road in
Ventura across the Santa Clara River through the RiverPark Specific Plan Area to the Del Norte
Boulevard interchange with the Ventura Freeway. It should be noted that this extension of Kimball Road
is not consistent with the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. The Circulation Element of the Oxnard General Plan

does not show this new roadway.

The City notes that following text is on page 4 of the Ventura County General Plan Public Facilities and
Services Appendix under the heading of Transportation:
"The 2010 Map also depicts the areas that each city might annex in the future by indicating a city's Sphere

of Influence. Within each city sphere, the city's proposed major streets (as depicted on their respective
street plans) are also shown."

2.0-95 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



2.0 Responses to Comments

The City of Oxnard’s Sphere of Influence is correctly shown on the County 2010 Regional Roadway
Network Map. The Kimball Road extension as shown, however, is not consistent with the City’s
Circulation Element and, for this reason, does not appear to be consistent with the intent of the 2010

Regional Roadway Network Map as described above.

Appendix A of the project traffic study, contained in Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR, contains a full
analysis of traffic conditions in the area with the Kimball Road extension. A run of the Oxnard Traffic
Model was completed to examine traffic conditions in the area with an extension of Kimball Road across
the Santa Clara River connecting to Santa Clara River Boulevard as planned in the Specific Plan Area.
First, it should be noted that the traffic analysis of the project demonstrates that acceptable levels of
service can be maintained on roadways and at intersection in Ventura and Oxnard and surrounding
county areas without the Kimball Road extension. This model run shows that extending Kimball Road
across the Santa Clara River would not result in any substantial improvement in the operating conditions
of any of the roadways or intersections in the area or avoidance of any of the impacts of the RiverPark
Project. This analysis of the need for, and benefit of, the extension of Kimball Road as shown on the
County 2010 Regional Roadway Network Map is addressed on page 4.7-33 of the Draft EIR. As
demonstrated by this analysis, no significant traffic impacts will result if Kimball Road is not extended as

shown on the County 2010 Regional Roadway Network Map.
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City of Oxnard Loweil Preston, Ph.p,

Cxnard, CA 93020 Watar Rasourcas

Alss T, Pringle

Emginearing Services

Subject:  DRAFT EIR RIVERPARK FROJECT, CITY OF OXNARD ranesring Services
(WATER RESOURCES DIVISION COMMENTS- RMA REF 01-105)

Dear Mr, Segano;

We have reviewed the Subject DEIR and it our Understanding that the project consists in
part of the development of a new mixed-yse community containing open space (38%),
residential units (38%). commaersia; faclities (21%), and public facilities (6%). Total
residential umits planned i3 2,808, with the first Sccupancey in 2003, i is intendec that
the project be fully developed by year 20z0.

The project site is located immediataiy north of the Ventura Freeway (US 101) between
the Santz Clarg River and Vineyard Avenue in Oxnard. Totsi area I8 701 acres. The
project is divided into two areas: RiverPark Args A, congisting of 269 acres within the
City of Oxnard, and RiverPark B, congisting of 432 acres in the unincorporated ares
within City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence. A sand znd gravel mine €xists in Area B with
four sizeable mining pits; Large Woaclsey, Smgil Weaisey, Vickers, and Brigham,
Addfﬁena,'!y, twoe Venturs County Fiood Controi District retention basing located in Area
B intercept runoff from agricultural arsas egst of Vineyard Avenve for percoiation into
the Forebay. RiverPark Area A inciudes existing developed areas and active
agncultural land. The project overlies the Oxnarg Forebay, the groundwater fecharge

h

ares for the 87.square-mile Oxnard Plain.

The proposed Reclamation pian addresses gzj| lopics required by the State Surface
Miring And Reclamation Act (SMARA). The Propesed Reclamation Plan states that the
site will be reclaimed in cenfermance with axisting Hansen Aggregates reclamation plan
praviously approved oy the County of Ventura if RiverPark Area B is not approved for
the usss included in the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan.

The Project storm watsr cenveyance and treatment systems have been designed to
handie up io the en-year peak rungH flow rates before allowing runoff to overfiow into
the Water StorageiReaharge Dasins. The mass rainfail iotat ysed Y Impact Sciences
a8 a basig for the design of a 24-heyur svent was 5.53 inches (page 4,5-87).

Hed of Adminisieation L31509 CEQ

@ 802 S. victoria Ave, Ventura, CA 53008 » (Q0S) 5E4-2078 - FAX (848 654.3952 . W vantura. srg/YCPWA R
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Crainage from Ferrg Industrial Area (Prainage Arez 3}, Beedy Stroet, Lambert Street,
Menigomery Street and Carregie Street industrial properties currently discharge siorm
water directly inio the Large Woolssy and Small Wodisey Pits (nage 4,514, Proisct
fow from thess strests will be directed ¢ a dry swale ang reatment along with the flow
from the RiverPark B residental area. Storm flows excesding the 10-year svent peak
flow will fow direcly into the Large Wooissy Water Sia‘agefRewarge Basin.

The El Ric County Flocd Control Reterion Basins collect flood flows frem the
agricultural srea eastarly of Vineyard Avenus between Cantral Avenue and the northern
edge of the ceveloped & Rio comrrunity. Basin Ne. 1 has an area of ten acras. Basin
Ne. 2 covers 85 agres, Flows coliected in these basins percolate into the aquifer. The
ystem is designed te comtain g 100-year storm. Excess flows are conducted from
Basin Nc. 2 o the Santa Clara River via an earthen ditth betwsen project sreas 1 and 2
inta the Santz Ciarg River. Basin No. 2 js Proposed to be filled in ang reclaimed o
develop the property for other uses. Runoff from ten-year pfus storms will overtop Basin

No. 1 and fiew into the gravel pitg,

The June 2001 Memerandum of Understanding befween the City of Oxnard, Ventura
County Flood Contrel District, and the appiicant for this Droject addresses the saje of the
El Rie County Maintenance Yard and relccation of these faciiiies, a3 well 2s ihe
exchange of E| Rig Retention Basin No. 2 ard a portion of Ei Rig Retention Basin No. 1
for replacement drainage fagilites 88rving the same functiors {page 2.0-22).

Moasi of the large agricuitural area 1o the neorth ang west of the UWCD Ei Rjg Spreading
grounds drains wes! scross Vireyard Avenue into the El Rio Rstention Bagin No. 1.
High flows are conveyed into Basin N, 2 through an 84-inch conduit from Basin No. 1.
If Retention Basin Ne. 2 is converted 1o other project uses the diacharge from Basin No.
1 wili Do discharged into the gravei pits,

if our project understanding is correct, the following comments are offereq:
COMMENTS ON WATER QUALITY

1. The exdsting large detention basir is about fiftesn feet deep and generally provides 2
substaniial vadose zore through which a 100 year storm will percolate before reaching
groundwater. Removal of thig debris basin is net by itself a2 protiem Rrovided that
alternaie facilites gre constructed to serve the $8me purpese. The propesed project
allows the drainage frem the East Side of Vineyard Avenye ig enter the remaining git
and piacss the runcff directiy into groundwater. This water will potentially contain
hszardous cantaminanis from fertiiizer, herbicides and pesticides. Protection from

storms having = statistical frequency greater than 10 years is diffieult. Howevar that

i . A . > " \ ——e e L
protection airsady exists and shouid not he lost. This situation differs from the runcf
fromthe Ferro industrial areg becausa the'indusmai ardais a distinet area that dces not

83/15

VCWR-1

NoW have protection from a 106 vear sterm.
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a. Typically, the iuatification for rei@ining oniy 3 ten vear siorm is that 5 high percentage
cf the contaminants is coriaired within ths firs: fusk, in this case, the 100 ysar storm
will Tansfer centaminants from 2 UL greater agricutiural and industrial ar=a into the

o

pits with g resulting dilution factor that ig UTIRTIOWS.

b. An sdditianai response is that the pits will, over time, seal themselves znd become
retention basins. However, during this time, the gits wifl contrisute runeff 1o groundwater
through the side walls and the pit bottom sach having at best a questionable value as g
vadeose zone. Over tme, the Fits will graduslly lose thair value as percolating basins, Sut
will never segl themsalves oo pleteiy from groundwater.

<. A third argument is that the grouncwater gradient is southwest, approximaiziy parsiel
o the Santa Clarg River, and that this gragient will not 300m, If ever, inlersect a
municipal or demestic well, In response to sysh an argument, that gradient is normal,
But has been cbesrved 1o reverse with pumping patierns and weather ¢ycles. This
change couid pisce the groundwater gradient directly fowards the City of Cxnard’s, or
the UWSD groundwater supoly wells. The groundwater gradient is nct reliabls
protaction from contaminants onginating in the pits.

2. The tresiment process for ol water from within he profect that is_trested and
discharged sither 1o the River or 1o the nits is dncizar. This Drocess n2eds additional

COMMENTS ON WATER QUANTITY

While the requirement to meet CEQA js nat directy related to the Fox Canyon Ground-
water Management Agency (GMA) the GiMA Crdinancss may provide mitigation for
Seme wstar quantity probiems.

1. Table 4.11.2.4. Projected Water Demand. does not includs the watar demand due o

" - " - 'A ——M
gvaporation of the ponds and Wwater features of the Rroect. A water ioss factor of % is
discUssed, but these josses are ysually aftributable 1o Sysiem iosses and do ot include

&vaporation losses. Page 4.5-74 indicatas 3 project evapcration demand of 418 acre-
feet per year.

2. The DEIR references an agrcutural well located 5¢ the E! Ric Retention Basin Nc. 2
Site with a histerical aligcation of 280 acre-feet on the 67.4 acre parcsi (Page 4.14.2.
12) Based on an allowabls agricuitural ¢ M&| allocation transfer of 2 acre-feet per
acre, the DEIR caicuistes an ai loaation of 135 acre-feet, The State Wil Number for this
well was not provided. The Fax Carvan Groundwater Management Agency (GMA} has
20 12cerg of this weail. or ary 2l in the area with Such alicration, Mcreover the parcal's
owner is the County of Yenwra, This allccaticn, if it exists, could be transferred {0 he
City of Oxnard provided hers iz 3 wiittan approval rom the County.

3. The DEIR analysis of water allocations (Page 4.471.2-12) shows a2 net deficit of 258
acre-feet: 483 acra-fest if the £ Ric Retentien Basin No. < site well is not counteq, We
ac ot agree with the DEIR's findings that *Ng mitigation measures are requirad as ne
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significant impaos have bean Cenified” Any gsficit s a significant impact. The DEIR
Suggests that this Csficit wil be made Lp wih the GREAT (Greundwater Recavery
Enhancement ard Treatment Pragram) programy vet this is a pregram sl wunder
develcpment at will require upgrade of the Siv's wastowsalar ireatment piant ang
agreement with UWCD 2c well as ggrcutturgl users. The viability of the GREAT
program s a selid mitigaticn measure i3 Juestionable st this stage of is development.

The DEIR does not sadress Fayment of overnumping fess 1o the GMA as 3 mitigation
measura. The GMA ordinance provides for Lcaymant of penaities when allecations are
excgeded. The DEIR needs o addmess sseofe mitigalion measurss for making up the
defeit,

In_summary_it the _Gity of Cxrard suppiies waier (net including that lost from
evaperation from the basin the waler auantity bzianca I8 net an ssue hecause the City
of Gxnard will eithar pay a naity to the GMA or impor new water from CMWD ic mest
iz demand, The Evaoeration issus must he mitigated either by Unitad Water
Conservation District [UWE D, L3¢ 3s g re‘sntion/percolating basin ar mitigated through
af gifocation or penalty.

4. The City of Gxnard’s UWMP (Urban Water Management Flan} projects a water
demand of 44,385 acre-fest in 2020 (Page 4.1 1.2-B). GMA 2010 ailocations for Uw Cp
and the City of Oxznarg equal slightly over 10,000 acrs-ivet. Page 4 11.2-5 states “The
City does nct have an existing agreement with CMWD or MWD that guaraniees the
Quentity of water the City may surchase, CMWD has siss suggested that future
imperted water deliveries may be limited through rate restructuring.” CMWUD's 2000
delivery was 14,780 aars feet. Should guarantoes for defivery of additional State Water
riot be obtained from CMWD, there will be a prajected deficit of neany 20,000 acre feet

N 2020. This makes it JECessary for the GEIR to address cumulstive impacts of this

development and cthers o follow,

Dispesition of existing grave! pits: The proposed RiverPark Specific Plan weuld allow
UWCD ‘o reclaim the existing pits for storage andsor aquifer recharge of water divertec
frem Santa Clars River at the Freeman Diversien structurs &s one of the primary
Objectives of the plan. itis intended that this be sccomplished in a manner that protects
the guaity of the exposed groundwater in the pits {page 4.142). It is noted that the
existence of ‘args pits in grouncwater g Sctentially a hazardoys situaticn.
Consequently i is LECEISANY Io create an irsvacable Srangement for the management

[$H

-
Ui

VCWR-8

VCWR-9

VCWR-10

VCWR-11

VCWR-12

ef the pits by UWCD RrCr 10 proiest ingu uration.

If thers are Guestions, do not hesitate to call me at (805) 848-9204.

Very truiy vours,
e

N Z o

Lowall Preston, Ph.D,
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2.0 Responses to Comments

County of Ventura Public Works Agency — Water Resources Division (VCWR)

VCWR-1

This comment refers to El Rio Retention Basin No. 2, also commonly known as the Campbell Basin.
Currently, all stormwater discharges from a portion of the agricultural area located east of Vineyard
Avenue and north of the existing El Rio Community drain to El Rio Retention Basin No. 1, with any
overflow discharging to EI Rio Retention Basin No. 2. This runoff is retained in these two basins and
infiltrates. As proposed, the project would involve the reconfiguration of El Rio Retention Basin No. 1 to
hold and treat runoff from up to a 10 yr. storm and El Rio Retention Basin No. 2 would be filled and

reclaimed for urban uses.

The reconfigured El Rio Retention Basin No. 1, referred to as the “East Water Quality Basin” in the draft
specific plan, would be lined to prevent infiltration of runoff. Runoff from storms larger than the 10 yr.
storm would be allowed to overflow into the adjacent mine pits. The water quality analysis in the Section
4.5, Water Resources, of the Draft EIR demonstrates that fertilizer and pesticide concentrations in runoff
discharged to the pits from the proposed water quality treatment system will not result in a significant
impact on groundwater quality. Any potential effect on groundwater quality will be further minimized

by the infrequency of these discharges resulting from larger storm events.

The capacity of the East Water Quality Basin was designed based on the City of Oxnard Master Plan of
Drainage, which is based on the planning assumption that all 330 acres of land located between Vineyard
Avenue, El Rio, Rose Avenue and Central Avenue would drain to the west across Vineyard Avenue.
Please note that additional research on the existing drainage characteristics of this area has been
completed since the Draft EIR was prepared. It has been determined that approximately 79 acres located
between Vineyard Avenue and the UWCD El Rio Spreading Grounds currently drain west across
Vineyard Avenue to the existing El Rio Retention Basins. As only 79 acres drains across Vineyard
Avenue, as opposed to the 330 acres the basin was designed for, the basin will have the capacity to hold
runoff from over a 10-year storm from this 79-acre area. A refined design for this basin has been
proposed that would incorporate a pre-treatment swale with capacity for runoff from a 25-year storm
from the agricultural area to the east of Vineyard Avenue. Any discharges to the pits from the
reconfigured El Rio Retention Basin No. 1 will, therefore, be very infrequent. Based in the analysis in the
Draft EIR, no significant impacts to groundwater quality will result from the proposed changes to El Rio

Retention Basin No. 1.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

VCWR-2

Presently, no industrial uses drain to the existing El Rio Retention Basins. There will no transfer or
increase, therefore, of runoff from industrial areas to the mine pits as a result of the proposed changes the
El Rio Retention Basins. As indicated in the response to comment VCWR-1 above, no significant impacts
to groundwater quality from agricultural runoff will result from the proposed changes to El Rio

Retention Basins Nos. 1 and 2.

VCWR-3

It is acknowledged that the pits will never completely seal themselves. UWCD’s implementation of their
project would likely hasten the sealing process due to the expected sediment loading. As indicated in the
response to comment VCWR-1 above, no significant impacts to groundwater quality from agricultural

runoff will result from the proposed changes to El Rio Retention Basins Nos. 1 and 2.

VCWR-4

It is acknowledged that the groundwater gradient does vary depending on rainfall and weather
conditions. As indicated in the response to comment VCWR-1 above, no significant impacts to
groundwater quality from agricultural runoff will result from the proposed changes to El Rio Retention

Basins Nos. 1 and 2.

VCWR-5

A full description of the treatment system was provided in Appendix 4.5-5, “Design and Technical
Analysis of the Stormwater Quality Treatment System for RiverPark.” An overview of the system can be
found on page 4.5.65 in the EIR. To briefly summarize, storm flows from drainage area #2a (residential)
are conveyed via a pre-treatment dry swale to the existing levee outlet. Storm flows from drainage area
#2b (also residential) are conveyed via a pre-treatment dry swale to a lined detention basin, which then
discharges to a pipeline which daylights at a levee outlet near the Ventura Freeway. Drainage area #1
(commercial) uses structural BMP’s, including pervious pavement (for selected parking areas), catch
basin inserts and manhole accessible centrifugal separator units to manage stormwater quality prior to
discharge to the Santa Clara River via the existing levee outlet. Drainage Areas 3 (a and b) and 4 are off-
site drainage areas. Runoff from these offsite industrial and agricultural drainage areas will be treated in
lined detention basins and pre-treatment swales prior to discharge to the Santa Clara River through the
existing levee outlets.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

VWCR-6

The five percent water loss factor used in the water demand estimate results from distribution system
losses as identified in the Draft EIR and this comment. The project includes only a small amount of
ponds and landscape water features. Detailed information on the water features has not been developed,
so evaporative losses have not been calculated, but given the small extent of these features, we would
likely consider them to be negligible. The 416 AFY evaporative loss referred to in this comment is the

calculated evaporative loss for the reconfigured mine pits.

If the UWCD project were implemented, there would be more than enough water recharged to overcome
evaporative losses at the ponds. If UWCD'’s project were not implemented, then the evaporative losses
from the existing mine pits would not change substantially. As discussed on page 4.5-74 of the Draft EIR,
the minor reconfiguration of the mine pits proposed would increase the amount of groundwater exposed
as a result of the proposed removal of the existing land bridge between the Brigham and Vickers mine
pits and existing peninsula of discharged fill materials located between the Small Woolsey and Vickers
mine pits. These evaporative losses are already factored into the project gravel pit water balance.
Elimination of the UWCD project would reduce the project water balance, but no significant impacts

would be result as the overall project water balance would still be better than the existing water balance.

VCWR-7

The well referred to in this comment is State Well No. 2N/22W-22J02. This well is located on the El Rio
Retention Basin property. Specifically, this well is located on the portion of this property located between

Vineyard Avenue and the existing retention basin itself as shown on Figure 2-5 on the following page.

VCWR-8

Pages 4.11.2-5 to 4.11.2-7 of the Draft EIR contains a summary of the future water demand estimates and
supply information included in the City of Oxnard Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The
UWMP was adopted by the City of Oxnard in January 2002. As discussed in the UWMP and
summarized in the Draft EIR, the City has multiple local and regional supply options available to meet
projected cumulative water demands. These options include development of new local groundwater
wells, increased deliveries from the United Water Conservation District O-H Pipeline, and increased

deliveries from the Calleguas Municipal Water District.
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The GREAT (Groundwater Treatment and Recovery Program) is an additional program for increasing the
local availability of recycled water. Although the City believes that the GREAT Program will ultimately
satisfy future water demands, it acknowledges that this program is still being developed. Future water
demands can be met, however, with the other sources identified in the City’s UWMP. The conclusion in
the Draft EIR that adequate supplies exist to meet the demand associated with this project is based on all

supply sources identified in the UWMP and not just on the GREAT Program.

Should the GREAT Program not be developed as currently planned, the City would likely purchase
additional water above its current Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency allocation (for
groundwater) and/or Calleguas Municipal Water District allocation (for surface water). Both of these

options will incur cost penalties, but are viable options for the City.

VCWR-9

As indicated in the response above, increases in FCGMA or Calleguas MWD allocations are both options
for meeting increased demands for water in the City of Oxnard. The City’s UWMP discusses the fact that
overpumping fees can be paid to the GMA as discussed in this comment. Payment of overpumping fees
are, therefore, part of the City’s overall supply options and not a mitigation measure for this project. As
discussed in the previous comment, based on the supply options available to the City, no significant

water supply impacts have been identified for the RiverPark Project.

VCWR-10

The City of Oxnard will supply water to the project as identified in the Draft EIR. In addition, use of the
pits by UWCD is proposed, consistent with the recommendation in this comment. Please note that there
are evaporative losses associated with the existing mine pits. There will be no substantial change in the
evaporative losses from the mine pits as a result of the project. As the change in evaporative losses from
the pits resulting from the project will not be substantial and the overall water balance will improve as a
result of the project, mitigation is not warranted. Further, as the existing owner of the mine site is not
assessed for evaporative losses, a potential allocation requirement or penalty for mitigating evaporative
losses from the ponds in the event that the UWCD project is not implemented is not appropriate. In
accordance with current FCGMA regulations, the City of Oxnard will pay overpumping fees if

roundwater is pumped by the City in an amount that exceeds the City’s groundwater allocations.
g pump y y ys§g
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VCWR-11

Cumulative water demand impacts are addressed on pages 4.11.2-14 and 15 in the Draft EIR based on the
information in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan. Under its existing arrangement with CMWD,
the City can purchase as much water as it is willing to pay for and that CMWD has available, however,
there are no guarantees that the water will be available. Under the rate restructuring that CMWD is
undergoing, the City would initially be given an allocation equivalent to 85 percent of its maximum
purchase from 1991 - 2001. Water purchased up to the allocation amount would be at a “Tier 17 price
and water purchased in excess of the allocation amount would be at a higher “Tier 2” price. Based on
historical deliveries and the availability of CMWD water from other local sources (Los Posas ASR
wellfield), water up to the Tier 1 allocation is likely to be available for the foreseeable future. As
described in the City’'s UWMDP, the City is developing the GREAT Program in order to create an
additional reliable local source of water. No significant cumulative impacts, therefore, have been

identified.
VCWR-12

The proposed Specific Plan would allow UWCD to use the pits for the storage and recharge of water
diverted from the Santa Clara River after the pits have been reclaimed in conformance with the proposed
reclamation plan. The proposed reclamation plan and Specific Plan include measures to ensure public
safety. These measures would be implemented prior to acquisition of the pits by UWCD. For this reason,
obtaining a commitment from UWCD to manage the pits prior to the beginning of construction of the

project is not necessary.
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Sent By: VENTURA COUNTY ENVIR HEALTH; 805 B54 2480; Jan-18-02 10:21AM; Page 2/3

RESOURCE MANAGEMENTAGENCY

g L Enviranmantal Heaith Divigion
Ciirector

January 18, 2002

Gary Sugano .
Planning and Environmental Services Program
City of Oxnard :

answ 29 o oM ciane
. et L ) i

LA R A 4 STt & AL,

Oxnard, CA 93030
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE RIVERPARK PROJECT

Environmental Health Division (EHD) staff reviewed the document submitted for the subject
project and provides the following comments:

1. EHD records indicate that the subject project is located near or adjacent to several
leaking underground fuel tank (LUFT) sites. Four of the sites are listed as active
sites for which closure of the site has not yet occurred. The sites are identified as
Ultramar Station at 3402 Vineyard Ave., Oxnard; Ventura Oil at 3815 Vineyard Ave.,
Oxnard; and two sites at Poole Gil Company at 3885 Vineyard Ave., Oxnard. Since
monitoring wells from the LUFT sites may be influenced from the proposed project,
the applicant must contact EHD prior to any construction activity at the site. Alist of
LUFT sites from the surrounding area is attached for your information. The heading
listed as Date9 indicates when the site was closed. A blank date indicates that
closure has not occurred. Please contact Doug Beach at 805/654-3519 for more

information on the LUFT sites.

VCEH-1

2. EHD records indicate that the' Hanson Aggregates El Rio Plant property at 3555 E.
Vineyard Ave., Oxnard, has entered into EHD's Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP)
on August 21, 2001. The site was contaminated with motor oil and the proposed
remediation method was excavation. The excavation work was performed in
December 2001, The contaminated soils are currently being land farmed on an
adjacent site under 2 Waste Discharge Permit with the L.os Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The subject document should include a discussion on the
VCP at the Hanson property that is included in the subject project. For more
information regarding this site please contact Erin O'Connell at 805/662-6511.

VCEH-2

if you have any questions piease contact me at 805/654-2811.

P ulinds Talewt—

MELINDA TALENT
LAND USE SECTION
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

McKinns/Landuse/RiverPark Oxnard

c: Doug Beach, EHD
Erin Q’'Connell, EHD
800 South Victoria Avenus, Ventura, CA 932008-1730  (805) 654-2813 FAX (805) 654-2480

Internet Web Site Address: wv\(f)wl,gsmura.org/env_hlth/env,mm
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2.0 Responses to Comments

County of Ventura Resource Management Agency - Environmental Health Division (VCEH)

VCEH-1

The City of Oxnard will require the project applicant to contact the Environmental Health Division prior

to any construction activity at the site.

VCEH-2

As indicted in this comment, the remediation of a small amount of soil contaminated with motor oil is
ongoing on the Hanson Aggregate property, located in RiverPark Area ‘B’ as defined in the Draft EIR.
Excavation of soil containing motor oil was completed in the maintenance area in the vicinity of the fuel
dispenser islands at the Hanson Aggregate El Rio Plant during on October 29 through 31, 2001.
Approximately 500 cubic yards of motor oil-containing soil was transported and placed in a Land
Treatment Unit (LTU) constructed under a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to the south of the El Rio Plant area on the Hanson Aggregate
property. Treatment of the soil contained within the LTU consists of tilling the material on a monthly
basis. Laboratory analytical results of progress soil samples collected from the LTU indicated that
elevated concentrations of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in the carbon range (C4-C23+) initially
decreased. The most recent analytical results of soil samples collected indicated that TPH concentrations
have increased. Based on the most recent results, more intensive treatment of the soil contained within
the LTU is proposed and completion of the soil remediation activities by July/August 2002 is currently
expected. This remediation program is anticipated to be completed prior to the initiation of construction
activities within the RiverPark Specific Plan Area. No significant impacts will, therefore, result from this

ongoing treatment program.
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COUNTY OF VENTURA

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 18, 2002
TO: Joseph Eisenhut
FROM: Bruce Smith, Manager, General Plan Section

SUBJECT: DEIR for Oxnard Riverpark Project (Reference No. 01-105)

The Planning Divisicn has reviewed the above environmental document and offers the
following comments:

Land Use Planning Programs and Policies

e

Exclusive/Mineral Resources Protection Overlay), “0S-40 Ac./MRP” (Open Space, 40
acre minimum/Mineral Resources Protection Overlay), and “CPD” (Commercial Planned
Development). The purpose of the Mineral Resources Protection Overlay zone is to
safeguard future access to important resources, in this case aggregate resources. The
Agricultural designation is intended to preserve and protect agricultural resources as a
limited and irreplaceable resource. The purpose of the Open Space designation is to
provide for the conservation of natural resources, preserve and enhance environmental
quality and to provide for the retention of the maximum number of future land use
options. The DEIR should evaluate the project’s consistency with existing zoning
designations.

The unincorporated portion of the site is currently zoned as “A-E/MRP” (Agricultural

The General Plan designation for the unincorporated portion of the site is “Agricultural”,
“Open Space” and “Urban Reserve Overlay”. The DEIR should evaluate consistency
with the County General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs associated with these
designations and other relevant policies. (See discussion of impacts to the Regional
Road Network below.)

The Ei Rio/Del Norte Area Plan designates the site as “Agricultural, 40 Acre Minimum”,
“Open Space, 40 Acre Minimum” and “Commercial”. The draft DEIR fails to analyze
the project’s consistency with the existing El Rio/Del Norte Area Plan land use
designations and relevant goals, policies and programs.

Location # 1740
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 83008
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Memeorandum to Joseph Eisenhut

January 18, 2002
Page 2

The DEIR should analyze the impacts of the project on the jobs/housing balance of the
City of Oxnard and the El Rio/Del Norte area. Analysis should include the kinds of jobs
that will become available and the ability of the project to provide commensurately
affordable housing, particularly for low-income workers.

The La Colonia Avenue neighborhood is surrounded by the project on three sides. The
project should be revised to include the integration and eventual annexation of the La
Colonia Avenue neighborhood into the project.

Transportation/Circulation

The DEIR identifies a number of roadway and intersection improvements needed for
the project. The DEIR also indicates that the project will pay $17.7 million in traffic
mitigation fees to the County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard. The DEIR concludes
that the project would, therefore, cause no significant adverse traffic or circulation
impacts. However, the DEIR is missing is any kind of actual analysis to support this
conciusion. The DEIR should be revised to determine the cost and feasibility of
proposed mitigation measures. The DEIR should condition the timing of the Riverpark
project development to coordinate with construction of needed improvements so that
the improvements will be in place when they are needed. Otherwise, the DEIR should
disclose that significant adverse traffic impacts would occur to the regional road system
during the lag period after project development but before the recommended circulation

improvements can be constructed.

The DEIR indicates that US 101 will operate at LOS F and the Riverpark project will
generate 94,174 ADT, adding 78,840 ADT to the Regional Road Network, but the DEIR
concludes that the project will cause no significant adverse traffic or circulation impacts
because improvements necessary to achieve an acceptable level of service on the
Ventura Freeway will be identified and addressed through the Ventura County CMP
program. The DEIR should be revised to disclose what improvements would be
required to achieve an acceptable level of service on the Freeway. Unless thereis a
funded program in place to improve the freeway prior to development of the Riverpark
project, the DEIR should disclose that the project would have a significant adverse
impact on the US 101 Freeway, at least until such time as the Freeway improvements
are completed.

The DEIR needs to address how the project will accommodate the future extension of
Kimball Road (shown as Reserved Right of Way on the County’s Regicnal Road
Network map). Itis not clear whether proposed Santa Clara River Boulevard could
accommadate a future extension of Kimbail Road or whether the planned schoal
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Memorandum to Joseph Eisenhut
January 18, 2002
Fage 3

(located west of the terminus of this road) would preclude a connection to the proposed
Kimball Extension. In the Event Santa Clara River Boulevard is intended to provide for
the future extension of Kimball Road, the School site (Parcel N) should be subject to an
easement or deed restriction that would permit the future construction of the Kimball
Road extension, at least until such time as the County determines that such Reserved |VCPD-8
Right of Way will not be required for the County’s Regional Road Network. In the event
the project would prevent the future extension of Kimball Road, the DEIR should be
revised to disclose the project would have a significant impact on the Regional Road
Network, as currently planned by Ventura County and the City of Ventura.

Wastewater Service

The Regional Water Quality Control Board requires that the use of septic systems be
terminated in the near future for the El Rio Community. Thus, the DEIR cumulative
analysis should be revised to consider whether planned sewer trunk lines and waste
capacity can accommodate the connection of the El Rio Community ta the City’s
system.

VCPD-8
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County of Ventura Resource Management Agency — Planning Division (VCPD)

VCPD-1

As discussed in the Draft EIR, all recoverable mineral resources, in this case sand and aggregate, have
been mined from RiverPark Area ‘B’ under Conditional Use Permits issued by the County of Ventura.
Reclamation of the site is currently ongoing under the reclamation plan approved by the County of
Ventura. The purposes for the existing county zoning referred to in this comment have, therefore, been
met. The mineral resources in RiverPark Area ‘B” have been recovered and future land use options were

preserved during the years of mining activities.

Adoption of a new reclamation plan for the site at this time to support the development or residential,
school and public facilities uses in RiverPark Area ‘B’ would not be inconsistent with the purposes of the

existing county zoning designations.
VCPD-2

Annexation of RiverPark Area ‘B’ to the City of Oxnard is proposed. Development of this portion of the
Specific Plan Area under the existing County of Ventura General Plan designations is not proposed. As
described in the Project Description section of the Draft EIR, upon annexation RiverPark Area ‘B” would
be subject to the Oxnard 2020 General Plan Land Use Map Designations proposed and the proposed
RiverPark Specific Plan. As discussed in the response to the previous comment, the purpose of the
County’s Open Space designation to allow mineral resource recovery in RiverPark Area ‘B’ has been met.
The County’s current agricultural land use designation for a portion of RiverPark Area ‘B” does not reflect
current land uses. The majority of the area designated for agricultural use by the County General Plan
was developed by the County as the El Rio Retention Basin No. 2 (commonly referred to as the Campbell
Basin). Development of this drainage basin by the County left only a small strip of agricultural land,
approximately 17 acres, located between the basin and Vineyard Avenue. This small parcel of remaining
agricultural land would be developed with school and park facilities under the proposed RiverPark
Specific Plan. Development at this time with the proposed uses is consistent with the Urban Reserve

Overlays applied to this area by both the County and City General Plans.

Development of RiverPark Area ‘B’ would occur after annexation subject to the City of Oxnard General

Plan and RiverPark Specific Plan. As discussed in the responses to the previous two comments, the
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existing County open space and agricultural land use designations no longer serve any purpose as the
mineral resources present on the site have been mined out and the agricultural land has been developed
by the County. The existing commercial land use designation in the El Rio Area Plan applies to a small
parcel of less than one acre located between Vineyard Avenue and El Rio Retention Basin No. 1.
Development of the RiverPark ‘B’ Area subject to the proposed Specific Plan would not affect this small
commercial parcel. Adoption and implementation of the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan would not be
inconsistent, therefore, with any of the policies in the El Rio Area Plan related to mineral resources,

agricultural resources or commercial uses.

VCPD-4

The Draft EIR includes analysis of the consistency of the project with applicable demographic projections,
including population, housing and employment forecasts for the region adopted by the Ventura Council
of Governments (VCOG) and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG
submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR that is contained in this Final EIR. SCAG indicates in this
letter that the analysis in the EIR of the consistency of the project with regional plans and policies,

including applicable demographic projections, is complete and adequate. The SCAG letter reads:

“The Draft EIR includes a discussion on the proposed Projects’ consistency with SCAG policies and
applicable regional plans, which were outlined in our May 19, 2000 letter on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for this Draft EIR. The Draft EIR cited SCAG policies and addressed the manner in which the
proposed Project is consistent with applicable core policies and supportive of applicable ancillary
policies. This approach to discussing consistency with or support of SCAG policies is commendable and
we appreciate your efforts.”

With regard to the topic of jobs/housing balance the Growth Management Element of the SCAG RCPG
states:

“Jobs /housing balance, as a growth management and mobility strategy, and as a Transportation Control
Measure, has been difficult to implement regionally, and has been the subject of numerous regional

debates. The extent of its efficacy in reducing congestion and emissions of air pollutants has been
questioned. “

The SCAG RCPG Growth Management Element does not contain any numerical standards or targets for
the balance of jobs and housing in an area. The following policy is included in the Growth Management
Element:

“SCAG shall support provisions and incentives created by local jurisdictions to attract housing growth in
job rich subregions and job growth in housing rich subregions.”
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While no adopted numeric standard for jobs/housing balance exists at this time, discussion of
appropriated balances has been considered previously. One study that addressed the appropriateness of

numerical targets for measuring the balance of jobs and housing was the Vehicle Miles Traveled

Reduction Final Report produced in 1995 by the County of Ventura Planning Department for the Ventura

Council of Governments. This study was funded by SCAG.

Page 3-5 of this report discusses jobs/housing balance measures. This discussion reads as follows:

“The jobs/housing ratio for the 6-county SCAG region is 1.21 (i.e., 1.21 jobs per dwelling unit). This
number represents a jobs/housing “equilibrium” or balance within the SCAG region.” “Although a
quantitative measure has limitations, this study has used the SCAG region’s job/housing ratio of 1.21 as a
suggested guideline for comparing jobs and housing in the VCOG Subregion. Because the literature
suggests there is disagreement as to what constitutes an appropriate “balance” ratio, staff employed a
numerical range that features a 10% latitude above and below the SCAG “benchmark” ratio (i.e., the
suggested balance range for the VCOG Subregion could be 1.10:1 to 1.34:1). A ratio lower than 1.10:1
represents excess housing (“housing rich”), and a ratio higher than 1.34:1 would mean excess jobs (”jobs-
rich”). The 10% latitude factor is consistent with other literature and studies such as previous SCAG
studies and the Ahmanson Ranch Specific Plan/EIR documents.”

As presented in Table 4.1-5 in the Draft EIR Land Use section, the adopted SCAG demographic
projections for the City of Oxnard for the year 2020 are for the City to have 55,000 residences and 75,800
jobs. The resulting jobs/housing ratio projected for the City of Oxnard in the year 2020 is 1.38, which
would be slightly higher than the 1.10:1 to 1.34:1 balance range identified previously by the County.

The proposed RiverPark Specific Plan will improve the jobs/housing ratio for the City of Oxnard by
adding 2,805 new housing units in the northern part of the City while reducing the amount of jobs
generated in this same area. The existing Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan, which applies to most of
RiverPark Area ‘A’, allows development of up to 4.4 million square feet of commercial development
which would generate 11,460 employment opportunities. The Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan
provides no housing. By replacing the Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan with the RiverPark Specific
Plan, which will generate 5,370 employment opportunities, the City will increase housing opportunities
by 2,805 units while reducing jobs by 6,090. When these adjustments are made to the 2020 housing and
employment forecasts for Oxnard, the resulting jobs/housing balance is 1.19, which is balanced based on
the numerical thresholds discussed above. The RiverPark Specific Plan allows a variety of commercial
uses, including office, hotel, and retail commercial uses, as well as a variety of housing types, including
multi-family and single-family units, including 15 percent affordable housing to match the types of jobs

to be generated by the commercial uses.
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VCPD-5

The RiverPark Specific Plan, as proposed by the applicants, does not include the La Colonia Avenue
neighborhood (referred to as the El Rio West Neighborhood in the EIR). The question of whether
annexation of this neighborhood to the City of Oxnard would promote more orderly jurisdictional
boundaries in this area is at the discretion of the Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission

(LAFCO).
VCPD-6

The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR identifies significant impacts and physically feasible measures to
mitigate these impacts. The methodology for the traffic study is described on pages 4.7-17 through 4.17-
19 of the Draft EIR. As described in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the applicant’s
current objective is to complete the construction of the Phase One site improvements by the third quarter
of 2002 with the first occupancy of residences or commercial buildings in 2003. The Phase Two site
improvements would be built when there is market demand for the property served by these
improvements. Based on market studies, it is anticipated that the community would take between 12 and
15 years to be fully built, depending on economic conditions. For purposes of analysis in the Draft EIR, it
is assumed that the Specific Plan Area would be fully developed by the year 2020, which is the horizon
year for the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. Accordingly, the traffic analysis examines future year 2020 traffic

conditions, assuming full development of the uses that would be allowed by the proposed Specific Plan.

Future year 2020 traffic conditions in the City of Oxnard and surrounding areas were analyzed using the
City’s Oxnard Transportation Model (OTM), which is based on the Ventura County Transportation
Commission (VCTC) model. The VCTC model was prepared using Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) land use data and is updated regularly as new land use projections are made
available. Existing and future freeway traffic volumes projected by the VCTC model for freeway
segments were used, as the VCTC is the most accepted model for transportation planning in Ventura
County. Future freeway traffic volumes were determined by adding the growth between the VCTC’s
future model volumes and the existing model volumes to the existing traffic volumes. As the VCTC
model does not provide information on intersection turning movements, the OTM was modified to
provide this information. In addition to fully reflecting projected regional growth, the OTM reflects full
development of all the uses allowed by the City’s 2020 General Plan. This methodology results in a
conservative traffic impact analysis. The impacts identified at 8 of the 33 intersections studied reflect full
build-out of the City’s 2020 General Plan and the RiverPark Specific Plan along with projected regional
growth. The intersection improvements identified as mitigation measures are required by the year 2020
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to accommodate the projected levels of traffic. These intersection improvements are consistent with those
identified in the City and County General Plan Circulation Elements that form the basis for the amount of
the City and County traffic impact fees. If the uses allowed by the City and County General Plans are not
built out to the maximum intensity allowed, traffic impacts may be less than those projected and
identified in the Draft EIR. For these reasons, the amount of the City and County impact fees to be paid
by uses allowed by the County and City General Plans, inclusive of the RiverPark Specific Plan will be

sufficient to fund the improvements needed.

As discussed on page 4.7-35 of the Draft EIR, traffic impact fees will be required to be paid at the time of
issuance of building permits for individual development projects within the Specific Plan Area. These
fees will be paid to the City of Oxnard and County of Ventura as the allowed uses within the Specific
Plan Area are built out over time along with other uses allowed by the Oxnard General Plan. The City
and County will use these fees to construct needed improvements through their respective capital
improvement programs. For this reason, there will be sufficient time for the City and County to program
needed improvements as the project builds out incrementally over this long time period along with other
uses allowed by the Oxnard 2020 General Plan and projected regional growth. No long term “lag” period
between the construction of individual development projects within the Specific Plan Area and the
completion of the required intersection improvements is, therefore, anticipated. It should be noted that
the estimate if fees presented in the Draft EIR is based on the amount of fees currently in place. The
actual fees in effect at the time permits are issued for each individual development project will be paid.
The actual total amount of fees paid will be greater than this estimate as the fees are adjusted for inflation
over time. Given the conservative nature of the traffic analysis methodology, the long time period over
which the project will build out and the fact that the improvements will be implemented through
established capital improvement programs, the payment of traffic impact fees will result in mitigation of

the identified traffic impacts.
VCPD-7

The Draft EIR correctly identifies that a significant cumulative freeway impact may occur along a portion
of US. 101 freeway in the future. This projected impact is on the Ventura Freeway south of Central
Avenue in the year 2020, as identified in Table 4.7-9 in the Draft EIR. This impact is identified in the
northbound lanes during the AM Peak Hour and in the southbound lanes during the PM Peak Hour. The
Oxnard Traffic Model projects that this section of the Ventura Freeway will operate at Level of Service E,
carrying 182,400 daily trips, 7,940 AM Peak Hour northbound trips and 8,000 PM Peak Hour southbound
trips in the year 2020 without the RiverPark Project. The RiverPark Project will add 5,300 daily trips, 318
AM Peak Hour trips to the southbound lanes and 287 PM Peak Hour trips to the northbound lanes to the
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section of the Ventura Freeway south of Central Avenue. Due to the fact that this section of the Ventura
Freeway is projected to operate at the upper end of Level of Service E the addition of the relatively small
amount of traffic from the project (less than 3% of the projected daily volume, and less than 4% of the
projected AM Peak Hour southbound and PM Peak Hour northbound trips) contributes to a significant

cumulative impact as the Level of Service is projected to decrease to Level of Service F.

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) was enacted by Proposition 111 in 1990. The intent of the
CMP is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions through the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) process to fund needed transportation improvements. A Countywide
approach has been established by the Ventura County Transportation Commission, the Local CMP
agency, to implement the statutory requirements of the CMP. The Countywide approach includes
designating a highway network that includes all state highways and principal arterial roadways within
the County and monitoring the network’s Level of Service standards. This monitoring of the CMP
network is one of the responsibilities of local jurisdictions. If level of service standards deteriorate, then

local jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to be in conformance with the Countywide plan.

This projected cumulative impact can be feasibly mitigated by one or more of several methods identified
in the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) including an increase in the capacity of the Ventura Freeway,
a diversion of traffic by improvements to parallel routes, or a decrease in corridor vehicle traffic by transit
improvements or other Transportation Demand Management techniques. As this projected cumulative
traffic impact is projected in the year 2020, there is sufficient time for the CMP monitoring and planning
process to identify the improvements needed to this section of the Ventura Freeway of maintain an

acceptable level of service and secure funding through the STIP.

VCPD-8

The RiverPark Specific Plan will not provide a reservation of right of way for an extension of Kimball
Road. The County 2010 Regional Roadway Map presently shows an alignment for the extension of
Kimball Road in Ventura across the Santa Clara River through the RiverPark Specific Plan Area to the Del
Norte Boulevard interchange with the Ventura Freeway. It should be noted that this extension of Kimball
Road is not consistent with the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. The Circulation Element of the Oxnard General

Plan does not show this new roadway.

The City notes that following text is on page 4 of the Ventura County General Plan Public Facilities and

Services Appendix under the heading of Transportation:
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"The 2010 Map also depicts the areas that each city might annex in the future by indicating a city's Sphere
of Influence. Within each city sphere, the city's proposed major streets (as depicted on their respective
street plans) are also shown."

The City of Oxnard’s Sphere of Influence is correctly shown on the County 2010 Regional Roadway
Network Map. The Kimball Road extension as shown, however, is not consistent with the City’s
Circulation Element and, for this reason, does not appear to be consistent with the intent of the 2010
Regional Roadway Network Map as described above.

Appendix A of the project traffic study, contained in Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR, contains a full
analysis of traffic conditions in the area with the Kimball Road extension. A run of the Oxnard Traffic
Model was completed to examine traffic conditions in the area with an extension of Kimball Road across
the Santa Clara River connecting to Santa Clara River Boulevard as planned in the Specific Plan Area.
First, it should be noted that the traffic analysis of the project demonstrates that acceptable levels of
service can be maintained on roadways and at intersections in Ventura and Oxnard and surrounding
county areas without the Kimball Road extension. This model run shows that extending Kimball Road
across the Santa Clara River would not result in any substantial improvement in the operating conditions
of any of the roadways or intersections in the area or avoidance of any of the impacts of the RiverPark
Project. This analysis of the need for, and benefit of, the extension of Kimball Road as shown on the
County 2010 Regional Roadway Network Map is addressed on page 4.7-33 of the Draft EIR. As
demonstrated by this analysis, no significant traffic impacts will result if Kimball Road is not extended as

shown on the County 2010 Regional Roadway Network Map.

The City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan and the Comprehensive Plan EIR do not include any
information that justifies the need for this roadway extension. Kimball Road is identified on the Ventura
Comprehensive Plan Circulation Map as a "Future Extension" of an arterial roadway as opposed to a
"Future Widening" to be accomplished by the horizon year of the Ventura Comprehensive Plan. The
extension of North Bank Drive north to the Kimball Road extension is also shown as this type of Future
Extension on the Ventura Circulation Element Map. The Circulation Element text does not define the
term "Future Extension.” The only specific reference to roadway extensions is the text in Policy 1.2 under
the heading Objective 1 - Long-Range Circulation Plan - in the Circulation Element, which reads:

"The long-range circulation system depicts proposed roadway extensions across agricultural lands.
These proposed roadways are not intended to be extended until development which is consistent with

the Comprehensive Plan occurs, or until they become necessary to accommodate traffic. Such roads
should be designed as urban parkways."

The Introduction to the Circulation Element states:
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"The changes or increases in demands on the City's roadways and circulation system that may result from
land use changes in implementing this Plan are described in the Traffic and Circulation Section (6.18) of
the Master Environmental Impact Report for the Comprehensive Plan Update to the Year 2010 (April
1989). This section of the EIR is incorporated in this Plan by reference. The Circulation Plan Map reflects
the analysis of impacts resulting from potential changes in land use”

The EIR for the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan examined several land use alternatives for the
Comprehensive Plan and concluded that the higher density alternatives would require more traffic
capacity at the south edge of the City to reduce impacts on Johnson Drive. The lowest density land use
alternative was adopted in the Comprehensive Plan, and this land use alternative would not require
added capacity at the south edge of the City. Further, no actual traffic study was made of the benefits of
the Kimball Road extension. Any benefit from the bridge was an assumed model input, rather than a
demonstrated benefit shown by comprehensive traffic modeling. The traffic modeling included in the
Comprehensive Plan EIR assumed volumes on the Kimball Road extension rather than modeling
potential river crossing volumes southward until they come to a common cordon point. The assumptions
made in the traffic analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR, do not, therefore, justify the need for the

Kimball Road extension.

The City of Ventura placed the Kimball Road crossing as a future roadway extension on its Circulation
Element Map. It should be noted that the alignment shown on the Circulation Element Map is not the
same alignment considered in the traffic analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR. The alignment for the
Kimball Road extension as shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map and the County 2020
Roadway Network Map is shown on the exhibit (Figure 2-6) in the following page. The alignment on the
Ventura Circulation Element Map would extend across the open mine pits on the Hanson Aggregates
Mine site and connect to Vineyard Avenue at the northern edge of the El Rio Residential Community.
The traffic analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR considered an alignment further south. The
information in the Comprehensive Plan EIR does not justify the current alignment for the Kimball Road

extension as required by Policy 1.2 of the Ventura Circulation Element.

In order to fully assess the need for the Kimball Road extension, the City of Oxnard prepared a traffic
model run with this roadway link which was provided in Appendix A of the River Park Specific Plan
traffic study. This analysis concluded the original alignment of the Kimball Road extension identified in
the Ventura Comprehensive Plan EIR would not result in any substantial improvement in traffic
conditions on roadways in the area, including Johnson Drive in Ventura. The traffic modeling completed
with an extension of Kimball Road to Santa Clara River Boulevard in the project shows that there would
be a minimal change of less than seven percent in the ICU value for peak hour traffic conditions at the

Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank) intersection, resulting in no change
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to the Level of Service. Adding the Kimball Road extension to the area roadway network resulted in the
actual traffic volumes at this Johnson Drive intersection dropping less than three percent (approximately

160 trips). The results of the traffic modeling are shown in Table 13 below.

Table 13
Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)
Intersection Analysis

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ICU LOS Volume cy LOS VMolume
Without Bridge 1.357 F 6,051 1.669 F 8,052
With Bridge 1.310 F 5,895 1.560 F 7,897
Bridge Benefit (0.047) - (156) (0.109) -- (155)
% Benefit 3.5% - 2.6% 6.5% - 1.9%

Further, given the ongoing improvements to US 101 over-crossing of the Santa Clara River, no
justification can be made for an additional river crossing in the area. The Kimball Road extension
alternative studied in the River Park traffic study was selected not only because it was analyzed in the
City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan EIR, but because it was the most probable alignment in the opinion
of those preparing the River Park Specific Plan traffic study as well. Also, this alignment was that
crossing most likely to benefit the Johnson Drive interchange, the stated goal of extending Kimball Road
identified in the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan EIR.

As a supplement to the traffic modeling contained in Appendix A to the Draft EIR, additional runs of the
City of Oxnard traffic model were completed to determine the potential benefits of the Kimball Road
extension in the alignment shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map. As stated above, Appendix
A addressed the most beneficial crossing, which was the alignment included in the traffic study for the
City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan. Based on the Comprehensive Plan adopted by the City of Ventura,
the County of Ventura placed a Kimball Road extension on the County 2020 Roadway Network Map in
the more northerly alignment shown on the exhibit on the previous page. As stated above this alignment
would cross the open mine pits on the Hanson Aggregates Mine Site, cross Vineyard Avenue through the
prime agricultural lands immediately north of the El Rio and Nyeland Acres residential neighborhoods
and connect to the Ventura Freeway in Oxnard at the Del Norte Boulevard interchange. It should be
noted that this roadway extension was added to the County of Ventura Roadway Network Map at the
request of the City of Ventura General Plan, but no additional traffic analysis was conducted by the

County to demonstrate the need for this roadway extension.
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To analyze the alignment currently shown on the County’s Roadway Network Map, additional traffic
model runs were also prepared to supplement the traffic model runs in Appendix A to the Draft EIR.
This analysis showed that this alignment for extension of Kimball Road would result in even less change
in traffic conditions at the Johnson Drive/North US 101 Ramps (North Bank) intersection than the
alignment further south. Peak hour traffic volumes at this intersection would drop a maximum of 120
trips in the P.M. peak hour, resulting in a change in the ICU value of 1.5 percent or less as shown in Table
14 below. No change to the level of service of the Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)

Intersection would result.

Thus, the Kimball Road extension as currently shown on the City of Ventura Circulation Element and
County of Ventura Roadway Network Map would be less effective traffic measure than that alignment
considered in the City of Ventura’s Comprehensive Plan EIR and analyzed in Appendix A of the traffic
study for River Park. However, neither alignment would improve the operating condition of Johnson
Drive at the northbound US 101 ramps to a substantial degree as demonstrated by the information

presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 14
Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)
Intersection Analysis

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
cy LOS .- Volume Iy 105 Volume
Without Bridge 1.357 F 6,051 1.669 F 8,052
With Bridge 1.344 F 5,986 1.619 F 7,931
Bridge Benefit (0.013) - (65) (0.050) -- (121)
% Benefit 1.0% -- 1.1% 3.0% - 1.5%

The minor benefit provided by extending Kimball Road across the Santa Clara River must also be viewed
in terms of environmental and monetary costs. The EIR for the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan
estimated a cost of over $12 million to extend Kimball Road across the river more than 10 years ago. This
cost has risen with the passage of time. The estimated cost for the US 101 bridge would indicate that,
ignoring the surface streets leading to the bridge, the actual cost already will be well in excess of that
estimate. When the roadways within the City of Ventura and Oxnard are combined with the roadway
through the prime agricultural land in the County, the monetary cost for this roadway extension would
be prohibitive. It should also be noted that the Kimball Road extension is currently an unfunded

improvement which is not part of the traffic fee program for the City of Ventura.
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The discussion above of the cost of extending Kimball Road does not account for the environmental
consequences of a Kimball Road bridge. The current alignment would require the extension of Kimball
Road across agricultural land in Ventura, including land recently purchased by the Nature Conservancy
with a grant from the California Coastal Conservancy. This 220-acre site represents the first purchase of
property for the Santa Clara River Parkway planned by the California Coastal Conservancy along the
southern reaches of the Santa Clara River. This new parkway is described on pages 2.0-13 and 2.0-14 of
the Draft EIR. The acquisition of land along a 12 mile stretch of the river is proposed to facilitate
restoration and enhancement of natural river habitat along this portion of the river. The extension of
Kimball Road through the land recently purchased by the Nature Conservancy would be inconsistent
with this important regional conservation effort, as would the construction of another bridge across this
portion of the river, which contains sensitive natural habitat. In addition, the planned alignment would
require extensive filling of the existing mine pits to allow the road to cross. Further, this road extension
would impact prime agricultural land located in the Oxnard-Camarillo-Ventura Greenbelt to the north of
El Rio and Nyeland Acres. Thus, the marginal traffic benefits of this road extension bridge hardly justify
its high monetary and significant environmental impacts. In addition, the feasibility of obtaining the

required permits and approvals to build the road and bridge are questionable.

Extension of Kimball Road would not be consistent with the applicable policy of the Ventura Circulation
Element which states that the future roadways shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map are not
intended to be extended until development which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan occurs, or
until they become necessary to accommodate traffic. The Ventura Comprehensive Plan does not allow
development around the Kimball Road extension and the information presented above demonstrates that
the extension of Kimball Road is neither justified or necessary to maintain acceptable traffic conditions in
Ventura, Oxnard or the surrounding areas. This roadway extension has never been a component of the
Oxnard General Plan Circulation Element. No significant impacts will result, therefore, from adoption of

a specific plan for the RiverPark Specific Plan Area that precludes the extension of Kimball Road.

VCPD-9

The analysis of sewer service in Section 4.11.3 of the Draft EIR was based on information in the recently
updated City of Oxnard Wastewater Collection System Master Plan. As discussed on page 4.11.3-7 of the
Draft EIR, the Wastewater Collection System Master Plan considers flows from El Rio and provides
capacity for the El Rio Community to hook up to the City’s sewer system. No revision to the analysis of

sewer capacity in the EIR, therefore, is required.
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&: Riverpark Draft EIR, SCH #2000051046
Dear Mr. Sugano:

Thank vou for the opporunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project.
We have several specific comments, but would also like to make 2 general comment

relafing 1o the presence of “uIT Ein grcurdwatpr t the edge of the project. This MTBE,
wh..h wWas & surf"*x- e to all of us involved in groundwater rnanagement in the county, kas
o*ought up so es spef“ te the location and possible movement of this

ontaminant.

The biggest issue is that the well Jeid that ;upp iies half of the potable water to the cities
and nava] bases on the Oxnard Plain (the biggest user being the City of Oxzard} lies just
1300 feet from high concentrations of MTBZ ing ;:sundwatef. It would be a catastrophic
impact if this water supply was compromised. Presently there is only sketchy
informatior on the sxtent of the MTBE p!‘ObA,.,-A there is evidence that the MTBE has
been moving away frem the contamination site, but its fate is unknown. Thers has just

‘been a low-level MTBE detection at the SP Milling batch piant, across the pits from the

contamination site. We do not know if there s MTBE in the pit water itself. Given these
uncertainties, it is imperative that the exact locaticn and movement of the MTBE be
determined and that activities of the Riverpark project be carefully analyzed so that the
MTBE pretlem is not °'{:c:rbafeﬁ It is to this backdrop that we make some of the
following comments. We believe that wath careful cvaluation and planning MTEE
concerns can be mitiga:cd.

4.5 Water Resources

Comiment: Words are reversed in discussion, p. 4 540, The Sgticoy spreading
grounds reflect recharged water quality and the El Rio spreading grounds reflect
background warter quaiitv. The actual analysis of background {ambienl) warer quality

was done correcty in the ELR.

Bl

Comment: Discharge of dewarering wuer, p. 4.
s

S VG, | - - E v+ i - e P s I g I
returned ¢ the Forebay zs recharge. If the warer is removed Toum the Forehay b

UWCD-1

UWCD-2

UWCD-3
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discharge inte the Santa Clara River, the loss of water weuld caus
beil water quantity and quelity across the Forebay and um_a*d Plain — the Ferebav is the
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Camment: MTBE in groundwater, p. 4,.5-84. The EIR needs to be updated and s
that MTEE has been found in local groundwater (up to 1800 pg/L).

Comment: MTBE standard, p. 4.3-83. The California primary MCL for MTRE s 13
ug/L and the secondery MCL is s gL (DHS website).

Comment- MTBE characrerization, p. 4 53-85 The discussion should to be updated
~d corrected. The MTBE is mebile and has meved off the contamination site in
groundwater. Based on discussions with County Environmental Health and the
consutants for the contarmination site, it is very uniikely that 50% containment will occur

in the next 12 months. If should be assumed that this cleanup will take several years

Comment: Effzct of construction dewatering on MTBE, p. 4.5-85. Tke discussion
should be updated 2 rxﬂ corr=ctad. The discussion should correct the staiement that
groundwater modeling hae shown that the pits will significantly dampen the effects from
dewstering dur;ng construction — there has been ro modeling of the dampening effects of
the pits. It is verv likely that such modeling weould indicate that the dewatering, as

pr posed wou,d 1ow=r waw‘ levels in the pmu "r‘?cicm'ly t¢ accelerate the movemeni of

The effect of the dewatering could potentially be mitigated by a combination of
decreased dewatering rates, physical barriers separating the dewatering area from the pits.
and discharging dewatering water back inte the pits. If the level of water in the pits
remains relatively steble during construction dewatering, then there will be little effect of
the dewstering a: the contarnination site.

-~
[

o

-

Comment on constructicr: mitigation measure, p. 4.3-99, The discharge ef
croundwater extracted during dewatering into United Water’s recharge basins would be
redicated on the water meeting quality standards. These starndards would include no

detecteble MTRE in the discharge.

4,3 Earib Rescurces

ommernt on pit slope materia "5 p £2-7 and maps. The nmpofs‘ed project shall
relieve the Aggregate mining company of its obligaticn 1o reclaim the site iz accordarce

1

with the CUP conditions. These ccnamons, if foilowed, would be expected 1o leave the
site with siable, safe, pit stoves that would protect neighboring properties. Any proposed

relaxatinn of these conditions ought 1o afford equivalent levels of protection.
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General Safety Issne
Crpen water pirs: The proximiry of apen water to the proposed dusiness and
sidential develo px::em could create an “ atiractive nuisance” h ard that ought t be UWCD-10
mitigated by appropriate setbacks, fencing and signing of the open water pit areas

CC: BORF

Paul Keller, Riverpark
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CITY OF OXNARD

bril &, 2002

Dear Mr. Sugano:

We would like to muke some additional comments ab

we have additional information on the MTBE contami

presence of MTBE at a property adjacent to the Riv
Water Conservation District. In pa.rticular as a regi
agency, one of United’s primery goals is to ensure|
maintained and protected.
groundwater management (pumping and replenishm
mfluence the location and migration of the MTBE cont

This issue is relevant to the Riverpark Project and l)Jmited’s proposed use of the pits in
two ways. First, the localized dewatering efforts relate

activities may have an impact on the migration of
Second, United’s potential future use of the mine pj
cnhance groundwater recharge may aiso impact the
contamination.

In our prior comments on the Draft EIR, we request

analysis of the potential influence of the dewatering a

our involvement in the technical work being performed to address this issue, we believe

the City has analvzed this issue appropriately to addres

With regard to fature use of the pits by United for the
Ilranner that minimizes any effect on

Santa Clara River, United plans to use the pits in a
the existing MTBE contamination. Specifically,
diverted to the pits not exceed an amount that would
Poole Oil MTBE site. This diverted water would
along the river, which are the farthest distance from t

additional water may be able to be placed in the pits cld

While the MTBE contamination is being remediated,

out the Riverpark project now that
tion at the Poole Oil site. The
ark site raised concerns for United
nal water supply and management
that local groundwater quality is

nt) activitics in the Forebay may
amination.

d to certain Riverpark construction
the Poole Oil site MIBE plume.
ts within the Riverpark Project to
location and extent of the MTBE

UWCD-11

ed that the City conduct further
ctivities on plume migration. From

5 the concerns raised by United.

storage of water diverted frora the

Jnited propeses that river water
ange groundwater pradients at the

preferentially placed in the pits
e MTBE site. Smaller amounts of
sest to the MTBE site.
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UNITED WAYER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

As much as 375 cfs of niver water would be avaiizble to be diverted to the pits in the
wettest vears. This rate of water delivery would only be available for a few days at a
time during peak storms. In the wettest years, about 15,000 acre-feet would be available
in the period from December to April. In dry years, no water would be delivered to the
pits. A long-term average of about 7,400 acre-feet per year could be delivered to the pits. juwco-
United assumes that use of the pits would not commence until three years from now and
that there would be a phased approach in early stages of water delivery to the pits.
Delivery of wateér to the pits would increasé as the MTBE confamination was mitigated.
Given this mode of operation, United wants to be assured that there would be no
significant impact on water resource issues related to the MTBE contamination.

—

The United Board adopted Resolution 2000-19 in December 2000 in an effort to establish
standards on the use of the existing gravel pits to ensure the protection of groundwater
quality. Unmnited is also familiar with the recommendation inchided in Ventura County
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency ("GMA") Resolution No. 01-01 that
runoff resulting from a storm event of up to the 10-year storm event not be aliowed to
enter any deep pits in the Forebay area, such as the existing mine pits, undess such runoff | ywep.12
meets the most stringent of three specified water quality standards. This recommendation
seems reasonable to United based upon the latest available information on storm water
quality. The Riverpark project proposes extensive water qualily measures in order to
meet the standard propose by GMA Resolution No. 01-01. The DEIR provides
substantial evidence that these Riverpark water quality features will meet and possibly
exceed this condition of Resolution No. 01-01, as well as the requirements of United
Resolution 2000-19. United appreciates the City’s careful consideration of this issue.

Please contact me if you have any questions rejated to the information in this letter.

Ly it

Dana Wisehart
General Manager

Cwindows\ Y EMP\Riverpark additional commens on M'{BE-final.doc
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United Water Conservation District (UWCD)

UWCD-1

A brief summary of information on the existing MTBE contamination at the Poole Oil site at the time the
Draft EIR was prepared is provided below along with updated information that has become available

since the Draft EIR was prepared.

Summary Of Dewatering Activities Known At The Time The Draft EIR Was Prepared

As stated in the Draft EIR, specific details regarding dewatering operations will not be known until the
stockpile excavation begins. Groundwater levels at the time of construction will have the greatest
influence on the specifics of the dewatering operation. Additionally, the methodology of the grading
contractor, i.e., the size of the excavation, were also identified as factors that would influence the scope of

the dewatering operation (Draft EIR, page 4.5-69).

A dewatering evaluation estimated that a wellpoint dewatering system could generate as much as 110 to
130 acre-feet per day (approximately 24,890 to 29,415 gallons per minute (gpm)) of discharge, if the
groundwater level was at or below about 55 feet mean sea level (MSL) and excavation down to about 35
feet MSL was required. Dewatering is anticipated to last for three to four months, based on anticipated
groundwater levels, to accommodate the grading activities for the reclamation of the stockpile area (Draft

EIR, pages 4.5-69 and 4.5-70).
Potential discharge points for this water include the Large Woolsey Mine Pit, the Vulcan (previously
CalMat) Ferro Pit (located immediately north of the Large Woolsey Pit), the UWCD El Rio Spreading

Basins, or the Santa Clara River (Draft EIR, page 4.5-70).

Construction Dewatering Impacts Identified In the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed construction dewatering could cause a significant impact on
groundwater quantities depending on the actual amount of dewatering required and the method of
discharge. The Draft EIR states that if a substantial amount of groundwater is discharged to the Santa
Clara River, this would result in a significant impact on groundwater quantities and that allowing the
dewatered groundwater to percolate back to groundwater could mitigate this impact to less than
significant. This could be achieved, by discharging the groundwater to the mine pits if a small amount of
dewatering is necessary or to the El Rio Spreading Grounds or the Ferro Pit if larger withdrawals are
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required (Draft EIR, page 4.5-70). Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 for the construction dewatering states that
groundwater extracted as a result of dewatering during construction shall be discharged to the UWCD El
Rio Spreading Ground recharge basins, to mitigate significant impacts on groundwater quantity and

quality to less than significant (Draft EIR, page 4.5-99).

The Draft EIR identifies several leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites under investigation in
close proximity of the Specific Plan Area. As indicated, as of October 25, 2001, the following three known
active LUST sites in the industrial areas to the north of the Specific Plan Area were identified (Draft EIR,
page 4.5-50):

* Poole Oil Company, 3885 E. Vineyard Avenue;
¢ Ventura Oil, 3815 E. Vineyard Avenue; and
» Sparkletts/McKesson, 210 Beedy Street.

No significant impact was identified with the latter two LUST sites since contamination at these sites was

limited to the soil and these sites were actively being remediated.

For the Poole Oil Company Site, it was identified in the Draft EIR that elevated levels (i.e., concentrations)
of benzene and MTBE had been found in groundwater samples on the Site (Draft EIR, page 4.5-50). In
addition, based on personal communication on November 19, 2001 with Craig Klein of the VCEHD,
Leaky Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT) Program, the VCEHD was requiring the installation of off-Site
monitoring wells to determine the extent of groundwater contamination and active remediation with a
pump and treat system had been approved and was scheduled to begin in the next 60 days (by January
18, 2002).

Based on information known at that time and on the results of an analysis presented by Fugro West, Inc.
(Fugro) in a November 27, 2001 Technical Memorandum (Fugro, 2001; Draft EIR page 4.5-85), the
potential for the dewatering operation to effect the movement of the existing groundwater contamination

was not significant for the following reasons:

The contamination at the Poole Oil Company Site consists largely of Total Petrochemical Hydrocarbon
(TPH) (gas) compounds, which are relatively immobile and contained onsite. Investigations of this site to
date have determined that the mass of MTBE, benzene and TPH in the groundwater on the Site has been

largely immobile since the early 1990s.
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Active remediation with a pump and treat system will begin in the next 60 days (by January 18, 2002).
Based on the volume of contamination at this site, 50 percent containment will likely be achieved in the
next 12 months (by November 2002). The proposed dewatering of the Stockpile Area could begin in the
fall of 2002 for a duration of up to 6 months. The pump and treat system on the Poole Oil Company Site

will create a local groundwater capture zone that will restrict the migration of contaminants offsite.

Groundwater modeling completed indicates that the open Small Woolsey/ Brigham/ Vickers mine pits
will significantly dampen the lateral extent, configuration, and the magnitude of water declines from the

dewatering.
For these reasons, the Draft EIR concluded that the dewatering operation would not significantly impact
the existing contamination from the Poole Oil Company Site or result in a significant impact on

groundwater quality related to the contamination.

Information on the Poole Oil Company Site

Results of groundwater sampling performed by PW Environmental (PWE) on July 18, 2001 at the Poole
Oil Company Site were received by the VCEHD on October 18, 2001 (PWE, 2001a). Analyses have been
performed to further evaluate any effects of the refined dewatering operation on contamination from the
Poole Oil Company Site. This information has clarified the understanding of contamination in the
vicinity of the Poole Oil Company Site and does not represent or lead to the identification of a significant

impact. The results of recent analyses are discussed in a subsequent section below.

Prior to groundwater sampling on July 18, 2001, the lateral extent of existing MTBE contamination in
groundwater at the Poole Oil Company Site appeared to be delineated as discussed below. MTBE had
not been detected in groundwater samples collected from any off-Site monitoring wells with the
exception of one detection in January 2001 of 2 micrograms per liter (ug/L) from Well MW-9. MTBE had
only been detected a total of three times above the laboratory detection limit of 0.5 ug/L in samples
collected from two on-Site wells (Well MW-1 at 21 ug/L on April 20, 2001 and Well MW-6 at 230 and 16
ug/L on November 11, 1999 and April 20, 2000, respectively). Based upon data prior to July 18, 2001,
very low concentrations of MTBE had been sporadically detected in groundwater at the Poole Oil

Company Site and the extent of contamination appeared to be very localized.

Analytical results for groundwater samples collected by PW Environmental on July 18, 2001 were
submitted to the VCEHD on October 18, 2001. MTBE was detected in samples from Wells MW-10 and
MW-11 at concentrations of 840 and 0.9 ug/L, respectively. MTBE was not detected above the laboratory
detection limit of 0.5 ug/L in samples from these wells in April 2001. The detection of MTBE in these
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wells, which are located down gradient and off-Site of the Poole Oil Company property, indicates that
MTBE contamination from the Site is mobile and migrating off-Site. In addition, MTBE was detected in a
sample collected on July 18, 2001 from on-site Well EW-2 at 1,800 ug/L. A sample from this well
collected in April 2001 did not detect MTBE above the laboratory detection limit of 0.5 ug/L. Based on
the data collected on July 18, 2001, the lateral and vertical extent of existing MTBE contamination in
groundwater was somewhat defined in the near-site vicinity. However, the full extent of contamination

in the downgradient direction was not fully defined.
Currently no active remediation is being performed at the Site. A Corrective Action Plan/Remedial
Action Plan (CAP/RAP) dated February 18, 2002 was developed by PW Environmental (PWE, 2002) and

portions of the CAP/RAP have been granted approval, with modifications (VCEHD, 2002a).

Refined Dewatering Plan and Subsequent Evaluations Using the Revised RiverPark Groundwater Model

Since the preparation of the DEIR, the area requiring dewatering has been refined and the proposed
dewatering operation has been further clarified by Fugro (see attached Figures 2-7 and 2-8 for area and
previous extent of proposed excavation). The area requiring deep excavation (and extensive dewatering
to approximately 20 feet above MSL) has been clarified and greatly reduced from approximately 37 acres
to approximately 5.5 acres (approximately a 400 feet by 600 feet area) as represented by Area D on
attached Figure 2-9 (Fugro, 2002). The reduction in area has reduced the required dewatering period
presented in the DEIR (page 4.5-70) from three to four months to approximately 55 days.

A Construction Dewatering Plan will be prepared prior to the start of dewatering to finalize the details of
the proposed excavation and dewatering operation. This Construction Dewatering Plan, at a minimum,
shall include details on the timing and extent of excavation and dewatering, the disposition of water

generated by dewatering and water level and water quality monitoring points and monitoring criteria.

Based on the clarification of dewatering and excavation operations by the applicant, additional analyses
consisting of numerical groundwater modeling was completed by the applicant to further evaluate
whether the proposed dewatering operations can be performed without substantially impacting the
existing Poole Oil Company plume. The existing RiverPark Groundwater Model was updated to better
represent the pits and focus on the existing MTBE plume and proposed dewatering locations. The
existing RiverPark Groundwater Model was developed as part of the Draft EIR to evaluate long-term
loading of storm water on groundwater quality (Draft EIR page 4.5-12) and was based largely on a
numerical model by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) to study the hydrogeology of the Santa Clara-
Calleguas groundwater basin as part of the Southern California Regional Aquifer System Analysis

(USGS, 1998).
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Groundwater flow simulations were prepared by ETIC Engineering, Inc. (ETIC) using the revised
RiverPark Groundwater Model to further evaluate the proposed construction dewatering (ETIC, 2002).
Water level elevations for 1997 were chosen for baseline condition, as explained in Draft EIR Appendix
4.5-2, because fall 1997 groundwater elevations were considered representative of average fall conditions.
Based on the dewatering simulations performed by ETIC, groundwater levels returned to pre-dewatering
levels within approximately 305 days of simulated recovery following the 60-day construction
dewatering period. Because of this, a total time period of one year (365 days) was used to simulate

baseline conditions and the effects of dewatering.

This modeling conservatively does not account for any dilution effects of the pits and also does not
consider that local groundwater gradients vary dramatically from season to season and from year to year
in the Forebay Basin over a standard water year (see Fugro (2001) Figure 3: Water level hydrograph for
State Well No. 2N /22W-22H1).

The baseline one-year flow simulation indicates that the contamination from the Poole Oil Company Site
would migrate approximately 3,400 feet downgradient (attached Figure 2-10) in one year, under ambient
conditions. A modeling run simulating 60 days of dewatering operations followed by 305 days of non-
pumping conditions indicates that the travel distance over one year would be similar, extending

approximately 3,900 feet from the Poole Oil Company Site (attached Figure 2-11).

Based on clarification of the proposed construction dewatering by the applicant, subsequent results of the
modeling analyses performed since preparation of the Draft EIR and the future preparation and
implementation of a Construction Dewatering Plan, the proposed construction dewatering will not move
the contamination substantially further than it would under ambient gradient conditions. Therefore,
there is no significant impact of the proposed construction dewatering on contaminated groundwater

form the Poole Oil Company Site.
UWCD-2
Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.1-40 is revised as follows:

The Saticoy spreading basin portion is located upstream of the project site and is more reflective of the
baekeround—water quality recharged water quality. The El Rio spreading basins, located closer to the
project but downstream of the Saticoy Spreading Grounds, have substantial groundwater extraction wells

and the water quality from these wells is generally more reflective of the-recharged—waterquality

backeround water quality.
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UWCD-3

The precise discharge locations and volumes for the proposed construction dewatering will be specified
in a Construction Dewatering Plan to be prepared by the applicant and reviewed and approved by the
City of Oxnard prior to initiation of dewatering. As the additional analysis described in the response to
Comment UWCD-1 demonstrates, discharging a portion of the water generated by dewatering
operations to the Small Woolsey and Vickers Pits (approximately 45 percent) will minimize drawdown
near the Poole Qil Company Site. The portion of water not returned to the Small Woolsey and Vickers
Pits could be discharged to any of the original locations identified in the DEIR, except for the Santa Clara
River and still be returned to the Forebay. Selection of a specific discharge point, aside from the Small
Woolsey and Vickers Pits, will be dependent on the amount of groundwater to be dewatered and the
relative location of the area to be dewatered to the discharge point considering mounding effects, and

will be defined in the Construction Dewatering Plan. As such, all water generated during dewatering

operations will be returned to the Forebay as recharge.

UWCD-4

Several LUST sites under investigation in the area of the RiverPark Project were identified as part of the
assessment performed for the DEIR. The Poole Oil Company Site located at 3885 East Vineyard Avenue
was identified as one of three active LUST sites. The DEIR (page 4.5-50) correctly indicates that the Poole
Oil Company Site had detected elevated concentrations of benzene and MTBE in groundwater samples
on the Site. In the round of sampling performed on June 18, 2001, MTBE was detected in groundwater
samples ranging up 1,800 ug/L (Well EW2). These results were reported to the VCEHD on October 18,
2001.

UWCD-5

The DEIR on page 4.5-85 indicates that the California Department of Health Services (DHS) primary
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for MTBE is 10 ug/L. Effective May 2000, the primary MCL
adopted by the DHS for MTBE was 13 ug/L. The secondary MCL for MTBE is 5 ug/L.

UWCD-6

Sampling results for July 18, 2001 submitted to the VCEHD on October 13, 2001 (PWE, 2001a), indicated
that MTBE was detected in groundwater samples collected from groundwater monitoring Wells MW-9,

MW-10, and MW-11, located down gradient and off-Site of the Poole Oil property. Based on sampling
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results for July 18, 2001, MTBE contamination in groundwater appears to extend off-Site to the west and

the lateral and vertical extent of MTBE contamination in groundwater has not been fully delineated.

The duration of soil and groundwater cleanup efforts associated with the Poole Oil Company Site is likely
to take several years. Currently no active remediation is being performed at the Site. The CAP/RAP,
dated February 18, 2002 was developed by PWE (2002) and has been submitted to the VCEHD. Portions
of the CAP/RAP have recently been approved, with modifications (VCEHD, 2002a). Given this, it is

unknown what portion of the plume maybe reasonably contained within the next four to six months.

As discussed above, the proposed construction dewatering operation can be performed without
accelerating the migration of groundwater contamination from the Poole Oil Company Site, thereby not

creating a significant impact.
UWCD-7

At the time of the DEIR preparation, groundwater flow calculations consisting of theoretical distance-
drawdown estimates using an analytical mathematical model were performed by Fugro using a range of
aquifer numerical values for the area to show the effect of the pits on the proposed dewatering operation
as presented in the DEIR (Fugro, 2001; DEIR page 4.5-85). The source of these aquifer values was the
calibrated numerical groundwater flow model developed for the Montalvo Forebay Basin prepared by
Fugro (1994). This analysis concluded that the dewatering operation as presented in the DEIR would not

significantly impact contamination from the Poole Oil Company Site.

The RiverPark groundwater flow model that was used to simulate the long-term effects of storm water
discharge on groundwater quality (see Appendix 4.5-2 of the DEIR) has been updated by ETIC to further
evaluate the potential effect of the pits on the proposed Stockpile Area dewatering and the groundwater

contamination associated with the Poole Oil Company Site (ETIC, 2002).

The first task associated with further evaluating the effect that the proposed dewatering operation may
have on groundwater contamination associated with the Poole Oil Company Site was to clarify the
proposed dewatering operation as outlined previously. In summary, the excavation estimates prepared
prior to DEIR preparation (attached Figure 2-12) called for all of Stockpile Area C to be excavated to an
elevation of 30 feet above MSL. The current conceptual excavation plan (attached Figure 2-13) has
identified a smaller area within Stockpile Area C that requires excavation to the deepest depth, Stockpile
Area D. Stockpile Area C will still need to be dewatered to reach an excavation level of 40 feet above
MSL, while only Stockpile Area D requires dewatering to allow excavation to an elevation of 25 feet

above MSL. The current expected excavation period has been shortened from a duration of
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approximately 12 to 16 weeks mentioned in the DEIR, down to approximately eight or nine weeks. In

addition, only a small portion of the Stockpile Area needs to be dewatered to the deepest depth.

Groundwater flow simulations were performed by ETIC Engineering, Inc. (ETIC) using the revised
RiverPark Groundwater Model to further evaluate the proposed construction dewatering. Water level
elevations for 1997 were chosen for baseline conditions, as explained in DEIR Appendix 4.5-2, because fall
1997 groundwater elevations were considered representative of average fall conditions. Based on the
dewatering simulations performed by ETIC, groundwater levels returned to pre-dewatering levels within
approximately 305 days of simulated recovery following the 60-day construction dewatering period.
Because of this, a total time period of one year (365 days) was used to simulate baseline conditions and

the effects of dewatering.

This modeling conservatively does not account for any dilution effects of the pits and also does not
consider that local groundwater gradients vary dramatically from season to season and from year to year
in the Forebay Basin over a standard water year (see Fugro (2001) Figure 3: Water level hydrograph for
State Well No. 2N/22W-22H1). The baseline scenario indicates that the contamination from the Poole Oil
Company Site would migrate approximately 3,400 feet downgradient (attached Figure 2-14) in one year,

under ambient conditions.

Additional simulations were performed to further evaluate the effect of discharging water generated by
the proposed dewatering operation into the Vickers, Small Woolsey, and Large Woolsey Pits. The goal of
discharging into the pits would be to maintain the pre-dewatering water levels (minimal drawdown of
water level) in order not to accelerate the migration of MTBE in groundwater from the Poole Oil
Company Site. These simulations indicate that the proposed dewatering operation can be performed
without accelerating the migration of existing contamination. As indicated by ETIC (2002), discharging
water generated by dewatering activities into the Small Woolsey, Vickers and Large Woolsey Pits can
offset the potential acceleration effect of dewatering on MTBE migration, although true recharge levels

should be lower than those modeled so as not to create a significant eastwards gradient.

Following the proposed 60-day construction dewatering period, the groundwater contamination will be
subjected to varying ambient recharging groundwater flow conditions. A simulation was performed to
represent this condition of 60 days of dewatering and recharge, followed by 305 days of groundwater
flow under ambient conditions. This simulation indicates that the travel distance of contamination from
the Poole Oil Company Site over one year would be similar to that without the proposed construction
dewatering, extending approximately 3,900 feet from the Poole Oil Company Site (attached Figure 2-15).
The difference in contaminant extent of approximately 500 feet represents a modeled travel time of

approximately two months under ambient conditions.
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Based on clarification of the proposed construction dewatering by the applicant, subsequent results of the
modeling analyses performed since preparation of the DEIR and the future preparation and
implementation of a Construction Dewatering Plan, the proposed construction dewatering will not move
the contamination substantially further than it would under ambient gradient conditions. Therefore,
there is no significant impact of the proposed construction dewatering on contaminated groundwater

form the Poole Oil Company Site.

During field reconnaissance associated with this evaluation, an existing gasoline station located at 3402
Vineyard Avenue (High Desert Oil #093) was noted to be undergoing construction activities related to
the underground storage tanks and/or lines. Based upon this, the VCEHD was contacted and the
VCEHD files for that Site were reviewed. In 1988, prior to an underground storage tank (UST) upgrade,
soil sampling at the Site detected petroleum hydrocarbon compounds at relatively low concentrations.
VCEHD granted the Site closure in August 1990. Between 1990 and 2001, no release of gasoline was

reported.

In June 2001, an application was submitted to the VCEHD to replace existing dispensing equipment with
new multi-grade dispensers and add one new dispenser with additional product piping. Based upon the
permitted construction activities and discussion with the VCEHD UST Case Officer, these modifications
were not related to any known or suspected release of contamination (verbal communication, VCEHD,
2002a). The LUFT Case Officer for this Site also indicated that no contamination was reported for soil
samples collected during the modification work (verbal communication, VCEHD, 2002b). Based on this
information, the existing gasoline station located at 3402 Vineyard Avenue (High Desert Oil #093) does
not appear to have groundwater contamination and will not significantly impact the construction

dewatering operation.
UWCD-8

The current conceptual dewatering operation includes the discharge of water generated during the
proposed Stockpile Area dewatering into the Large Woolsey, Small Woolsey or Vickers Pits. The
discharge water will be tested in compliance with any required permits. This testing shall include

sampling for MTBE and will be defined in the Construction Dewatering Plan.
UWCD-9

UWCD does not reference what boring data to which they are referring; however, UWCD is probably

referring to subsurface data presented in Fugro (1999). That data is mainly for fill materials located in the
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stockpile area of the S.P. Milling site. In general, blowcount data obtained from borings located in the
stockpile area are in fill materials and do suggest susceptibility to liquefaction. However, as part of the

RiverPark development plan, those materials will be excavated and replaced with densified materials.

Other subsurface data for pit slope perimeters and other areas of the proposed development will be
presented when it has been obtained and synthesized. However, we note the existing subsurface data for
nearby projects and referenced in the appendicized reports (Fugro, 2000, 2001), such as the El Rio Juvenile
Justice Center Complex, currently under construction (circa, January 2002), indicates that liquefaction

potential is very low for the native alluvial sandy and gravelly soils present in the area.
UWCD-10

The proposed Specific Plan incorporates appropriate set backs, fencing and signing of the open water pit

areas, as suggested in this comment.
UWCD-11

Considering UWCD’s statements and clarification of the proposed future use of the Pits, additional
groundwater modeling was performed by ETIC Engineering Inc. (ETIC) to evaluate whether a significant
groundwater quality impact may arise if UWCD uses the Pits to store and recharge water. Based on the
simulations performed by ETIC, UWCD can use the Pits to store and recharge water without creating a
significant groundwater quality impact associated with groundwater contamination from the Poole Oil

Company Site.
Presented below is a summary of the general analysis process used to evaluate the future use of the Pits.

General Evaluation Process

The ability of UWCD to use the Pits without creating a significant groundwater quality impact is related

to three primary variables:

1) The extent and remaining mass of contamination associated with the Poole Oil Company Site at

the time of the intended use;
2) The details of the proposed future use of the Pits by UWCD, specifically, constraints on the
timing, volume and location of water to be delivered to the Pits; and,
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3) The ambient conditions of the aquifer at the time of the future use.

Based upon reasonable assumptions associated with the variables mentioned above, analyses using
numerical groundwater modeling were performed to evaluate whether a theoretical future use by UWCD
can be implemented without creating a significant impact on groundwater quality (ETIC, 2002b). The
evaluations were conducted using the Revised RiverPark Model, which was developed to evaluate the
potential for dewatering activities to create a significant groundwater quality impact related to
contamination from the Poole Oil Company Site (ETIC, 2002a). The threshold for a significant
groundwater quality impact associated with UWCD’s future use of the Pits is defined as displacement of

the MTBE contamination substantially further than expected under ambient groundwater conditions.

Assumed Conditions Associated with the Future Use

The assumed conditions and rationale for those future conditions at the time of the potential use of the

Pits by UWCD are summarized below.

Extent and Remaining Mass of Contamination Associated with the Poole Oil Company Site

Since the time of DEIR preparation, more data regarding the extent of contamination and plans for
remediating the Poole Oil Company Site have become available. This information primarily confirmed
the presence of MTBE associated with the Poole Oil Company Site and the Corrective Action
Plan/Remedial Action Plan (CAP/RAP) that has been conditionally approved, indicates the near-term
plans for remediation of contamination. The CAP/RAP dated February 18, 2002 was developed by PW
Environmental (PWE, 2002) and portions of the CAP/RAP have been granted approval, with
modifications (VCEHD, 2002).

Remediation has not started to date. The stated goals of the CAP/RAP (PWE, 2002) are as follows,

“The goals for the required workscope are: 1) to further assess the down-gradient extent of groundwater
contamination; 2) implement a remedial action (dual-phase extraction system) to remediate soil and
groundwater contamination; and 3) mitigate the continued offsite migration of groundwater

contamination in the southwest corner of the property.”

The CAP/RAP indicated that, “a total of 13 groundwater extraction wells are required at the site.” These
wells according to the CAP/RAP are expected to pump at up to 15 gallons per minute (gpm). Although

the full CAP/RAP was not approved, it is reasonable to assume that over a three-year period, significant
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remediation of the source area and some remediation and control of the downgradient plume extent is

expected to occur.

Proposed Future use of the Pits by UWCD

The UWCD has stated that there is flexibility in the proposed future use, in regard to the timing, volume
and location of water to be delivered to the Pits. The proposed long-term average amount of water to be
recharged is approximately 6,000 acre-feet and the period of recharge over a year is anticipated to occur

over a five-month period between December and April.

Model Simulations of Future UWCD Pit Use

To evaluate the effects of using the Pits, baseline groundwater conditions similar to those observed in
1997 were assumed. Water level elevations for 1997 were used for modeling scenarios, as explained in
DEIR Appendix 4.5-2, because fall 1997 groundwater elevations were considered representative of
average fall conditions, which is the expected aquifer condition prior to initiation of any winter use of the

Pits for water storage or recharge.

The baseline simulation started with the current extent of contamination as defined by PW
Environmental in July 2001 (PWE, 2001) and simulated the effects of four years of active groundwater
remediation. This modeling conservatively does not include any source reduction, any dilution effects of
the Pits and also does not consider that local groundwater gradients vary dramatically from season to
season and from year to year in the Forebay Basin over a standard water year (see Fugro (2001) Figure 3:

Water level hydrograph for State Well No. 2N/22W-22H1).

To simulate the potential effect of the proposed future use of the Pits, it was assumed that 6,000 acre-feet
would be recharged across the Large Woolsey, Small Woolsey/Vickers and Brigham Pits beginning in
four years. It was also assumed that pump and treat remediation as in the baseline scenario had been
occurring for three years prior to, and during the year of delivery to the Pits. The amount of water
delivered to the Large Woolsey Pit was 1,500 acre-feet, while 4,500 acre-feet was delivered to the Small
Woolsey/Vickers and Brigham Pits. This scenario also conservatively does not include any source
reduction, possible dilution effects by the Pits and also does not consider that local groundwater
gradients vary dramatically from season to season and from year to year in the Forebay Basin over a
standard water year (see Fugro (2001) Figure 3: Water level hydrograph for State Well No. 2N/22W-
22H1).
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Simulation Results

The result of the baseline scenario indicates that relative capture of the groundwater contamination is
possible (see attached Figure 2-16). The scenario that includes one-year of recharge to the Pits indicates
that even though approximately 6,000 acre-feet are recharged to the northwest of the Poole Qil Site, the

extent of contamination is almost identical to the baseline condition (see attached Figure 2-17).

Conclusion

The threshold for a significant groundwater quality impact related to the future use of the Pits for water
storage and recharge is defined as displacement of the MTBE contamination from the Poole Oil Company
Site substantially further than expected under ambient basin conditions. As indicated in attached Figures
2-18 and 2-19, a future potential use can be implemented that would not create a significant groundwater
quality impact. It should be noted that the modeling scenarios conservatively assume that: there is a
continuous source of contamination; the anticipated average volume of water is delivered to the Pits in
the first year, instead of increasing volume in a phased manner; and, that water is delivered to all of the
Pits in the first year of delivery, whereas, UWCD has expressed flexibility in the location for delivery

during initiation of the use of the Pits.

UWCD-12

The City notes this comment supporting the design of the water quality treatment system and agreeing

with the analysis in the Draft EIR.
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Simulated Transport of Existing MTBE Plume after One Year
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VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Memorandum 5

TO: Joseph Eisenhut, Planning DATE: January 17, 2002 *

FROM: Alicia Stratton o

SUBJECT: Request for Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report for RiverPark

Project, City of Oxnard (Reference No. 01-105)
Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject project Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR). The proposed project is for the RiverPark Specific Plan. The
Plan would allow the development of a new mixed-use community containing open
space, residential, commercial, and public facilities uses within the 701-acre Specific
Plan. The RiverPark Specific Plan would permit the development of an integrated
mixed-use community consisting of open space; residential, commercial, and public
facilities uses. The RiverPark community would be made up of four basic land uses: the
commercial area proposed within the southern portion of RiverPark Area “A,” the
residential neighborhoods proposed to the north and east of the commercial areas, the
open space area proposed in the northern portion of the Specific Plan Area, and public
facilities. The RiverPark Specific Plan would allow the construction of up to 2,805
residential units and 2.485 million square feet of commercial development. The Specific
Plan also identifies sites for two new elementary and one new intermediate schools, new
City of Oxnard and County of Ventura fire stations, neighborhood parks and community
open space.

In addition to the Specific Plan, several related actions are proposed. These include
approval of a new reclamation plan for the existing sand and gravel mine, a general plan
amendment, zone change and pre-zone actions, a change to the text of the city’s zoning
code, a tentative tract map, a development agreement, an amendment to an existing owner
participation agreement, and annexation of RiverPark Area “B” to the City of Oxnard.
The project site is located immediately north of the Ventura Freeway between the Santa
Clara River and Vineyard Avenue in Oxnard.

The District offers the following comments on the Draft EIR.

Volume II of the Appendix contains comments received from agencies on the Notice of
Preparation (May 9, 2000) and the revised Notice of Preparation (June 12, 2001). Due to

the project’s similarities with the Ahmanson Ranch Specific Plan, in the May 9, 2000 VCAPCD-1
memorandum from the District, we recommended that the Draft EIR contain an Air fd\_;l
Quality Mitigation Program similar to the Air Quality Mitigation Program for the N
Q-
NS &
N
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Joseph Eisenhut
January 17, 2002
Page 2

Ahmanson Ranch Specific Plan. We requested that before approval of the RiverPark
Specific Plan, each air quality mitigation measure in the Ahmanson Ranch Air Quality
Mitigation Program be evaluated for applicability to the RiverPark project, and all
measures found feasible be applied to the project. In addition, the District provided the
applicant with recommended mitigation measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
for possible inclusion in the RiverPark Specific Plan. We requested that the EIR
explicitly state that these air quality mitigation measures will be implemented unless a
feasibility analysis shows them to be infeasible or other more effective air quality
mitigation measures become available and are applied to the project.

Some of these mitigation measures appear to have been applied to the air quality analysis
for the RiverPark project, however, these appear to be the design features that the
URBEMIS7G air quality model incorporates as mitigation measures, with no analysis of
feasibility of any other mitigation measures as recommended. The list from our June 7,
2000 memorandum contains numerous other specific mitigation measures that are not
found in the Draft EIR. We again recommend that a comprehensive Air Quality
Mitigation Program be developed that includes a full range of operational and area air
quality mitigation measures and programs. This Air Quality Mitigation Program should
also include an analysis of the mitigation measures listed in our June 7, 2000
memorandum.

In our July 9, 2001 response to the revised Notice of Preparation, the District
recommended that a toxic air pollution evaluation be conducted for the project due to
adjacent industrial uses. We recommended that the evaluation consider the subject
project in relation to existing and planned development, local wind patterns, and the types
and amounts of toxic and hazardous materials that are stored, handled or used on adjacent
properties. Please provide an explanation why the Human Health Risk — Off-Site
Emissions (Toxics) discussion on page 4.8-16 addresses release of harmful air emissions
from nearby stationary sources but not hazardous materials stored, handled or used on
adjacent properties.

Also, please note that the responses to the Notice of Preparation and the Revised Notice
of Preparation provided by the District are in reverse order in Volume II of the Appendix.

Finally, in the discussion of Regional Air Quality on page 4.8-6 of Volume I, the District
is described as having eight air quality monitoring stations throughout Ventura County.
There are currently six air quality monitoring stations in Ventura County; the station on
Anacapa Island is no longer in operation, and there is only one station, not two, in
operation in Ventura.

If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426.

m:\planning\ceqa tracking\ceqa projects\2001 projects\01-105
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD)

VCAPCD-1

The City of Oxnard reviewed and considered each comment in the letter sent by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) during preparation of the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR. The
VCAPCD recommended that the City review and consider the applicability and feasibility of the air
quality mitigation measures included in the Ahmanson Ranch Air Quality Mitigation Program. In
addition, the VCAPCD recommended that the City consider the measures recommended for by the
District for the Newhall Ranch project which the District believes are currently feasible. The VCAPCD

notes that some of the measures recommended have been incorporated into the RiverPark project.

The City of Oxnard reviewed the measures recommended by the VCAPCD and, as noted in this
comment, incorporated those measures considered applicable to the RiverPark project and feasible. The
measures included in the Ahmanson Ranch Air Quality Mitigation Program have not yet been
implemented and, as a result, there is no demonstration of the feasibility of these measures. It is also
noted that the County of Los Angeles did not adopt all the measures recommended by the VCAPCD for
the Newhall Ranch project and many of these measures were rejected as infeasible. As the measures
suggested by the VCAPCD for consideration by the City have not been successfully implemented, the

presumption by the District that these measures are feasible is not supported.

As noted on page 4.8-22 of the Draft EIR, certain design features, consistent with the ACPD Guidelines,
have been incorporated into the RiverPark Specific Plan. The APCD Guidelines state that addressing site
design and land use issues at the conceptual stage of development maximizes opportunities to
incorporate measures to reduce potential air quality impacts. Land use design features suggested in the

APCD Guidelines which been incorporated into the RiverPark project include:!

» Encourage the development of higher density housing and employment centers near public
transit corridors.

* Encourage compact development featuring a mix of uses that locates residences near jobs and
services.

e Provide services, such as food services, banks, post offices, and other personal services within
office parks and other large developments.

* Encourage infill development.

e Ensure that the design of streets, sidewalks, and bike paths within a development encourage
walking and biking.

* Provide landscaping to reduce energy demand for cooling.

1 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, November
2000, p. 1-5.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

The City reviewed the Ahmanson Ranch Air Quality Mitigation Agreement. This agreement defines the
amount of the fee to be paid for different types of land uses allowed by the specific plan and requires that
“All fees be used for the implementation of air quality management and mitigation measures that reduce
the Project’s sir quality impacts to the greatest extent feasible.” A list of specific measures that “may” be
funded is provided in this agreement. Again, it is noted that no information demonstrating the feasibility
of the specific measures that may be implemented for the Ahmanson Ranch project is provided. The
RiverPark Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure requiring the development and approval of a TDM
Fee Program similar in scope and content to the Ahmanson Ranch Air Quality Mitigation Agreement

prior to the issuance of the first building permit within the Specific Plan Area.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description section it is estimated that the RiverPark project will be
built out over a 12 to 15 year, and possibly greater, period. The air quality mitigation fees would be
collected over this build-out period as individual projects are developed within the Specific Plan Area.
The City would use these fees for air quality management and mitigation programs consistent with the
list of appropriate TDM Fund Expenditures on page 7-19 of the 2000 APCD Guidelines. These
expenditures may include the specific programs suggested by the APCD to the extent these programs are
determined to be practical and feasible. As implemented, this will be the same as what is specified in the
Ahmanson Ranch Mitigation Agreement, which lists programs that “may” be implemented and then

states that expenditures of the air quality impact fees are not limited to these programs.
VCAPCD-2

Applied Environmental Technologies, Inc. (AET) has recently completed several Phase 1 (Preliminary)
Environmental Site Assessments in the vicinity of the proposed Riverpark project. After review of
various environmental documents related to the industrial and commercial properties in the vicinity, the

following characteristics are noted.

The materials used at the adjacent properties to the north consist of approximately 95% petroleum
products with approximately 60% in the form of waste oils and other heavy hydrocarbons. The
remaining materials consist of metal sludge, inorganic solid waste, asbestos, soil, unspecified aqueous

solutions, etc.

In addition, the materials that are listed on the adjacent properties are predominantly classified on the
small quantity generators list. The wastes are disposed and recycled without violations registered with

the County or State.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

The items identified at the nearby properties are not classified as acutely toxic. The materials identified at
properties in the vicinity are not expected to contribute a significant environmental liability to the

RiverPark project.
VCAPCD-3

As indicated in this comment, both the response to the Notice of Preparation and Revised Notice of

Preparation from the VCAPCD are included in the appendix to the Draft EIR.
VCAPCD-4
The referenced text on Page 4.8-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

To identify ambient concentrations of the six criteria pollutants, the APCD operates eight six air quality

monitoring stations throughout Ventura County. These stations are located in Thousand Oaks, El Rio,

Ventura E-statiens), Piru, Ojai and Simi Valley.-and-en-Anacapaislands
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M E M O R A N D U M
To: Joseph Eisenhut
From: /Rﬁé_‘%cking, Cultural Heritage Program Staff
Date: November 1, 2001
Subject: Riverpark EIR Comments Ref. 01-105

The Cultural Heritage Board reviewed this EIR at its meeting of Jan. 14, 2002 adopting
the following comments:

1. The Mitigation recommended in the EIR is supported with additions noted below:

a. The sites of New Jerusalem and the El Rioc Rock Company/SP Milling
should be marked as Points of Interest if adopted by the Oxnard City Council and with
accompanying Historical signs, to be funded by the developer. Said signs' design,
warding and location shall be subject to approval by the Board. The Board will
consider recommending POl for both sites soon.

b. Historical Resource excavation: on p. 4.12-14 there is reference to “any
unpredicted cultural resources, including Chumash artifacts", but there is no specific
reference to the specific possibility for further historic artifacts as there were found at

VCCHC-1

VCCHC-2

the Myrtle St. site. There should be specific reference and mitigation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

mkh/amifrvrpk2
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Ventura County Cultural Heritage Commission (VCCHC)

VCCHC-1

The City of Oxnard will consider this recommendation.

VCCHC-2

The term “cultural resources” as used in the sentence referenced in this sentence was intended to include

historical artifacts. In order to clarify the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, this measure is revised as

follows:

4.12-1

A qualified Archaeological Monitor shall be present at the site during grading and earthwork

activities. If any unpredicted cultural resources, including archeological or historic artifacts,

are uncovered during earthmoving activities, construction work shall stop immediately and the

appropriate local and regional authorities shall be consulted.
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AgrichGiwural Commissioner
W. Earl McPhail

Office G Chief Daputy
AGRiQUiTURAL COMM’SS?ONER Qavid B. Bueitner

P.C. Bex 889, Sente Prule, CA 93067
815 Sast Sante Barbara Straset
Telaphona: {806} 8333-3185
(BOE) 847-5931
FAX: {808) 825.8922

Tanuary 25, 2062

Gary Sugano

Principal Plapner

City of Oxnard

Planning and Environmental Services Division
300 West Third Strest

Oxnard, CA 93030

SUBJECT:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for the RiverPark Project
Dear Mr. Suganc:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for the RiverPark project, and the
additional time to submit our comments. We reviewed the Summary and Sections 1.0
(Introduction), 2.0 (Environmental Setting), 4.1 (Land Use Plauning, Programs and Policies), 4.2
(Aesthetics—portion), 4.4 (Biclogical Resources—portion), 4.6 (Agricultural Resources), 5.0
(Altematives), 6.0 (Growth Inducing Impacts), and 7.0 (Significant Irreversible Envircnmental
Changes) of the document. The following are our comments.

Summary

Page S-8, first paragraph. The text indicates that runoff from large storm events (that is, those
that would occur less frequent than a 10-year event) would not enter the existing mining pits.
However, the last sentence of the second to the last paragraph on page S-7 states that rupof!f from VCAC-1
storms larger than a 10-year event will overflow into the mining pits, Based on review of other
sections of the Draft EIR. the statement on page S-7 appears to be correct, Please revise the text
on page 5-3,

Page 5-9, Agricaltural Resources. The summary of impacts to agricultural resources should be
revised to include a short discussion of the compatibility of the proposed residential and
school/park uses with existing agricultural land located cast of Vineyard Avenue, as provided on
pages 4.6-13 and -16,

VCAC-2

Section 4. 1—Land Use Planning, Programs and Policies

Page 4.1-27, last paragraph, The second to the last seatence should be revised to indicats that |
the proposed school/park site adjacent to Vineyard Avenue also would be located 1,500 feet from IVCAC-3
the agricultural operations to the east of Vineyard Avenue, as discussed on pages 4.6-13 and -16. |
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Fage 4.1-31, last paragraph. The first sentence should be reviced o state “The County of
Yepturs 15 wichin the six-county jurisdiction of the Southern Caiifornia Association of
Govemments . . ., which also includes Les Angeles, Orange, San Bemardine, Riverside, ., .”

Page 4.1-42, first paragraph. The last sentence should be revisad to state “The following policy
of the Water Quality Chapter has some relevance to the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan:™ Only
one policy is identifed.

Page 4.1-42, following second paragraph. The first paragraph on page 4.1-32 states that the
SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide includes a hazardous wasts managsment
chapter. Discussion of thig chapter is not included in the Draft EIR as were the other four core
chaprers.

Page 4.1-46, top of page. The discussion of land use compatibility impacts should include or
reference the discussion of the compatibility of the proposed residential and schooi/park uses with
the agricultural operations to the east of Vineyard Avenue on pages 4.6-15 and-16.

Section 4. 2—Aesthetics

Figure 4.2-7. The use of the term “Greeubelt” in the legend may be confussd with the Oxpard-
Camarillo Greenbelt. The figurs illustrates the Oxnard General Plan Community Design
Structure Map, and indicates that the northem portion of RiverPark Area B is located within a
“greenbelt’”. However, as noted on page 4.2-27, the Specific Plan area does not include any
portica of the Oxnard-Camarillc Greenbelt. The boundary of the “greenbeit” shown on Figure
4.2-7 also is not consistent with the Oxnard -Camarillo Greenbelt boundary. If the “greenbelt”
indicated on the General Plan Community Design Structure Map is intended to be different than
the Oxnard-Camarillo Grezabelt, the iegend on Figure 4.2-7 shonld be revised to indicate that
they are not the same, to avoid confusion to decisionmakers and the public,

Page d.2-27, second paragraph. The text statss that the Specific Plap Area is not adjacent to
any greenbelt areas. However, the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt boundary is located ro the north
of the abandoned 2xtension of Centrai Avenue west of Vineyard Avenue, and appears to be
separated from the northern boundary of the Specific Flan area by a single parcel. [t would be
helpful to revise Figure 2.0-2 or 2.0-3 to illustrate the location of the Oxnard-Camarille
Greeubelt, and reference the figure in the text.

Section 4. d—Biolygical Resources

Page 4.4-4, last pavagraph. The text states that at the time of ficid surveys for the Draft EIR, &
portion of Ei Rio Retention Basin No. 2 was in agriculmral sroduction. Figure 4 4-1 indicates
that El Rio Retention Basin No, 1 also was in production. The text should be revised accordingly.

Section 4. 6—Agricultural Rescurces

Page 4.6-2, first paragraph. The first sentence states that the California Association of

Resource Conservation Districts, in conjunction with the California Department of Conservation,

issue the Impartant Farmlands Maps. The maps themselves indicate that they are published by
he Department of Conservation only. Please revise the text accordin 2ly.

Page 4.6-5, first paragraph, The Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner does not report
information on the amount of agricultural land converted o other uses to the Department of

I
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Conservation. The Ventuza County Plaoning Division provides this infarmation. Please revise
the text accordingly.

Page 4.5-8, first paragraph. The text should be revised to indicate that Land Conservaticn Act

contracts may be entered into for a period of 10 or 20 vears, end that cach contract {at any given |YCAC-13
date) is always operable at least 9 or |9 years into the future.

Page 4.6-8, bottom paragraph, The last sentence should be revised to indicate “With certain VOAG- 14
exceptions, the County SOAR Ordinance requires countywide voter approval of any changs 7

Page 4.6-10, first paragraph. The iast senience should be revised to state . . . due to

discretionary development on lands containing Prime farmland or Farmland of Statewide VCAC-15

Importance agricultural soils.”

Page 4,5-10, bottom of page and 11, top of page. The text indicates that a strip of agricuitural
land lecated between Vineyard Avenus and El Ric Retention Basin No. 2 includes 16 acres
located on the Retention Basin site and a small 3-acre parcel immediately north of this parcel,
This statement is inconsistent with Figure 4.4-1, which illustrates that Retention Basin No. 2 is in |VCAC-16
agricultural production. Further, Figure 4.6-3 is inconsistent with Fi gure 4.4-1. Figure 4.6-3

shows that only the 19 acre strip adjacent to Vinevard Avenue is in agricultural production. and
not Retention Basin Nos. 1 or 2. The figures and text should be revised to be consistent.

Page 4.6-14, last paragraph. The last sentence should be revised tc refer to the Agricultura] VCAC-17
Commissioner’s Office.

Page 4.6-15, third paragraph. The text states that in 1996, when The Value of Agriculture to
Ventura County: An Economic Analysis was prepared, agricultural land within the County totaled
101,483 acres. However, based or the Department of Conservation 1998 daia, currently there are VCAC-18
112,159 acres of farmland on the State Important Farmlands Maps. Due to the difference in these
numbers {and because the text indicates that there was less farmland in 1996 than in 1958}, the
source of the data in The Yalue of Agricuiture to Ventura County should be identifisd.

Page 4.6-15, bottom paragraph. The second sentenes should be revised to state that the
residential and school/park areas proposed in the RiverPark Specific Plan weuld be located VCAC-19
approximately 1,500 feet fom the nearest agricultural land located east of Vineyard Avenue. Ths
second sentence should be revised to state school/park uses.

Section 5.0—A fternatives

Page £.0-2, bottam of page, See comment on page 5-8 above. The text should be revised to be
consistent with page S-8, and should indicate “Runoff from storms that are less frequent than a
10-year svent will be conveved to the reclaimed mine pits.” The second to the last sentence
should be revised to state “Giver the low frequency of these large storm events, this impact VCAC-20
would not occur often.” The last sentence is inconsistent with the information provided on page
S-7. Runoff from storms with a frequency less than a 10-year event would enter the pits. Please
revise the text accordingly.

Page 5,0-28, Noise. The altemative being assessed is the Reduce Density Alternative, Under

‘ . STV VCAC-21
this alternative, development would cocur in RiverPark Area B

Lad
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Page 5.0-33, first paragraph. This altemnative would requirg expansion of the sizas of the
detention basins, as indicated at the top ofthe page. If the sizes of the detention basing incraase,
how would the amount of development within the Specific Plan Area remain the same since less
development area would be available?

VCAC-22

Page 5.0-33, last paragraph. The text describes the water quality treatment system proposed by
the project (not the alternative). The statement in the middle of the paragraph indjcates that VCAC-23
runoff from storms with a frequency less than a 10-year event would not enter the mine pits,
However, the second sentence (and the information provided on page S5-7 and the corrected
discussion on page 5.0-2) states that the runoff from these storms would enter the pits, The text
should be revised to be consistent.

Page 5.6-35, first paragraph, This altemative would require expansion of the sizes of the
detention basins, and the provision of additional structures to allow sediment loads to settle out
prior to entering the basins, as indicated at the top of the page. If the sizes of the detention basins |VCAC-24
ncrease and sedimentaticn structures are required, how would the amount of development within

the Specific Plan Area remain the same since less development area would be available?

* ¥ L ¥ * W

T'would like to commend the preparers of the Draft EJR and City Pianning staff for an excellent
eavironmental docyment, Based on the sections we reviewed, the Draft EIR is very thorough,
comprehensive and well illustrated. In particular, I found the analyses of the project’s
congistency with LAFCO and SCAG policies in Section 4.1 to be especially well done.

If you or the EIR consultant have any questions regarding the above commaents, please contact me
at 9332095,

Smeerely,

Julie Bulla
Senior Flanner

IB/jb
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Ventura County Office of Agricultural Commissioner (VCAC)

VCAC-1
Comment noted. The referenced sentence on page S-8 is revised to read as follows:

Because runoff from storms with a frequency less greater than a 10-year frequency would not enter the

pits, overall mass loading of these and other pollutant constituents would be reduced.
VCAC-2

Comment noted. The summary of impacts to agriculture is revised as follows:
Agricultural Resources

Approximately 155 acres of agricultural land is located in RiverPark Area ‘A’. In addition to this
agricultural land in RiverPark Area ‘A’, there is a small amount of agricultural land in RiverPark Area ‘B’.
There is a small strip of agricultural land located between Vineyard Avenue and El Rio Retention Basin
No. 2. In addition, the County of Ventura currently leases the bottom of El Rio Retention Basin No. 2 for
agricultural use. When this land currently used for agricultural purposes in RiverPark Area ‘B’ is
considered, a total of 209 acres of agricultural land is located within the Specific Plan Area. All of the
agricultural land within the Specific Plan Area is currently under cultivation with strawberries. The 155
acres of agricultural land in RiverPark Area ‘A’ is mapped as Prime Farmland on the Important
Farmlands Map for Ventura County prepared by the State Department of Conservation. The property
currently located in RiverPark Area ‘B’ is not currently identified as farmland on the Important
Farmlands Map. The portion of the Specific Plan Area containing the 155 acres of Prime Farmland has
been designated for urban uses since 1986 and the Project is consistent with the policies of the Oxnard
2020 General Plan addressing the preservation of agricultural land. The loss of agricultural land within

the RiverPark Specific Plan Area would be an unavoidable significant impact resulting from the project.

The nearest agricultural land to the Specific Plan Area is located east of Vineyard Avenue and north of

the El Rio Community. The closest residential areas proposed in the RiverPark Specific Plan would be

located approximately 1,500 feet from this agricultural land. Because the nearest agricultural land will be

buffered from the proposed residential and school uses by more than 1,500 feet, development of the uses

allowed by the proposed Specific Plan would not have significant impacts on the this agricultural land,

including such impacts as blocking solar access to agricultural sites and land use incompatibility.
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Furthermore, the proposed Specific Plan consists of commercial and residential uses that would not

generate a significant amount of dust or introduce agricultural pests and diseases. The RiverPark Project

will also result in a net gain in local groundwater. No impact on agricultural water supplies, therefore,

will result.

VCAC-3

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.1-27 is revised as follows:
Discussion

The proposed annexation will have no effect on the physical or economic integrity of agricultural lands
contained within the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt. While a small portion of the proposed annexation
area is presently utilized for crop production, it is a secondary use on land that is improved for flood
control purposes. More importantly, this land is located in the CURB and is a small parcel that is
separated from farmland located in the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt by Vineyard Avenue, residential
development located due east of the Specific Plan Area, and an industrial park. As planned, the nearest
residential neighborhood to the existing agricultural land across Vineyard Avenue would be 1,500 feet.

The proposed school/park site on the eastern edge of Specific Plan Area would also be 1,500 feet from

this existing agricultural land. Consequently, annexation to allow future development of said land

promotes infill development that would not alter the physical boundary of the Greenbelt nor influence

the economic integrity of agricultural lands.
VCAC-4
Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.1-31 is revised as follows:

The County of Les—Angeles Ventura is within the six-county jurisdiction of the Southern California
Association of Governments ("SCAG"), which also includes Ventura Los Angeles, Orange, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties. SCAG has divided its jurisdiction into 13 subregions to
facilitate regional planning efforts. As previously mentioned the RiverPark Specific Plan Area is located

in the Ventura Council of Governments Subregion as defined by SCAG.
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VCAC-5

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.1-42 is revised as follows:

The following policy Pelieies of the Water Quality Chapter, whieh-have-has some relevance to the

proposed RiverPark Specific Plan, is axe discussed below:
VCAC-6

SCAG submitted a response to the Notice of Preparation of the RiverPark EIR issued by the City. In this
response, SCAG identified those policies in the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) that it
felt were particularly applicable to the RiverPark Project and requested analysis of these policies in the
Draft EIR. SCAG did not request analysis of consistency of the project with the policies in the Hazardous
Waste Management Chapter. This is consistent with the purpose of this chapter of the RCPG. This
chapter of the RCPG is a summary of the region’s Hazardous Waste Plan. The stated purpose of this
chapter is to “assist the region’s counties and cities, the regional council of governments, and the state in
their individual efforts to plan for current and future hazardous waste management requirements.” This
chapter does not contain any policies that are applicable to individual projects. For this reason, SCAG

did not request discussion of this chapter in the Draft EIR.
VCAC-7
Comment noted. The following text is added to the top of page 4.1-46:

The Specific Plan also buffers existing natural resources in the Santa Clara River. As part of the proposed
Landscape Master Plan, a multi-layered habitat will be created along the edge of the Specific Plan
adjacent to the Santa Clara River. This setback will utilize native vegetation communities to attract and
support a wide range of wildlife species, especially birds. Selected tree species will provide nesting and
foraging habitat for the many species. This newly created forest will also contain an understory of
numerous species of compatible native shrubs. In addition to the habitat benefits provided by this buffer,
it will also serve as a transition between developed uses within the Specific Plan and the natural

resources found within the Santa Clara River.

The proposed annexation will have no effect on the physical or economic integrity of agricultural lands

contained within the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt. While a small portion of the proposed annexation

area is presently utilized for crop production, it is a secondary use on land that is improved for flood
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control purposes. More importantly, this land is located in the CURB and is a small parcel that is

separated from farmland located in the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt by Vinevard Avenue, residential

development located due east of the Specific Plan Area, and an industrial park. As planned, the nearest

residential neighborhood to the existing agricultural land across Vinevard Avenue would be 1,500 feet.

The proposed school/park site on the eastern edge of Specific Plan Area would also be 1,500 feet from

this existing agricultural land. Consequently, annexation to allow future development of said land

promotes infill development that would not alter the physical boundary of the Greenbelt nor influence

the economic integrity of agricultural lands.

As proposed, the RiverPark Project will not create any land use incompatibilities.
VCAC-8

Figure 2-20 is a recreation of a portion of the 2020 Community Design figure contained in the Community
Design Element of the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. This figure is citywide in scale and general. The text of
the Community Design Element identifies the agricultural land in the Oxnard-Camarillo-Del Norte
Greenbelt as a visual resource. The referenced figure has been revised to reflect the boundaries of this
greenbelt. Please see the exhibit following this page. As mentioned in this comment, no portion of the

proposed Specific Plan Area is located within the Oxnard-Camarillo-Del Norte Greenbelt.
VCAC-9

The referenced exhibit has been revised as discussed above in the response to Comment VCAC-8. The

text in page 4.2-27 is revised to read as follows:

The Specific Plan Area contains a eucalyptus windrow that is proposed to be incorporated into a linear
park space connecting the Central Park in Oxnard Boulevard west to a park at the western edge of the
Specific Plan Area immediately north of the elementary school site. In addition to preserving this
windrow, the new cottonwood forest proposed along the western edge of the Specific Plan Area in
RiverPark Area ‘B’ will introduce additional tall trees visible from the Ventura Freeway. As previously
mentioned, two sets of landscape treatments are proposed along the Ventura Freeway. This landscape

buffer along the freeway varies in width but is more than thirty feet wide. As shown in Figure 4,2-27,

Tthe Specific Plan Area is not adjacent to any greenbelt areas. Vineyard Avenue separates the Specific
Plan Area from the agricultural land to the east in the Oxnard-Camarillo-Del Norte Greenbelt and the

Large Woolsey Mine Pit separates the proposed development areas in the Specific Plan Area from the

greenbelt area to the north of Central Avenue. The portions of the Specific
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Plan Area closest to the greenbelt consist of open space uses, including the reclaimed mine pits and a
water quality detention basin. The school site located between Northpark Drive and Santa Clara River
Boulevard will consist of grassy playfields along Vineyard Avenue. This edge of open space uses along
Vineyard Avenue ensures land use compatibility with the agricultural uses in the greenbelt. The

RiverPark Project is consistent with this policy.
VCAC-10

El Rio Retention Basin No. 1 is not used for agricultural purposes and was not in production at the time
of the referenced field surveys. Figure 4.4-1 has been revised and is presented on the following page as

Figure 2-21.

VCAC-11

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-2 is revised as follows:

Using Soil Conservation Service soil classifications, discussed above, the California Department of

Conservation (DOC) and—the—California—-Assecintion—ef Resouree—Conservation—Distriets—translate

translates soil survey data into an “Important Farmland Series” of maps for the State’s agricultural

counties.

VCAC-12

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-5 is revised as follows:

The amount of agricultural land converted to other uses has been monitored since 1984 by the DOC based

on information reported by the Ventura County Planning Division—Ceunty-Agricultural-Commissioner:

This information is presented belew-in Table 4.6-1 on page 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR.

VCAC-13

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-8 is revised as follows:
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2.0 Responses to Comments

The Williamson Act

The California Land Conservation Act, also known as the Williamson Act, was adopted in 1965 in order
to encourage the preservation of the state’s agricultural lands and to prevent its premature conversion to
urban uses. In order to preserve these uses, this act established an agricultural preserve contract
procedure by which any county or city within the state taxes landowners at a lower rate using a scale
based on the actual use of the land for agricultural purposes, as opposed to its unrestricted market value.
In return, the owners guarantee that these properties would remain under agricultural production for a
ten- or twenty-year period. This contract is renewed automatically unless a notice of non-renewal is filed
by the owner. In this manner, each agricultural preserve contract (at any given date) is always operable
at least nine or nineteen years into the future. No Williamson Act contracts exist in the Specific Plan

Area.

VCAC-14

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-8 is revised as follows:

With certain exceptions, tFhe County SOAR Ordinance requires countywide voter approval of any

change to the County General Plan involving the Agricultural, Open Space, or Rural designations or any

changes to a County General Plan goal or policy related to those land use designations.

VCAC-15

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-10 is revised as follows:

Specific policies to achieve that goal include: designating land outside the Existing Community- or Rural-
designated areas within the El Rio/Del Norte Area Plan boundary which is currently in, or suitable for
agricultural production as Agriculture and zoned such areas Agricultural Exclusive (A-E), prohibiting
conflict of discretionary development located on land designated as Agricultural with the agricultural
uses of those land, conditioning discretionary development adjacent to Agricultural designated land to
ensure that impacts on the agricultural uses are minimized, requiring discretionary, non-agricultural land
uses adjacent to Agricultural designated land to establish buffers, conditioning preservation of topsoil for
reuse for discretionary development on lands containing Prime farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance Significance agricultural soils, and requiring evaluation regarding the feasibility of dedicating

land or a conservation easement or cash-in-lieu fees to preserve agricultural land which is comparable to
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2.0 Responses to Comments

any land which would be permanently lost due to discretionary development on lands containing Prime

farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance Significance agricultural soils.
VCAC-16

The text on pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-11 accurately represents existing agricultural uses in RiverPark Area ‘B’
As presented in response to Comment VCAC-10 above, Figure 4.4- 1 has been revised to be consistent
with 4.6-3. Figure 4.6-3 reflects the following information presented in the second paragraph on page 4.6-
11:

As stated in this paragraph, a portion of the bottom of the basin is being used at this time for agricultural
use. Due to the fact that this is a flood control basin, this does not represent land available for full time

permanent agricultural use.
VCAC-17
Comment noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-14 is revised as follows:

At the request of the Ventura County Agriculturale Commissioner’s Office mentioned in the Notice of

Preparation the following analysis examines the monetary effects of this crop loss.
VCAC-18

As indicated by the data produced by the State’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program,
fluctuations in the type and amount of farmland throughout the state is normal as land is put into, or
taken out of, agricultural production. In addition, it should be noted that there also have been changes in
the methodology used by the State Department of Conservation to identify and map farmland. The Value
of Agriculture to Ventura County report indicates that the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring

Program was one of several sources of data used in that study.
VCAC-19
Commenti noted. The referenced text on page 4.6-15 is revised as follows:

The closest residential and school/park areas proposed in the RiverPark Specific Plan would be located

approximately 1,500 feet from this agricultural land.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

VCAC-20

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 5.0-2 is revised as follows:

The analysis shows that concentrations of four pollutant constituents will remain above the numerical
thresholds of significance used. Runoff from storms that are less mere frequent than a 10-year event
storm will be conveyed to the reclaimed mine pits. Concentrations of iron, manganese and nickel in this
runoff are calculated to remain above the thresholds being used. Given the low frequency of these large
storm events, this impact would not occur often.

VCAC-21

Comment noted. The referenced text on page 5.0-28 is revised as follows:

Noise

The proposed project is expected to result in significant noise impacts to existing residential uses during

Construction noise impacts would remain as site development and individual building projects would
still occur. inRiverPark-Area"A~ With the proposed mitigation measures, these construction-related
noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The potential for noise from a ballpark
facility in RiverPark Area ‘A’ to impact the residential uses around it would not be avoided with this
alternative. No significant roadway noise impacts were identified for the project and none would occur

with this alternative.

VCAC-22

This alternative assumes the density of development would increase in the reduced area available for

development.
VCAC-23

The referenced text on page 5.0-33 is revised as follows:
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Water Resources

The proposed water quality treatment system would detain and treat all storms with runoff up to a 10-

year storm event. Runoff from storms fess more frequent than a 10-year event storm will be conveyed to

the reclaimed mine pits.

VCAC-24

This alternative assumes the density of development would increase in the reduced area available for

development.
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a C Local Agency Formation Commission

January 17, 2001

Mr. Gary Sugano

Principal Planner

Planning and Environmental Services Division
City of Oxnard

305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

RE:  DRAFT EIR — RIVERPARK SPECIFIC PLAN

Dear Mr. Sugano:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the RiverPark Specific
Plan. As a responsible agency for this project, LAFCO must be able to make findings
that the CEQA determinations made by the lead agency are appropriate for proposed
reorganizations. Having the opportunity to comment on Notice of Preparations and draft
environmental documents helps to ensure that all of the CEQA issues as they pertain to
the LAFCO process are addressed prior to application to LAFCO.

Specifically, LAFCO is a responsible agency for the proposed reorganization of the City
of Oxnard for the area described in the Draft EIR as RiverPark Area B. The following
comments are submitted about the Draft EIR-

1. Section 2.0, Surrounding Land Uses: Figure 2.0-7 shows existing land uses of
the proposed project and adjacent areas. Areas numbered as 5 and 6 represent
unincarporated islands of territory. The EIR should discuss potential impacts of
areas 5 and 6 once the project is annexed to the City of Oxnard. It is LAFCO's
understanding that the City of Oxnard intends to file concurrent reorganization
requests for these two areas. If the proposed RiverPark EIR does not discuss
future plans and potential impacts to these areas, the proposals will need a
separate environmental review process in order to be accepted by LAFCO.,

Similarly, with the annexation of Area B into the City of Oxnard, the site of the
Ventura County Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) would become contiguous with the
City's boundaries. The City of Oxnard and the County have an out of area
service agreement that provides for the annexation of the JJC site if requested by
the City. Given this agreement, it is probable that LAFCO staff will request the
City of Oxnard to request annexation of the JJdC site concurrent with, or as part
of, the RiverPark reorganization for Area B of the RiverPark Project. The

County Government Center » Hall of Administration e 800 S, Victoria Avenue, « Ventura, CA 93009-1850
Tel {805) 654-2575 « Fax (805) 477-7101
http:/lwww.ventura.lafco.ca.gov
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City of Oxnard

RiverPark Draft EIR Response
January 17, 2002

FPage 2

RiverPark EIR should reference the out of area service agreement between the
City and the County, and the JJC EIR, and should discuss the possibility of the

RiverPark reorganization including the JJC site.

Section 3.0, Project Description:  As part of the project description, the
annexation to the City of Oxnard should be listed as a reorganization, not solely
an annexation. The reorganization includes the annexation to the City of Oxnard,
annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District, detachment from the
Ventura County Fire Protection District, and detachment from the Ventura County
Resource Conservation District.

Additionally, as the City of Oxnard has conveyed to LAFCO that they have one-
hundred percent consent of the owners of the E Rio West area to annex their
properties, LAFCO recommends that annexation of this area be included in the
project description. ‘

Separately, the project description should discuss the out of area service
agreement between the City and the County relating to sewer service for the JJC
site, the MOU between the City, the County, the Ventura County Flood Control
District, and RiverPark LLC, and the County’s agreement with the City to annex
the JJC site.

Section 3.0, Project Description: A figure or map specifically showing the
annexation area to the Calleguas Municipal Water District should be shown in
addition to. the annexation for the City of Oxnard. In the Commissioner's
Handbook, under Specific Policies, Section 3.2.2., it states that annexations to
the City of Oxnard shall be considered and approved if the territory is already
within the Calleguas Municipal Water District, or is approved concurrently with an
annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District, unless it is clearly
demonstrated that the subject territory has no foreseeable need for potable water
service. In this case, it is our understanding that the City of Oxnard, does not
want to annex a portion of Area B, the proposed water quality/storm water control
basins, to the Calleguas Municipal Water District as there will be no need for
potable water service in those areas. -Therefore, the annexations to the City of
Oxnard and the Calleguas Municipal Water District will have different boundaries
and legai descriptions and should be shown separately.

Section 3.0, Responsible Agencies: As Area B will be detaching from the
Ventura County Fire Protection District and the Ventura County Resource
Caonservation District, these agencies should be listed and treated as responsible

agencies.

2.0-180

LAFCO-2

LAFCO-3

LAFCO-4

LAFCO-5

LAFCO-6

LAFCO-7




JAN-18-00 FRI |

2:05 B LAFCO-VCOG FAX:805 477 7101 PAGE 4

City of Oxnard

RiverPark Draft EIR Response
January 17, 2002

Page 3

&)

Section 4.6, Agriculture, On-Site Characteristics: The agricuitural areas are
separated into two sections. One section which is 155 acres in size and another
area 54 acres in size.

The portion that is 155 acres in size is classified as Prime Farmland as shown on
the State Important Farmiands maps, and is in Specific Plan Area A.

LAFCO is concerned and has comments on the agricultural impacts of Specific
Plan Area B. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act has its own definitions for Prime
agriculfure.

Prime Agriculture is defined as: (Government Code (G.C.) Section 56064)

“...an area of land whether a single parcel or contiguous parcels, that has not
been developed for a use other than an agricultural use and that meets the
following qualifications:

(a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class | or Il in the USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service land use capability
classification, whether or not land is actually irrigated, provided that
irrigation is feasible.

(b) Land that qualifies for rating 80 and 100 Storie Index Rating.

(¢) Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber
and that has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one
animal unit per acre. ..

(d) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops
that have a nonbearing period of Jess than five years and that wift
return during commercial bearing period on an annual basis...of not
less than $400 per acre.

(e) Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural
plant products an annual gross value of not less than 3400 per acre for
three of the previous five years.”

There is no discussion or analysis on the USDA class ratings and Storie Index
Ratings for both Area A and Area B. While the City of Oxnard’s Threshold of
Significance may only be based on the State Farmland Maps, typical impact
analysis give full detail of the agricultural soit characteristics of the site.

For LAFCO purposes, the USDA Class and Storie Rating for the agricultural area
in Area B will need to be addressed. Additional factors such as the production
thresholds and revenues would need to be addressed either in the Draft EIR or at

the time of the reorganization application.
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Page 4

Additionally, LAFCO has adopted specific policies, or factors, for conversion of
prime agriculture for reorganization proposals. Section 3.1.5. of the
Commissioner's Handbook, dated January 1, 2002, attached, states those
poiicies that LAFCO must address before approving annexations of prime
agriculture lands. These factors should be addressed in the EIR. Specific
altention should be made to Section 3.1.5.2. that requires an evaluation of all
vacant, non-prime agricultural lands within the boundaries of the jurisdiction that

H

could be developed for the same or similar uses.

Section 4.10.1, Public Schools: Although the EIR discusses the phases of the
project and related schools per phase, there are no timetable discussion/analysis
on when the schools will be built and ready for student population.

There should be additional tables in the section stating the timetables and
development benchmarks of the proposed schools for the project and the overall
capacity result for the two school districts with the inclusion of the new schools
and build-out of the residential units. Special attention should be made to
discuss impacts to the surrounding high schools in the area as the project only
proposes two elementary schools and one middle school for the area aof
development.

In the Cumulative Impacts section, there is discussion that there would be
cumulative impacts of the project to both school districts. If these impacts will
require a Statement of Overriding Considerations in order to approve the project,
it should be addressed in this section or in the Executive Summary.

There should also be some type of timetable for Mitigation Measure #4.10.1-2.
When do the school facilities need to be built and dedicated? |Is there a
deadline? Without any enforceable time frame or deadline, this mitigation
measure seems infeasible. Additionally, there should be discussion of the
development agreement between the school districts, City of Oxnard, and the
RiverPark LLC that requires schools to be constructed.

Section 7.0, Executive Summary: This summary should be put in the front of the
document for ease to the reader and general public. Most EIR's have a
summary discussion in the beginning of the document and often have a
Summary of Impacts chart that informs the public of the major issues/impacts of

the project.

Section 7.0, Executive Summary, Irreversible Environmental Changes: The
summary does not discuss or list the unavoidable impacts to agriculture or the
cumulative impacts to schools.
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River Park Draft EIR Response
January 17, 2002

Page 5

S. _Section 7.0, Executive Summary: The summary should have a section on |
impacts that will require a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the final
project approval. The Executive Summary is not clear as to what the
unavoidable impacts of the project are. :

LAFCO-15

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. If there are any questions regarding
our comments, please feel free to contact me at 805-654-2866.

Sincerely,

Hollee King Brunsky

Attachment; Section 3.1.5., LAFCO Commissioner's Handbook, January 1, 2002

c John Flynn, Supervisor, District 5
Marty Robinson, Deputy CEQ
Ron Coons, Director, Public Works Agency
Tom Berg, Director, Resource Management Agency
Lowell Preston, Manager, Water Resources Division
Joseph Wisenhunt, L# 1740 ~ RMA Reference # 00-056
Donald Kendall, Calleguas Municipal Water District
Pat Oliver, Ventura County Resource Conservation District
Bob Roper, Ventura County Fire Protection District
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VENTURA LAFCO COMMISSIONER’S HANDBOOK
JANUARY 1, 2002

SECTION 3.1.5 AGRICULTURE AND OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION

3.1.51 Findings and criteria for prime agricultural and open space land
conversion: LAFCO will approve a proposat for a change of organization or
reorganization which is likely to result in the conversion of prime agricultural or open
space land use to other uses only if the Commission finds that the proposal will lead to
planned, orderly, and efficient development. For the purposes of this policy, a proposal
for a change of organization or reorganization leads to planned, orderly, and efficient
development only if all of the following criteria are met:

I.  The territory involved is contiguous to either lands developed with an urban
use or lands which have received ail discretionary approvals for urban
development.

ii.  The territory is likely to be developed within 5 years and has been pre-
zoned for non-agricultural or open space use. In the case of very large
developments, annexation should be phased wherever possibie.

. Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the existing
boundaries of the agency that is planned and developabie for the same
general type of use.

iv.  The territory involved is not subject to voter approval for the extension of
services or for changing general plan land use designations. Where such
voter approval is required by local ordinance, such voter approval must be
obtained prior to LAFCO action on any proposal unless exceptional
circumstances are shown to exist.

v.  The proposal will have no significant adverse effects on the physical and
economic integrity of other prime agricultural or open space lands.

3152 Findings that insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists: The
Commission will not make affirmative findings that insufficient non-prime agriculturat or
vacant land exists within the boundaries of the agency unless the applicable jurisdiction
has prepared a detailed alternative site analysis which at a minimum includes:

i.  An evaluation of all vacant, non-prime agricultural lands within the
boundaries of the jurisdiction that could be developed for the same or
similar uses.

i.  An evaluation of the re-use and redevelopment potential of developed areas
within the boundaries of the jurisdiction for the same or similar uses.

i.  Determinations as to why vacant, non-prime agricultural lands and potential
re-use and redevelopment sites are unavailable or undesirable for the same
or similar uses, and why conversion of prime agricultural or open space
lands are necessary for the planned, orderly, and efficient development of
the jurisdiction.

43
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VENTURA LAFCO COMMISSIONER’S HANDBOOK
JANUARY 1, 2002

3.153 impacts on adjoining prime agricultural or open space lands: in making
the determination whether conversion will adversely impact adjoining prime agricultural
or open space lands, the Commission will consider the following factors:

i.  The prime agricultural and open space significance of the territory and
adjacent areas relative {o other agricultural and open space lands in the
region.

ii.  The economic viability of the prime agricultural fands to be converted.

iii. ~ The health and well being of any urban residents adjacent to the prime
agricultural lands to be converted.

iv.  The use of the territory and the adjacent areas.

v.  Whether public facilities related to the proposal would be sized or
situated so as to facilitate the conversion of prime agricultural or open
space land outside of the agency’s sphere of influence, or will be
extended through prime agricultural or open space lands outside the
agency'’s sphere of influence.

vi.  Whether natural or man-made barriers serve to buffer prime agricultural
or open space lands outside of the agency’s sphere of influence from the
effects of the proposal. '

vii.  Applicable provisions of local general plans, applicable ordinances that
require voter approval prior to the extension of urban services or
changes to general plan designations, Greenbelt Agreements, applicable
growth-management policies, and statutory provisions designed to
protect agriculfure or open space.

viii.  Comments and recommendations by the Ventura County Agricultural
Commissioner.

SECTION 3.1.6 SCHOOL. CAPACITY .

In addition to the factors and determinations required by state law, LAFCO will consider
whether or not the territory involved in a proposal for a change of organization or
reorganization can be served by affected school districts. LAFCO will not favor any
change of organization or reorganization proposal where any affected school district
certifies that there is not sufficient existing school capacity, or will not be sufficient
school capacity at the time of development, to serve the territory involved.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCOQ)
LAFCO-1

The areas numbered 5 and 6 on Figure 2.0-7 are part of the same unincorporated “island” surrounded by
the City, known as El Rio West. El Rio West is not part of the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan Area and,

for this reason, the potential impacts of annexation of these areas are not addressed in the EIR.

The City of Oxnard intends to annex this area within the same general time frame as the RiverPark
Project in a separate proceeding. Area 6 is the site of a proposed residential project that has been

submitted to the City of Oxnard for review.

The annexation of El Rio West will be subject to environmental review separate from RiverPark. It is
noted that LAFCO previously found annexing this area to the Calleguas MWD to be Categorically
Exempt from CEQA (Class 19). As these existing areas are almost completely developed and can be
served by existing or planned utilities identified in the Water, Wastewater and Drainage Master Plans
prepared by the City of Oxnard, extensive environmental review of these separate annexation efforts

should not be required.
LAFCO-2

The RiverPark Draft EIR recognizes and discusses the Ventura County JJC project. The County of
Ventura prepared an EIR for the JJC project. The JJC project is considered in the cumulative impact
analysis in the RiverPark Draft EIR. The out of area service agreement addresses the provision of services
to the JJC by the City of Oxnard. Including the JJC in the RiverPark Reorganization is a policy question
for LAFCO and the City of Oxnard. Should the JJC be added to the RiverPark Reorganization, the
analysis in the Ventura County EIR on the JJC and the RiverPark Draft EIR provides sufficient

information to serve as the environmental review documents for this action.

LAFCO-3

The text on page 3.0-38 is revised to read as follows:
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Local Government Boundary Changes

RiverPark Area ‘B’ is outside of the City of Oxnard but within the City’s sphere of influence and CURB
lines. The City will submit a reorganization proposal to the Ventura Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to annex the territory to the City of Oxnard and concurrently detach it from the

Ventura County Fire Protection District and Ventura Resource Conservation District.

In addition the Calleguas Municipal Water District will submit an annexation proposal to LAFCO for a
portion of RiverPark Area ‘B, specifically all portions of the project that may utilize water from the City

and hence from the Calleguas MWD and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

LAFCO-4

The El Rio West area is not part of the RiverPark project. Its annexation to the City can occur
independently of the RiverPark project. This is not an environmental issue but rather a matter of policy
for the City and LAFCO. The City has indicated its willingness to annex the property and is already
providing municipal water services to this area in exchange for the consent of property owners to annex

to the City in the future.

LAFCO-5

These existing executed agreements are discussed on page 2.0-22 of the Environmental Setting Section.
These existing agreements are not part of the RiverPark project as proposed by the applicant and are not

discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description section for this reason.

LAFCO-6

Please see Figure 2-22 on the following page which shows the areas proposed for annexation to the City
of Oxnard and Calleguas Municipal Water District (MWD). As indicated in the comment, annexation of
the existing mine pits to Calleguas MWD is not proposed as the pits will be reclaimed for use for the

2.0-187 RiverPark FEIR
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2.0 Responses to Comments

storage of water by UWCD and will not receive or be eligible to receive water from the City, Calleguas

MWD or Metropolitan Water District.

LAFCO-7

The Ventura County Fire Protection District and Ventura Resource Conservation District are not
“responsible agencies” as defined by CEQA. Special districts are not empowered to prevent detachments

and, therefore, are not responsible agencies with authority over the project.

These two special districts are recognized by the City as affected agencies, meaning those agencies whose

boundaries would be changed as a result of the reorganization.

LAFCO-8

It should be noted that the 155 acres of agricultural located within RiverPark Area ‘A.” is within the City
of Oxnard and Calleguas MWD, having been previously annexed. No further LAFCO approvals are
needed for this territory to receive services. The impacts of development of the farmland in RiverPark
Area ‘A’ has been previously addressed in the EIR prepared by the City of Oxnard for the Oxnard Town
Center Specific previously approved in 1986 and the Oxnard 2020 General Plan EIR. In addition, the

impact on this agricultural land is also addressed in the RiverPark Specific Plan.

Please see Figure 2-23 (following this page) which presents an aerial photograph of the portion of
RiverPark Area ‘B’ still under agricultural production. As shown in Figure 2-23, the construction of the
15 foot deep El Rio Retention Basin No. 2 by the County of Ventura in 1997 impacted the agricultural land
on this portion of the proposed Specific Plan Area. Presently only a small strip of agricultural land along
Vineyard Avenue remains undisturbed and in agricultural production. This remnant strip of agricultural

land is approximately 19 acres in size.

The 54-acre area discussed in the Draft EIR is the entire El Rio Retention Basin No. 2 parcel, which
includes approximately 17 of the 19 acres of agricultural land along Vineyard Avenue. The rest of this 54-

acre parcel consists of the retention basin.

The USDA Soil Survey for the Ventura Area identifies three related soil types on the 19 acres of
remaining agricultural land: Pico Loam; Pico sandy loam - 2 to 9 percent slopes (PcC); and Pico sandy
loam - 0 to 2 percent slopes (PcA). The Storie Index Ratings for these three soil types are, respectively: 76,
77 and 86. Based on the Storie Index Ratings only one of these soil types, PcA, qualifies for a 80 to

2.0-189 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



LEGEND

w

MF

Southern Willow Scrub

Mule Fat Scrub

Forb Dominated Moist Ground
Ruderal

Eucalyptus

Wind Row

Agricultural

Developed

200' 400 800

L I sCALE N FEET

39-22¢04/02

LA um 4

=-':|l-

’”’HL

I8 . 5
] - .*—:_

I'S?E.

u||:'-| --"II -I-l

FIGURE2'23
Revised Vegetation Communities

City of Oxnard * Riverpark Specific Plan FEIR




2.0 Responses to Comments

100 Storie Index Rating, which is identified in Government Code Section 56064 as Prime Farmland. All
three soil types are identified as Class I or Il soils. Based on these class ratings, the remaining 19 acres of

agricultural land meet the definition in Government Code Section 56064 (a) of Prime Farmland.
LAFCO-9

The City of Oxnard believes that annexation of this small remnant of agricultural land is justified, as the
inclusion of this 19 acres in the 700-acre Specific Plan Area is logical and necessary for the planned,
orderly and efficient development of this area. If this area is not included in the annexation, a small
island of agricultural land would be left between Vineyard Avenue, the existing El Rio Residential
Neighborhood to the south and proposed urban uses to the west. This 19-acre area would be part of a
planned elementary and middle school site to be developed by the Rio Elementary School District. No
other vacant non-prime agricultural areas exist north of the Ventura Freeway in the El Rio Community
and the boundaries of the Rio Elementary School District that are available for the development of an

elementary and middle school.
LAFCO-10

Elementary schools (grades K-8) are under the jurisdiction of the Rio School District. The Rio School
District and the developer of the RiverPark Project intend to provide two elementary schools and one
junior high school within the RiverPark Specific Plan Area with capacity to serve 100% of students
generated from RiverPark. Furthermore, current plans are to provide school capacity before occupancy
of residential units, to avoid the need to house RiverPark students at existing district schools or
temporary portable schools. The initial development benchmarks identified for construction are as

follows:

1. Open Elementary School No. 1 simultaneously with occupancy of the first dwelling unit
2. Open Junior High School simultaneously with occupancy of the 1,000 dwelling unit
3. Open Elementary School No. 2 simultaneously with occupancy of the 1,600" dwelling unit.

The impact of the project on K-8 schools is summarized in Table 15 below. As shown, RiverPark’s impact

on elementary school facilities is fully mitigated.
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Table 15
Project Impact on K-8 Schools

RiverPark Cumulative

School RiverPark Available

Capacity Students Capacity
Status Quo 0 0 0
Open Elementary School No. 1 530 0 530
Occupancy of up to 1,000 units 530 590 -60
Open Junior High School 1,130 590 540
Occupancy of up to 1,600 units 1,130 944 186
Open Elementary School No. 2 1,660 944 716
Occupancy of up to 2,805 units 1,660 1,654 6

High schools (grades 9-12) are under the jurisdiction of the Oxnard Union High School District.
Residential development in RiverPark falls within the existing attendance boundaries of Rio Mesa High
School, which means that RiverPark high school students would normally attend Rio Mesa High School.
Application of OUHSD’s student generation rates estimate that 337 high school students? will be
generated at build-out if all 2,805 dwelling units allowed by the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan are
built (1,328 multi-family, 1,014 single family attached, and 463 single family detached). OUHSD recently
opened a new high school in the City of Oxnard (Pacific High School) and is considering the potential
need to open additional new high schools if student enrollment grows significantly. Specifically, the
District is considering opening new schools in two areas: (i) Ormond Beach in Oxnard, primarily to
service the City of Oxnard, including relief of overcrowding and accommodating growth, and (ii)
Camarillo High School No. 2, to relieve overcrowding at the existing Camarillo High School and
accommodate growth. Cumulative impacts from enrollment growth in the Rio Mesa/Camarillo areas

will most likely be accommodated as follows:

1. If cumulative growth in enrollment merits the need for an additional high school, Camarillo High
School No. 2 will be constructed. Camarillo High School No. 2 would house (i) enrollment growth of
600-800 students, (ii) roughly 700 City of Camarillo students from areas currently within Rio Mesa
High School attendance area, and (iii) roughly 500-700 students from areas currently within the
existing Camarillo High School attendance area. This would relieve overcrowding at the existing
Camarillo High School, provide space for growing enrollments in the Camarillo area, and “free up”

space for 700 students at Rio Mesa High School.

2 Eric Ortega, Assistant Superintendent-Business Services, Oxnard Union High School District and Louis
Cunningham, Director of Facilities, Oxnard Union High School District. Communication with NewSchools on
February 12, 2002.
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2. If cumulative growth in enrollment does not merit the need for an additional high school, OUHSD
will add capacity to Rio Mesa High School on a long-term basis to serve RiverPark and adjacent

areas.

3. In both cases, OUHSD will utilize portable facilities to house students at Rio Mesa High School until
the decision to construct a new high school is made and construction is completed. OUHSD indicates
it has sufficient space to add portable facilities at Rio Mesa High School until a permanent solution is

implemented.

OUHSD collects developer impact fees which must be paid by homebuilders in RiverPark. With the
collection of impact fees and implementation of the facilities strategy summarized above, the impact of

RiverPark on high school facilities is fully mitigated.

LAFCO-11

As discussed above in the response to Comment LAFCO-10, impacts of the project on school facilities will

be fully mitigated.

LAFCO-12

Please see the response to Comment LAFCO-10 for a discussion of the timing of the provision of

additional school facilities.

LAFCO-13

The first section of the Draft EIR is a 15 page summary prepared to meet the content requirements
defined in Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines. For each topic addressed in the EIR, this summary
identifies any significant impacts identified, measures proposed to mitigate these impacts and any
unavoidable significant impacts. Section 7.0 is provided in the Draft EIR consistent with Section 15126.2
(¢) of the CEQA Guidelines which requires an EIR to identify “Significant Irreversible Environmental

Changes Which Would be Caused by the Proposed Project Should it be Implemented.”

LAFCO-14

Please see the response to Comment LAFCO-13 above. The Summary in the Draft EIR identifies the

unavoidable impacts of the project for each topic where applicable.
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LAFCO-15

The Summary Section identifies the unavoidable adverse impacts for each topic, as applicable.
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January 18, 2002 RECEIVED

City of Oxnard JAN 2 2 2002
Planning Dept. PLANNING Division
305 West 3 Street CITY OF OXNARD

Oxnard, CA 93030

Attn: Gary Sugano
Marilyn Miller
Matthew Winegar

Comments of EL. RIO/DEL NORTE MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Inre: City of Oxnard Draft Environmental Impact Report
RiverPark Project: RiverPark, LLC

At the January 18, 2002 meeting of the El Rio/Del Norte Municipal
Advisory Council (MAC), board members voiced the following comments
and concerns:

They concur with the following comments made by the Oxnard City
Planning Commission:

The fire station that will be built as a combined City/County station should
be expanded to include the combined fire stations plus a substation for the
CHP, Sheriff’s station and Oxnard Police Department on a 5 acre site. This
would allow the facility to be constantly manned to better serve the

residents.
The needs of the El Rio residents must be met.

Traffic must be mitigated. It is requested that a Neighborhood Traffic
Maintenance Program and the tools necessary to ensure a successful and
efficient neighborhood traffic management program be implemented.

Oxnard Blvd. should be extended past RiverPark to end in a four way
intersection with Central Avenue. This would mitigate some of the traffic
problems caused by adding such a large development to the already existing
neighborhoods.

2.0-195
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They concur with the comments on the enclosed report entitled “Impacts & MAGS

The need for additional schools and narks must be addressed. IMAC'S

& x A T ~ i 2 2 22 F

Further mitigation is needed for both drainage issues and the sewer system. |mac-7

Based on the attached comments the El Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory
Council (MAC) on January 18, 2002 made the following motion:

The Final EIR for RiverPark should be submitted to the MAC before being |yac.s
submitted to the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, Oxnard City
Council, Ventura County Planning Commission and the Oxnard Planning

Commission.

As the area most impacted by this proposed development, we should have a
strong voice in ensuring all possible mitigation measures are taken to
minimize the negative effects that so many additional residents will have on
traffic, schools, parks, drainage and the sewer system.

Sincerely,
,,,-',/ 7 - 7
— . //“ e A L
S LS j X e “// ’

FLORENCE YOUNG (/< = 7

Chairwoman, El Rio/Del Norte MAC

Cc: Oxnard City Council
Oxnard Planning Commission
Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Ventura County Planning Commission
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io/Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council
Riverpark Project Draft i

El Rio, Strictland & Nyeland Acres

January 18, 2002

IMPACTS AND CONCERNS:

L Drainage—Stroube Street, Cortez Street.
Will the project alleviate drainage problems existing on Cortez MAC-9
Street via the Stroube Street Drain?

II.  Ballpark facility: There has been some concemn in other areas in
Ventura County regarding a proposal for a commercial ballpark.
People were concerned that a commercial ballpark would either
prohibit or overcharge for public use of a commercial ballpark.

The proposal was evidently made by a corporation or commercial
entity to build such a facility in South Oxnard near or in College
Park, which is near Oxnard College. Another concern was that the
commercial ballpark was to be constructed partially or completely
with public funds—tax money.

OI.  El Rio Road access to Fwy 101 northbound at the Santa Clara
River Bridge. At the present time El Rio Drive connects to an on-
ramp to the Ventura Freeway of the river bridge. This makes it MAC-11
easy for residents of EI Rio to enter the freeway northbound,
especially when traffic on the freeway is severely congested.

UPDATE: pg. 2.0-15: The new Esplanade Plaza is mostly or completely

. = MAC-12
finished at this time.

IV. Errata: Page 2.0-17 third complete paragraph seventh line “A
majority of the El Rio community is presently using individual
septic systems for the treatment of sewage, which has MAC-13
ALLEGEDLY resulted in high levels of nitrates in local
groundwater.” The word “allegedly” was erroneously omitted
from that sentence.

V.  The SCAT bus which serves El Rio, route #15, does not connect
with the Railroad Station, where other bus routes connect. Bus
#15 goes from the Esplanade to St. Johns Hospital, and returns,
and connects to #6 and #4 bus routes which go to the railroad MAC-14
station. #15 travels along Vineyard Avenue which is State Hwy
232. (page 4.2-3). Bus #15 does not run early enough in the
morning to connect with Metrolink. This error is on pages 4.1-18;

4.1-36; and 4.7-16, 4.7-17.

MAC-10
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Line 19—“the RiverPark...is located in an area that is served by a number
of mass transit providers. What is that number?

El Rio Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council

Dacga

P ug\/ L"XYIO

January 18, 2002
MAJOR CONCERN:

The majority of residents of El Rio, and presumably including Strictland
and Nyeland Acres, are strongly opposed to being annexed by the City of
Oxnard, which additionally has grown too large. For this reason, we
should seriously consider opposing the annexation of RiverPark area B,
since this is in proximity to El Rio and the other communities.

Many concerns are raised over the protection of this area from
annexation:

Oxnard sphere of influence

The sewer situation

Growth management element of the Oxnard general plan

Does LAFCO have any specifications to protect from annexation?

We need to know LAFCO section 56377

6. Guidelines for Orderly Development

Questions: How do these factors protect this area from annexation? Do
they? If not, Why? And how can they be made to give us this protection?

D L
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2.0 Responses to Comments

El Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council (MAC)

MAC-1

The City of Oxnard considered a joint police-fire facility during the planning of the project. As described
in Section 4.10.3, Police Protection Services, of the Draft EIR, the Oxnard Police Department determined
that the most appropriate facility for this new community would be a storefront police station of
approximately 1,000 square feet. The Police Department is also recommending that this storefront station
be located centrally within the Specific Plan Area in the proposed commercial area. The California
Highway Patrol and Ventura County Sheriff already have existing facilities in the area that meet the

needs of these agencies.

MAC-2

Please see the response to the other comments from the El Rio Mac on specific topics.
MAC-3

The traffic impacts of the project are discussed in section 4.7 of the Draft EIR including a discussion of
Neighborhood Traffic Impacts on page 4.7-31. As concluded in that section, the project will not
significantly impact local neighborhood streets. The project applicant has, however, voluntarily offered
to establish a fund for installation of neighborhood traffic control measures. This fund will contain
$150,000 available for a 5-year period to implement measures jointly agreed upon by the El Rio
Community, the County Public Works Agency Transportation Department, and the District 5
Supervisor’s office. Measures to be funded and built may include speed humps, added STOP signs,
changes to signal timing or phasing, turn restrictions (e.g., peak hour or right-turn-on-red restrictions),
chokers, traffic circles, islands or diverters. The specific measures chosen, and their location, will be
agreed upon by area residents and the County. It should be noted that the RiverPark Specific Plan will
have limited access routes to El Rio. Therefore, no neighborhood traffic intrusion is anticipated from the
project with or without this program. However, this neighborhood traffic control program will further

assure that significant neighborhood traffic intrusion impacts do not occur.
MAC-4

The extension of Oxnard Boulevard to Central Avenue is not required to maintain an acceptable level of

service on Vineyard Avenue or any other streets in the area. Figure 2-24 (following this page) shows
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2.0 Responses to Comments

the projected traffic conditions with traffic from the project in the year 2020 for the eight signalized
intersections along Vineyard Avenue between the Ventura Freeway and Los Angeles Avenue. As shown,

all of these intersections will operate at Level of Service C or better.

Improvements are also planned to Vineyard Avenue to improve traffic flow and safety. Presently there is
no barrier between off-street parking and on-street traffic at all locations along Vineyard Avenue. In
order to minimize the potential for conflicts from drivers failing to yield the right-of-way to oncoming
traffic when entering or exiting parking spaces and areas, the existing Vineyard Avenue median island
will be extended further to the north as part of the project. This median would be extended to the
northerly project roadway opposite Simon Way for aesthetic as well as safety reasons. The location of

this proposed extension of existing median island is shown in Figure 2-25 following this page.

The extension of Oxnard Boulevard north to Central Avenue is also not considered feasible. Any
extension of this road to the north would need to travel through the existing Large Woolsey mine pit,
which occupies all the area between the Santa Clara River Levee and the existing Beedy Street and
Montgomery/Lambert Street industrial areas. This existing mine pit would need to be completely filled
to accommodate this road. Sufficient fill material is also not available to fill this entire pit. A water
quality treatment basin is planned at the southern end of the Large Woolsey Mine Pit. This basin would
accept and clean runoff from the Beedy Street and Montgomery/Lambert industrial areas and the
northern portion of the RiverPark residential area. This basin would be impacted by a road extension. In
addition, UWCD is planning to use the Large Woolsey Mine Pit for the storage and recharge of water
diverted from the Santa Clara River at the Freeman Diversion Structure. Filling this mine pit to
accommodate an extension of Oxnard Boulevard further north would eliminate this use. Groundwater
quality and quantity impacts would result, therefore, from the filling of the pit to facilitate this road

extension.

MAC-5

Please see the responses to the comments in the “Impacts & Concerns” attachments to this letter.
MAC-6

The Draft EIR includes analysis of the need for both schools and parks. The RiverPark Specific Plan
includes sites for two new elementary schools and one new middle school for the Rio Elementary School
District. These school sites were selected and planned based on extensive consultation with the Rio
School District. The Rio School District and the developer of the RiverPark Project intend to provide
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2.0 Responses to Comments

two elementary schools and one junior high school within the RiverPark Specific Plan Area with capacity
to serve 100% of students generated from RiverPark. Furthermore, current plans are to provide school
capacity before occupancy of residential units, to avoid the need to house RiverPark students at existing
district schools or temporary portable schools. The initial development benchmarks identified for

construction are as follows:

1. Open Elementary School No. 1 simultaneously with occupancy of the first dwelling unit
2. Open Junior High School simultaneously with occupancy of the 1,000™ dwelling unit
3. Open Elementary School No. 2 simultaneously with occupancy of the 1,600" dwelling unit.

The impact of the project on K-8 schools is summarized in Table 16 below. As shown, RiverPark’s impact

on elementary school facilities is fully mitigated.

Table 16
Project Impact on K-8 Schools

RiverPark Cumulative :

School ' RiverPark Available

Capacity Students ' Capacity
Status Quo 0 0 0
Open Elementary School No. 1 530 0 530
Occupancy of up to 1,000 units 530 590 -60
Open Junior High School 1,130 590 540
Occupancy of up to 1,600 units 1,130 944 186
Open Elementary School No. 2 1,660 944 716
Occupancy of up to 2,805 units 1,660 1,654 6

High schools (grades 9-12) are under the jurisdiction of the Oxnard Union High School District.
Residential development in RiverPark falls within the existing attendance boundaries of Rio Mesa High
School, which means that RiverPark high school students would normally attend Rio Mesa High School.
Application of OUHSD’s student generation rates estimate that 337 high school students> will be
generated at build-out if all 2,805 dwelling units allowed by the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan are
built (1,328 multi-family, 1,014 single family attached, and 463 single family detached). OUHSD recently
opened a new high school in the City of Oxnard (Pacific High School) and is considering the potential

3 Eric Ortega, Assistant Superintendent-Business Services, Oxnard Union High School District and Louis
Cunningham, Director of Facilities, Oxnard Union High School District. Communication with NewSchools on
February 12, 2002.
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need to open additional new high schools if student enrollment grows significantly. Specifically, the
District is considering opening new schools in two areas: (i) Ormond Beach in Oxnard, primarily to
service the City of Oxnard, including relief of overcrowding and accommodating growth, and (i)
Camarillo High School No. 2, to relieve overcrowding at the existing Camarillo High School and
accommodate growth. Cumulative impacts from enrollment growth in the Rio Mesa/Camarillo areas

will most likely be accommodated as follows:

e If cumulative growth in enrollment merits the need for an additional high school, Camarillo High
School No. 2 will be constructed. Camarillo High School No. 2 would house (i) enrollment growth of
600-800 students, (ii) roughly 700 City of Camarillo students from areas currently within Rio Mesa
High School attendance area, and (iii) roughly 500-700 students from areas currently within the
existing Camarillo High School attendance area. This would relieve overcrowding at the existing
Camarillo High School, provide space for growing enrollments in the Camarillo area, and “free up”

space for 700 students at Rio Mesa High School.

e If cumulative growth in enrollment does not merit the need for an additional high school, OUHSD
will add capacity to Rio Mesa High School on a long-term basis to serve RiverPark and adjacent

areas.

e In both cases, OUHSD will utilize portable facilities to house students at Rio Mesa High School until
the decision to construct a new high school is made and construction is completed. OUHSD indicates
it has sufficient space to add portable facilities at Rio Mesa High School until a permanent solution is

implemented.

OUHSD collects developer impact fees which must be paid by homebuilders in RiverPark. With the
collection of impact fees and implementation of the facilities strategy summarized above, the impact of

RiverPark on high school facilities is fully mitigated.

The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a variety of park facilities including three neighborhood parks and
smaller open spaces adjacent to the planned residential neighborhoods to meet neighborhood park needs,
as shown on Figure 2-26 following this page. The City’s park planning standard, as defined in the
General Plan Parks and Recreation Element and discussed in Section 4.10.4, Parks and Recreation, of the
Draft EIR, is 1.5 acres of neighborhood park space and 1.5 acres of community park land for each 1,000
residents. Based on this standard, approximately 11 acres of neighborhood park land and 11 acres of
community park land is required to meet the needs of the residents of RiverPark. As originally proposed
and assessed in the Draft EIR, the RiverPark Specific Plan included 13 acres of neighborhood
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2.0 Responses to Comments

park land in three neighborhood parks located in the southern, central and northern portions of the
Specific Plan Area in residential neighborhoods. These neighborhood parks were distributed throughout
the community to ensure that neighborhood park space is within easy walking distance of all residential
areas. Access to these parks will be enhanced by the pedestrian and bicycle network planned throughout

the community.

Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of these three neighborhood parks has been increased. The park in Planning District F, located
next to the existing El Rio West Neighborhood, has been increased in size to 7.4 acres, the park in
Planning District | has been increased in size to 6.1 acres, and the park in Planning District has been
increased in size to 6.4 acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these three neighborhood parks
is 19.9 acres. When the 3.3-acre neighborhood park in Planning District H is added, the total amount of
neighborhood park space in these four parks is 23.3 acres. This amount of neighborhood park space is
over twice the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents

projected for the project.

With regard to community park land, the Specific Plan also provides community playfields in
conjunction with the two school sites that will be available for public use outside of school hours. A
minimum of 12 acres of community playfields will be provided on these two school sites, an amount that
exceeds the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards. In addition to these community
playfields, the RiverPark Specific Plan provides other park and spaces that do not meet the definition of
neighborhood or community park space in the Oxnard 2020 General Plan Parks and Recreation Element.
These facilities, including a network of trails around the community, will help meet the parks and

recreation needs of residents of the area.

MAC-7

The Draft EIR includes extensive analysis of both drainage and sewage conditions and facilities. The
Draft EIR includes a complete evaluation of existing and proposed drainage conditions in Section 4.11.1,
Stormwater Drainage, of the Draft EIR. The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a storm drain master plan
that will provide adequate drainage within the Specific Plan Area and capacity to accept runoff from El
Rio. In addition, the project applicant has voluntarily agreed to fund storm drain improvements within

El Rio to correct existing drainage problems in this area.
The analysis of sewer service in Section 4.11.3 of the Draft EIR was based on information in the recently
updated City of Oxnard Wastewater Collection System Master Plan. As discussed on page 4.11.3-7 of the
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Draft EIR, the Wastewater Collection System Master Plan considers flows from El Rio and provides
capacity for the El Rio Community to hook up to the City’s sewer system. No adverse impacts to sewer

facilities will result from the RiverPark Project.
MAC-8

A copy of the Final EIR will be sent to the El Rio MAC.
MAC-9

Please see the response to Comment MAC-7 above. The proposed RiverPark Specific Plan includes a
storm drain system that matches the City and County storm drain master plans for the area. In addition,
the project applicant has voluntarily agreed to fund storm drain improvements within El Rio to correct
existing drainage problems in this area. The Stroube Street drain will be extended and the drainage

conditions at Cortez Street will be improved.
MAC-10

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
MAC-11

Traffic conditions on the U.S. 101 Freeway will be improved as a result of the construction of a new wider
bridge across the Santa Clara River and a new interchange with Oxnard Boulevard. Congestion will be
reduced as a result of these improvements and the El Rio neighborhood will be connected to the
northbound U.S. 101 Freeway through a new interchange at Oxnard Boulevard. The elimination of El Rio
Road, therefore, will not result in any decrease in convenience or accessibility to the freeway for residents

of El Rio.
MAC-12
Comment noted. The referenced text on page 3.0- 15 is revised to read as follows:

Existing commercial areas are located south of the freeway in the Wagon Wheel, Esplanade, and Financial

Plaza Areas. Redevelopment of the 44-acre Esplanade Shopping Center site, located between Oxnard
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Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue, was approved by the City of Oxnard in November 2000. Censtruction

is-presently-underway-on-a-A new 506,000 square foot shopping center was recently built on this site,
which was formerly developed with the Esplanade Mall, an enclosed regional shopping center. The new

Esplanade Plaza will includes a variety of retail commercial stores, including a home improvement

warehouse store and a variety of other retail stores.
MAC-13

The information presented on page 2.0-17 is based on studies conducted by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board on water quality in the forebay of the Oxnard Aquifer System. These

studies indicate that the existing septic systems are impacting groundwater quality.

MAC-14

The SCAT routes were altered last summer as noted by this comment. The project will provide new

facilities for the use of transit vehicles to facilitate additional service in the area by SCAT.

MAC-15

The text referenced in this comment was not found in Section 4.7 Transportation and Circulation of the
Draft EIR. Existing public transportation services in Oxnard are described on pages 4.7-16 and 4.7-17 in
the Draft EIR. As discussed on these pages public transportation services in Oxnard include the SCAT

bus system, Metrolink commuter train service and Amtrak train service.

MAC-16

California State laws govern annexations to the City of Oxnard. El Rio and other communities are in no
greater likelihood of being annexed to the City following the annexation of RiverPark Area B than they

are at present.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, which governs boundary changes in California, specifies that an
“inhabited annexation,” meaning an area with 12 or more registered voters, can be annexed to a city only

with the consent of those voters, as provided for in Government Code Section 57075.
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Protection of the El Rio community from annexation to the City of Oxnard is found within the State laws
governing annexations. No change in statutes or policies is required to provide this procedural safeguard

since it exists in State law.

City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence

The City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence as determined by the Local Agency Formation Commission has
included El Rio, Nyeland Acres, the Strickland Tract and RiverPark Area ‘B’ for many years. Annexation

of RiverPark Area ‘B’ will not affect the sphere of influence.

Sewer Service

It is acknowledged that the on-site disposal systems prevalent in the unincorporated El Rio area must be
replaced with connections to a sanitary sewer system by 2008 as directed by the State Regional Water
Quality Control Board. How this occurs and whether the services will be provided by the City or by

other means is unrelated to the RiverPark Project and annexation.

Government Code Section 56377

Government Code Section 56377, directs a LAFCO to consider the policies and priorities of guiding
development away from existing prime agricultural lands towards non-prime agricultural lands and
developing vacant or non-prime agricultural lands within a city’s sphere of influence before allowing
proposals to convert such lands outside of the sphere of influence. Since the proposed RiverPark Project

is contained entirely within the City’s sphere of influence it is consistent with Section 56377.

Guidelines for Orderly Development

The Guidelines for Orderly Development are Ventura County policies that state urban uses should to be
located in cities whenever and wherever practical. RiverPark is consistent with the Guidelines for

Orderly Development, which has been adopted by the County, LAFCO and all city councils.
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December 18, 2001
Planning Commission
City of Oxnard

305 W. 3. St., 2™ Floor
Oxnard, Ca. 93030

RE: Riverpark Draft EIR

Dear Chairman Duff and Members of the Planning Commission:

We are in the process of reviewing the Draft EIR on the Riverpark Specific Plan, but
due to the size of the project and the extensive information presented in the EIR, we
will not have our comments complete by the date of the hearing on December 20.

Ve ST Vv LR 1 s R R

submitting formal comments on the draft EIR within the review pericd. In the interim,
there are several issues which we would like you fo consider as you complete your cwn
review of this important project.

As you are aware, we will be directly influenced by the project and conseguently will be

Traffic on Vinevard Avenue

This major thoroughfare adjacent fo the project area is heavily congested with truck and
commuter traffic during the AM and PM peak hours. Traffic volumes on this already
busy road will be increased by project generated fraffic. At the same time, current
conditions in this area include widespread lack of sidewalks and high volumes of ERW-1
children walking to and from school. in addition, commercial developments on the east
side of Vineyard Avenue have inadequate parking such that motorists leaving the
shops have to back into oncoming traffic. How will project traffic affect these existing
conditions and what can be done to mitigate these significant safety issues?

Parks and Recreation

The developer has been responsive to our concerns regarding the critical need for a
neighborhood park in the El Rio West Neighborhood and has provided a park site,
identified as El Rio Park, adjacent to and just south of our neighborhoed. However,
according to the EIR, this park will be approximately 5 acres in size. Based on City
Standards, this is the minimum size for neighborhood parks. The City’s Parks and
Recreaticn Dept. has informed us that in order to function as an effective recreation

ERW-2
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Affordabie Housing

ortant goa oal in the o*‘erly development of the community.
However, we beli IGXL}/ that affordable units should be distributed throughcut (he

ecific plan area and not concentrated in one area. This will ensure that each
Flanning Area within the Specific Plan will provide housing opportunities for the full
range of eccnomic segments.

Affordabie housing is an i

U

ieve stro

In closing, we would like to say that we are not against the Riverpark development, and
realize it will become a reality. In fact, Mr. Keller and his associates have besn very
conscientious in meeting with us and should be commended for listening to and
attempting to address our concerns. At the same time, it is imperative that the
Riverpark Specific Plan represent the very best for our neighborhood, the future
residents of Riverpark and the City of Oxnard.

Thank you for considering our concermns.
Sincerely,

Richard A. Burgess

El Rio West Neighborhood
221 Junesu Place
Oxnard, Ca. 93030
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Jamuary 19, 2002

Chairman Albert DuF
Plarning Commission
City of Oxnard

305 W. 37 St, 2= Floor

Oxnard, Ca. 93030
RE: Comments on Riverpark Project Draft EIR

Dear Chairman Duff and Members of the Planuing Commmssion:

AS you are awars, those of us who five in the ) Rio West neighborhood have taken an active
interest in the development, of the RiverPark Draft Specific Plan. This maEssive project will form
the western and northern boundaries of our stoall neighborhood and will definitely fmpact our
Eves. In addition, if this project comes to Tuition, it will represent the bulid-out of this portion of
the City, and therefore, what we decide today will have a significant mpact on the fiture of our
In order to become well mfcrmed on this project, the 5l Rio West Neighborhood Couneil has had
several meetings with the developers, who have, in geaeral, been cooperative. In addition, we
bhave made several presentations o the Plarming Commission over the past weeks to inform vou
of some of our concerns. We appiaud the Planning Commission’s suggsstions and
recommendations at your meeting of December 18, 2001 and are confident that you will strive for
the best project possible for both the existing and new residemts.

In reviewing the draft EIR, our comments sre as follows:

Proiect Description, Pg. 5.0-22  Reference is made to a proposed 5,000 sezt rmulti-use ballpark
m Planning Unit D, This component of the project wes never alheded to in 2y of our meetings
with the developers and it is cbvious from your reaction at your December 13 meeting that it was ERW-3
a surprize 1o vou as well Although it may not be the developer's intention, the way the stadium
has been “soft-pedaled”” and folded inro the ZIR as ap afterthought Jeads to the suspicion that they
are wying to slip this in without our aoticing.

It is suggested that the ballpark will be a permitted use under the Specific Plan, subject to the
approval of a Special Use Parmit oy the City. Our concern is that once the stadinm becomes 2
permrtted use under the Specifia Plan, it will become a self-fulfilling sropheey whether or not an

ERW-4
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SUP is required.

The ballpark will be a privately-owned faciliry over which the City will have little control.
Oxnacd’s recem painfil experience wh the Califomia Suns Minor Leagus baseball team is an
incication that the minor league venpe will surely &l We feel that the stadiom is 2 bad idea,
reprasents an incomparible land use (more abot that lzter) and showid be deleted from rhe
Specific Plan.

Assthetics - The Aesthetics Section would benefe from a readable map which identifies the syeets
and the locations from which viewshed perspectives wers takeg, It is difficult, sver, for those
familiar with the ares, to ascartain oxaztly where these photographs were taken, New strests
depicted i these photographs should be pamed.

Pg.4.2-15  The EIR notes that “North of the El Rio West Neighberhood, the uses would
largely have an open space character.™ It is our wnderstanding thar the elememary school planned
for this area will be twe-stories high. This does not lend #tseifto an “open space charactet” and is
In dirsct contradiction to the developer who asserted that there would be no multiple-story
stuctures in this area

. Where will the new schoo] building be placed and how will it aect the viewsked of
people living along Louvisiana Place®

- What type of ghting will be used at the Play fleids at the elementary schoo] and how will
this affect the El Rio West Neighborhood? What are the times of eperation of the play
Seids Le. will there be night games? Wili the play fields be open t¢ all memmbers of the
community or will they be only zvaiiable © those in organized sports? There is no
analysis of this impact presented in the EIR. Any ighting of these plavfields and the
implementsation of night games would have a negative impact on our neighborhood,

Pp4.230 -4233 We are concerned about the viewshed impact og our neighborhood
created by the physical appearance of the telipark. How will the architectural design of this
ucturs affect the viewsbed of our residential neighborhood and the new residents?

The EIR states that “As the Specific Plan would allow residential developrment in and adiacent tc
Planning District D, there is some potential for lghring fom a balipark facility to impact
residential uses... This potential Rripact is considersd significant.”

The mitigation proposed in the EIR is 2 lighting study 22 scme fiture date. A ightmg study is not
mitigation, In addition, CEQA prohibits the approval ofa project based on fiture mitigation. If
the developer is reaily serfous abeut this ballpark/stadiung, the time to study impacts associated
With It is pow. This type of use is mncorrpatible with residesial use and should be deieted from
the plan.
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Earth Resources - The Ezrth Resourses Section should be broker mro two sectioas, one dealiog

with seismic safety and the other addressing mineral resources. Cornbining the two opics in one
section makes the EIR cumiersome.

Biclegicat Resowrees - It shorid be notad that the wiite wagrail,  rars migrant fom the Alsutian
Istands hzs been found in the viciniry of the former SP Milling property in recent vears. While this
species would 5ot nest on ske, #t apparently found wintering conditions favorable. The white
wagtad! showld be Esied as a rars seasopal wigrant whick has ocourred o site. Members of th=
Ventura Audubon Seciety ars very swars of the presence of this species and should have been
consulted by the Biologisrs 25 an mportant local resonres,

Pg =414, Table 4.4-2 While i is correct to stas that the proposal will not directly 2ffect
sexsitive fish speries such as the southern steelbead, Santa Ana sucker, tidewater zobl and arroyo
chub, the project’s potemtisl impacts are not Just limited to the mine pits. Because there is oo
“conpectvity” of the on-site mine pits with the river, the occurrence of these species is isted as
“not sxpected”. However, the species ars notad in the table as “known to occur adjacent to site
i the Samia Clara River™. The proposed stormrwater quakity freatment System shews two points
of discherge into the Santa Clara River. Thus, sotmwater discharges fom the site could have
potential negative indirect fmpacts o aquatic bicta. The table should be revised 1o reflect this
information, '

‘The Rare Plant and Vagatation Surveys in Appendix 1.4 Volume I has the RiverPark site
broker down irro 14 sections which seem 2o have Lo reiation to the current plan. Although
reference i3 made to 3 map, &t was not included in 1he appendi:

The Focused Bird Survey Report seems to be TEssing s ttle page and the credentials of the
biologist. Although Jim Oreaves is wall known in the birding world, ke's not exactly 2 bouse-hold

= in column three of the Srst page of Table | “Avian Species Observed or Detectad™,
common pochard is rmisspeiled, ‘

TATSDG qr;‘t)n &nd c;'.i‘C"hZi'“‘;J

Pz. 4.7-23 The project is projected 10 generate approximately 84,500 daily trips with the
expectation that 78,840 trips would ave e Specific Plan Ares on a dady basis. Project maffic is
projected to result in significan adverse Irmpacts at § of the 35 intersections studied and will result
in significant adverse curmlarive Impacts on the Venna Fresway south of Central Averue whess
condinons will reach LOS ¥ in the morning and evening peak howrs, LOSFisa siep beyond
“severe congestion™ and krvoives forcad fow at very low speed with steppages of long duration.

Pg. 4731 Neighborhood Trafic tmpacts. The EiR states that “There are no dipact street

(SY]
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nnections to the El Ric West Neighborhood.” This is an exiremely Tnportant festurs of the
ecific Plan which is strongly supportad oy the B Rio West Neighborhood.

Residents of the B} Bis Wes ~ieighboshood all use Vinevard Avempe on a daily basis and most
use the Ventura Freeway 1o get o and Fom work. To the extent that traffic is incressed by the
developrment both on Vineyard Avenue and the Venrm Freeway, the projest’s traffic mpacts will |ERw-20
affeet the people of Bl Rio West. ‘W de net foal that the staternent that “INo wnavoidable

significant mafSe and cireniation fmpacts will result Forg the RiverPark Project.” is accurass,

3

The proposed mitigation Involves throwing larse amoums of meoey (317.685,877) at the prodviem
1o fance aa elaborate system of lare 2ddaticns, restriping and trasit improvernents, ina periect

world, all of these mitigation measires would work as plarmed. Hewever, many of the mitigation
measures will require that additional right-of-way be obtained and the transit improvercent ERW-21
mitigation requires that peopie will actually use mass-transit- a rather “iiy” sropostdon here in '
Southern California, Ifany one of these mitigation measures becomes unfeasibie, traffic impacts
will become more adverse.

We are conzerned abour the safery and operational eficiency of Vinevard Avenue. Tem lanes of
project raffic are fusneled directly onto Vizeyard. In the project vicinity, this majer thoroughtare
is heavily congested with truck and commuer traffic during the AM and PM peek hours, At the
same time, current conditions i the area mehude widespread lack of sidewalks and large mmbers
of children walking tc and fom school In addinion, commercial developrients on the east side of- ERW-22
Vineyard Avenue kave inadequats parkizg such that motorists leaving the shops have to back mto
oncoming traffic, Traffic volhumes on this alzeady busy road will be increased by Project generated
tratiic, perhaps o a higher degres then Indicated in the EIR, Trp distribution after all is nothing
moze than an educated guess and may be off by severai percentags points. There are no
mitigation measures i the EIR that address project mpacts to the safety and operational
efficiency of Vinevard Avenue.

We do not see any analysis in the EIR of waffe impacts associated wirh the 500G seat baseball
stzdium. This will be 2 regiomal traffic magnet and potential impacts and proposed mitigation
measures should be developed now, so that we can determine if'this mtensive use is Yight for the ERW-23
area, rather thon later when it is already part of the Specific Plan. We fee! the stadium will have
significant adverse mraffic mpacts which cannot be weftizated 1o 2 level of insignificance.

We foel that the applicant should investigate the fasibility of Providing another point of ingress
and egress at the norther porticn of the sie perbaps by exrending Oxnard Boulevard to end in 2
our-way intersection with Centrel Avenue. The exzension of Cxmard Eovlevard could serveas a
Primary arterial which wrould provide efficient access throughout the development and would help
to keep project impacts within the £roject where they belote. This shoud he cvalusted In the
EIR 25 3 way of 1aking some of the traffie presstre off Vineyard Avenue and the, adjacant
Eeewar.

ERW-24
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While we are aware thas ambiens noise = our neighborhood will increase a5 a result of Increased
izaffic volemes and construction activities, we understand that they are unzvoidable impacts
associated with development. We ape particularly concemed about soumnd levels associated with
the baseball stadium/arens. According to the EIR {p +.5-20), sound Jevels associated with this
factiity will be significant. The measure put forward to mitigars this Impact is the preparztion of
an acoustical study. As noted previcusly i relztion to g future Lghting study, an acoustica] study
does not constitute mitigation. Baseball Stadium/arenas produce noise levels incompatibie with
residential development and this facility should be deleted from the Specific Plan.

The other signifisant noise Iopact, net wentioned in the EIR. is nojse levels generated by the
proposed piay fizlds associated with the elementsry school north of cur neighsorhood. The FIR

= 87

ERW-25

ERW-26

shouid assess noise levals expected t0 be generated by games at the Play fields and the effacts
these impacts will Bave on cur ne1ghborkoed.

Public Services
Police Protection - The effect that the 000 seat basebell stadium/arena will have on police

staffing should be evaluated in the EIR. We believe thar tis facility will stram police services
beyond what can be provided by the proposed storefrons police statien.

Parks and Recreation - The developer has beeg responsive to ovr concerns regarding the critical
ne< for a neighborheod park in the E] Rio West Neighborhood and has provided a park site,
idenrified as Bl Rio Park, adiacent to and fust south of our neighborhood. However, according to
the EIR, this park will ke approximately 5 acres in size. Based on City Stemdards, this iz the
i size for neighborhood parks. The City’s Parks and Recreation Department has
infbrmed us that in order to fimetion as n effective recreation area, a ueighborhood park should
be at least 6 acres in size. Area F, within which this park is to be [ocated, consists of medium 1o
bhigh density residential development with 2 maximum totai of 420 residences. In order 10 meet
the recreation needs of fiture residents as wel] as the existing residents of BJ Rio West and the
surrounding B! Rio ares, we feel this park should be 6 acres i: size, at least.

Pg 4.10.9~% Parks Included n Specific Plan. The EIR states that the Specific Plan contaius three
neighborhcod parks. This is incorreet, The aeighborkhoed Pearks in Districts F and J are
approximately 5 acres in size and the pazk in Distics H is approximately 3 acres in size. On pg.
+.10.4-2, the EIR states that the mimirnmm land area for a neighborhood park is 5 - 10 acres, At
approximately 5 acres in size, the park in Distrist H s t00 smal to be classified as a nejghborhood
park by the City’s own standards, while the sther two parks e at the bare minimum.  Since the 3
acre park in District H is too small to be 2 neighborbood perk, it canmot be counted icward the
oeighborheod park total, This leaves the project with amly two neighixrheod park; totaling 10
acres, which is below the City’s standard of 1.5 acres per 1000 new residents, The most obvious
way oI solving this prablem is o rrovide three neighborhood parks of 6 acres each.

(&}
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2.0 Responses to Comments

El Rio West Neighborhood (1) (ERW)

ERW-1

Please see the response to Comment MAC-4 from the El Rio Municipal Area Council above for a
description of projected future traffic conditions on Vineyard Avenue. As discussed in this response,
Vineyard Avenue will operate at Level of Service C or better during A.M. and P. M. Peak Hour traffic
period with the addition of project traffic. No significant impact on the level of service along Vineyard
Avenue will result from the project. In addition, the existing median island will be extended to the north

to improve traffic flow and safety.
ERW-2

Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of the proposed neighborhood parks have been increased. The park referred to in this comment
has been increased in size to 7.4 acres and the park in Planning District ] has been increased in size to 6.1
acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these two parks is 13.5 acres. This is greater than the 11

acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents projected for the project.
ERW-3

The RiverPark Specific Plan does not restrict affordable housing to single location within the residential

neighborhoods. The Specific Plan will allow the development of affordable housing in multiple locations.

El Rio West Neighborhood (2) (ERW)
ERW-3

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
ERW-4

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

ERW-5

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.

ERW-6

Figure 2-27 is provided on the following page showing the locations from which the photographs
provided in Section 4.2 are taken. Figure 4.2-10 is on Oxnard Boulevard and is represented in Figure 2-27
as Viewing Location 1 indicated on entry to project extension. Figure 4.2-11 is of the intersection of Santa

Clara River Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue and is represented as Viewing Location 3 in Figure 2-27.

ERW-7

The proposed elementary and middle schools planned north of Santa Clara River Boulevard have not
been planned by the Rio Elementary School at this time. For this reason, it is not known if these new
schools will have any two-story elements. The new school buildings will be located on the western edge
of the school site with the grass playfield areas along Vineyard Avenue. The majority of the school site

will be open space in character.

Views of the new school buildings will be screened by landscaping on the school site and the large
landscape buffer proposed along the northern edge of the El Rio West Neighborhood. This fifty-foot
wide landscape buffer is proposed to separate Santa Clara River Boulevard from the neighborhood. This
buffer area would include an eight-foot parkway and a six-foot sidewalk immediately south of Santa
Clara River Boulevard. The remaining thirty-six feet will be bermed and landscaped with dense
plantings of evergreen trees and shrubs. With the visual screening to be provided by landscaping, no

significant visual impacts will result from the development or one or two-story school buildings.
ERW-8
Please see the response to Comment ERW-7 above. Views from Louisiana Place will be screened by the

dense landscaping to be provided in the 50-foot landscape buffer planned along the northern edge of the

El Rio West Neighborhood.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

ERW-9

The Rio Elementary School District has not designed this new school site yet. No lighting plans have
been developed at this time. As described in Section 3.0, Project Description, the RiverPark EIR serves as
a Program EIR for the new school facilities allowed by the proposed Specific Plan due to the fact that no
site design has been completed yet. Further environmental review by the Rio School District may be

required at the time site designs have been prepared.

Use of the proposed playfields outside of school hours will be managed by the Oxnard Parks and
Recreation Department. No programming of the use of these new proposed playfields has been

completed at this time.
ERW-10

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
ERW-11
The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed
use. Please note that the Draft EIR did include analysis of potential lighting impacts based on research
and reasonable assumptions about the type of lighting fixtures and designs typically used for this type of
facility.

ERW-12

The City of Oxnard considered separating this section into two sections as suggested by this comment.

The City concluded that the creation of additional sections would also make the EIR cumbersome.

ERW-13

The occasional presence of the white wagtail in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area is noted.
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2.0 Responses to Comments

ERW-14

The potential for in impacts to aquatic species in the Santa Clara River from changes in the quality of
water being discharged to the river is assessed on Pages 4.4-26 and 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. As stated, the
quality of runoff from the site will be improved from existing conditions and no impacts to aquatic
species will occur.

ERW-15

The biology surveys were conducted prior to the land use planning of the project and there was never
any intent to have the survey areas be coordinated with the planning districts as identified in the Specific
Plan. The vegetation community map was provided in the Draft EIR as Figure 4.4-1.

ERW-16

This comment correctly notes that Jim Greaves completed the bird surveys.

ERW-17

It is noted that “porchard” was misspelled in the bird survey report.

ERW-18

The comment correctly summarizes the conclusions of the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR. It should be
noted that the significant impacts identified in this comment are prior to mitigation. Feasible measures to
mitigate all significant impacts are also identified in the Draft EIR.

ERW-19

This comment in support of the proposed circulation plan is noted.

ERW-20

As discussed in the response to Comment MAC-4, improvements to Vineyard Avenue are proposed and

the level of service will remain at LOS C or better with the addition of traffic from the RiverPark Project,
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2.0 Responses to Comments

ERW-21

All traffic mitigation measures were reviewed for feasibility by the preparers of the traffic study, the
applicants, the preparers of the EIR, City staff and the public. All traffic mitigation measures are feasible
based upon these reviews. No mitigation measure will require additional right-of-way which has not

been identified.
ERW-22

A mitigation measure is proposed at the intersection of Los Angeles Avenue and Vineyard Avenue. In
addition, an improved interchange is programmed as a related improvement at Oxnard Boulevard and
the U.S. 101 Freeway. As indicated in Tables 4.7-8 and 4.7-10, with these improvements adequate
freeway access and arterial capacity would exist. Vineyard Avenue will operate at Level of Service C or

better with the addition of traffic from the project.

Presently there is no barrier between off-street parking and on-street traffic at all locations along
Vineyard Avenue. In order to minimize the potential for conflicts from drivers failing to yield the right-
of-way to oncoming traffic when entering or exiting parking spaces and areas, the existing Vineyard
Avenue median island will be extended further to the north by the project. This median would be

extended to the northerly project roadway opposite Simon Way for aesthetic as well as safety reasons.

ERW-23

The traffic study was prepared to look at the worst case development of the Specific Plan, including
potential stadium uses. The stadium use would displace regional commercial uses included in the
analysis. As is indicated in Table 4.8-8 on page 28 of the traffic study, the assumed regional commercial
uses would have a similar peak hour traffic generation. As discussed in previous responses, the Draft

Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed use.
ERW-24
Please see the response to Comment MAC-4 for information related to extending Oxnard Boulevard

north to Central Avenue. As discussed in this response, extension of Oxnard Boulevard further north is

not feasible and is not necessary as Vineyard Avenue will operate at Level of Service C or better.
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ERW-25

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
ERW-26

As stated on page 3.0-39 of the Draft EIR, the RiverPark EIR will be used as a Program EIR, as defined by
Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, by the Rio Elementary School District for the proposed new
elementary schools and middle school. No site plans have been prepared by the Rio Elementary School
District at this time. The Rio Elementary School District may need to complete additional environmental

review when detailed plans are completed for these school facilities.

Some general information can be provided at this time, however, based on typical school facilities and
operations. Noise from the school sites during the time school is in session, would occur primarily from
outdoor activities such as children playing, talking, and yelling, and school bells. Noise levels that would
be generated by children playing on hardcourts and grass field areas on the project site have been
estimated based on monitoring conducted by Impact Sciences at another school site. Observations made
during the noise monitoring revealed that the primary sources of noise were children talking and yelling.
Ball and apparatus use was a secondary source of noise. One minute noise levels monitored during lunch
ranged from 58.5 dB(A) L, to 62.0 dB(A) L., at 50 feet from the nearest play area and hardcourt. Noise
levels were slightly higher during physical education (PE) class since more children were playing at that
time. One minute noise levels monitored during PE ranged from 60.5 dB(A) L, to 64.5 dB(A) L., at 50

feet from the nearest playfield and hardcourt.*

Playfields and hardcourt play areas may be located directly across Santa Clara River Boulevard from the
eight existing homes located on the northern side of Louisiana Place. Based on a review of a 1”7 =200
aerial photograph, these homes have rear yard setbacks that vary from approximately 15 to 30 ft. The
distance from the property line of the school sites to the property line of the homes on the north side of
Louisiana Place will be 146 feet. This distance will be made up of the 50-foot landscape buffer between
the existing homes and Santa Clara River Boulevard, the 82-foot street cross-section, and a 14-foot

parkway on the northern side of Santa Clara River Boulevard. When the existing rearyard setbacks are

4 Manhattan Beach Unified School District, Manhattan Beach Middle School Replacement Project Final EIR, December
11, 1996.
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considered, the distance from the edge of the school site to the existing homes is approximately 160 to 175

feet.

Based on the noise levels established by monitoring and described above, noise generated from
recreational areas within the planned school site would result in noise levels estimated up to 59.4 dB(A)
L., at the nearest residences. This noise level estimate is based on a distance of no less than 160 feet with
no noise attenuation accounted for aside from distance. This would, therefore, provide a worse case
scenario with respect to expected future noise levels at adjacent residential uses. These levels would be
lower than existing ambient noise conditions and would be less than those noise levels experienced due
to quarry operations currently occurring on within the Plan Area. The solid landscaped berm and solid
wall proposed as part of the 50-foot buffer between the existing homes and Santa Clara River Boulevard
will interrupt the line of sight from the school to the residences, further reducing these noise levels.
Considering the above, noise levels from outdoor activities at the school site would not result in a
significant increase in ambient noise levels and would not result in the City’s time-weighted CNEL noise

standards being exceeded. The noise impact from outdoor activities would not, therefore, be significant.
ERW-27

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
ERW-28

Please see the response to Comment ERW-2 above. The size of the neighborhood park referenced in this

comment has been increased in size to 7.4 acres.
ERW-29

Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of the proposed neighborhood parks have been increased. The park referred to in this comment
has been increased in size to 7.4 acres and the park in Planning District ] has been increased in size to 6.1
acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these two parks is 13.5 acres. This is greater than the 11

acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents projected for the project.

2.0-225 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



Private Organizations



BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

A CALIFORNTA CIMITED LABILITY PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATICNS

LAWYERS

HARD T ANCERSON-

JOMHMN O WAarLINT
SOHN E BROWHN

KENCALL H, MacYEY
CLARK H. ALsOpP
DAVID U, ERWIN-
MICHAEL J. ANDELSON~
OOUGLAS 5. PHILLIPS *
GREGCRY K. WILKINSONM
GENE TANAKA

VICTOR L. woULF
DANIEL £. OLIVIER
HOWARD 8. GOLDS
STEPHEN P DEITSCH
JOHN R ROTTSCHAEFER
MARTIN A. MUELLER

J. MICHAEL SUMMERQUR
SCOTT C. SMITH
JACK 8. CLARKE. JR.
BRIAN M LEWIS -
TIRADLEY E. NEUFELD

PETER M. BAAMACK
JEFFREY V. DunN

s EN C. DsBAUN-
ERIC L GARNER®
DENHIS M. SOTA

P.H W F PEARCE
ROBERT W. HARGREAVES
< MICHAEL COWETT

BEATH

BRUCE W

MICHELLE OUELLETE
KEYIN K. RANDOULPH
CYHTHIA M. GERMAND
MARGUERITE 3. STRAND
KYLE A sNOwW

JAMES B. GILPIN

KIM A BYREMS

DEAN DERLETH

SONIA RUBIG CARVALMQ
JOHN O. PIMKNEY
PIERO C. DALLARDA
DWIGHT M. MONTGOMERY
RICHARD T. EGGER
FRANKLIN C. ADAMS
WILLIAM WOOD MERRILL
PAUL F. DAUER

JAMES £ THOMPSON
WILLIAM D. DAHLING, JR

G HEMRY WELLES
CAVIC J. HANCTCK
FORD
SHAWN O HAGERTY
CAMES P MOARIS
3 T. COLLINS
£wManN
BUCKMAN
MARIA £, GLESS
GLEN W. PRICE
MARYMICHAEL McLECO
JAMES R TOUCHSTOME
STEVEN M. ANDERSGN
ROBERT L. PATTERSON
JAMIE L. RAYMOND
PAULA C.P.pe SOUSA
LYSA M. SALTZMAN
MARCO A, MARTINEZ
JOHN F. WALSH
JEFFRY F FERRE

DCRINE LAWRENCE-HUGHES

BRIAN P, HICKEY
ALISON D. ALPERT
JAMES €. TURNEY
MICHAEL D. DQLIDA
HKAREN M. FREEMAN
JOHN D. HIGGINBOTHAM
UsSlt N. BOTROS

CRAIG M. MARSHALL

Y8 BALLINGER
A 2. ANTONUCSH

AN ARTHER
TRANG T. TRAN

BANIELLE E. GERBER
CHRISTINA A. HENRY
ELISE L CHENG
KRISTIN T. YARMER
DEAN J. SILLIMAN
CHARISSE i. SMITH
ANGELICA ¥, CASTILLO
CATHY S. HOLMES
WESLEY A. TONEL
REAGAN L. BRENNEMAN

RAYMOND BEST (1868 1357
JYAMES H. KRIEGER (131 3-1975)
EUGENE BEST (1a893-1981)

3750 UMIVERSITY AVENUE
P S BOX (028
RIVERSIDE. CALIFORNIA 925321028
(S09) 6BE-1 450
1909 6886-3083 Fax
(09 582461 2 FAX
BBKLAW CGOM

OF COUNSEL
CHRISTOPHER L. CARPENTER
MICHAEL 2. HARRIS -
ANNE T. THOMAS
DONALD F. ZIMMER®
CHRISTINA L DYER
B BRtAN REIDER
DINA O, HARRIS
WARREN 8. RIVEN
ROBERT J. HAMNA
DAMIEL G. STEVENSON
JEMNIFER DAUER MCCREAQY

GFFICES N
INDIAN WELLS (760 568-261 i
ONTARIO (209) 989-8584
SAN DIEGOD (819) S2S-1 300
ORANGE (71 4) 939-5940
SACRAMENTD (91 6) 325-40Q0Q

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

CENNIFER 1. BUCKMan

JTBUCKMAN@D BBKLAW. COM A CE T

(S09) 826-8268 ﬁiﬁ%é%t@
December 20, 2001 DEC 28 200

PLANNING DIVISIOnN

VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION AND FIRST-CLASS U.S. MAIL CITY OF OXNARD

Hon. Members of the Planning Commission

c/o Planning & Environmental Services Division
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

o

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 00-3 Jor the proposed RiverPark
Project Specific Plan

Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

ou probably know, Best Best & Krieger LLP represents Newport Boats.

P tdaTal o Ters Trunpryps Jupss BN Lo omm P RSO ammime kST S N ey N 1
ery concernad about the potential eavironmental inmpacts ot e Cily's proposed

pecific Plan. On behalf of Newport Boats, we are writing to submit these
reliminary comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR") for the RiverPark

p ry p p

Project.

Newport Boats is concerned that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the
project's potential environmental impacts and, instead, improperly defers both analysis and mitigation
measures. Specifically, Newport Boats notes the following deficiencies in the Draft EIR:

. The Draft EIR's finding that the Project will not have any significant impacts
on aesthetics is unsupportable. The Draft EIR indicates that the City
designates roadways that provide views of agricultural lands within and
around the City as "image corridors.” The area proposed for inclusion in the
RiverPark Specific Plan includes 155 acres that are currently in agricultural
production and which are visible from the Ventura freeway. Consequently,

BBK-1
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these lands constitute an "image corridor.” However, all of these lands will
be developed under the proposed Specific Plan. The conversion of these
strawberry fields to commercial and other development will irretrievable
destroy thisimage corridor, thereby substantially degrading the existing visual
character or quality of the Project site and its surroundings.

The Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project will not result in any significant
unavoidable geotechnical or geologic hazard impacts cannot be sustained.
The Project proposes construction of buildings on soil that is known to be

[y ~nliyy ) N st ar + - - + P 3 .
unstable.  Specifically, the groundwater table underlying the site is very
I«

shallow, resulting in greatly increased risks of landslide, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse, especially when a seismic event is coupled with a wet
year that elevates the groundwater table. The mitigation measures proposed
in the Draft EIR defer the analysis and mitigation of this potential impact and

do not adequately mitigate the impact below a level of significance.

The Draft EIR's conclusions about the Project's potential impacts on mineral
resources appear to be inconsistent. On the one hand. the Draft EIR
concludes that the Project will have a significant direct impact on mineral
resources, due to the permanent loss of access to approximately 2.2 tons of
mineral resources in an area that has been designated by the State Mining and
Geology Board as containing sand and gravel resources of regional
significance. Yet, applying the same significance criteria, the Draft EIR
concludes that the Project's cumulative impacts on mineral resources will not
be significant.

Although the Project proposes dewatering the stockpile area on the existing
mune site, the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze how this action will impact
wildlife such as migratorv waterfowl, which are known to use the mine pits'
exposed groundwater for resting and limited foraging.

While the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project site has a moderate
potential for supporting white-tailed kites, Northern harriers, and Cooper's
hawks, the Draft EIR utterly fails to analyze whether the development of'the
Project will have impacts on these species, all of which are designated as
Species of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish & Game. In
fact, the Draft EIR appears to mischaracterize these raptors as "common
wildlife resources," ignoring their special status. The Draft EIR also
incorrectly concludes that "no loss of special-status species habitat will
occur.”

The Draft EIR also fails to adequately analyze the Project's impacts on wildlife
movement. The Santa Clara River, which adjoins the Project site, is known

2.0-227
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to serve as an important regional wildlife corridor. By eliminating the open
space around the River which now serves as a buffer, and replacing this with
developed areas from which wildlife shy away, the Project will substantially

interfere with wildlife movement through the Project area.

The Draft EIR fails to adopt all feasible measures for mitigating the Project's
significant impacts on groundwater quality. The mitigation measure that the
Draft EIR does adopt, 4.5-1, is too indefinite and uncertain to be enforceable.

The Draft EIR's analysis of cumulative IMPActs o water resCUrces appears to
improperly limit the other projects considered to be contributing cumulative
impacts. The Draft EIR indicates that it will rely on the "list" method of
analyzing cumulative impacts and lists numerous other related projects. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (b)(1)(A).) However, in this and many
other sections of its analysis, the Draft EIR then appears to limit its
cumulative impacts analysis to selected projects.

The Draft EIR's conclusion that the Project will not result in significant traffic
impacts is unsupportable. The Ventura Freeway south of Central Avenue
already operates at Level of Significance F in the northbound direction during
the peak hour and in the southbound direction during the peak hour.
Development of the Project will create additional traffic and further
exacerbate the existing problem. Finding that the problem "will be identified
and addressed through the Ventura County CMP program” amounts to
improper deferred mitigation.

The Draft EIR improperly defers analysis of the air quality impacts based on
the standards adopted by the local Air Pollution Control District. In
Communities for a Better Environment. et al. v. California Resources
Agency, Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 00CS00300, Judge
Ronald L. Robie specifically determined that State CEQA Guidelines section
15064, subdivision (h) was invalid because it allowed local agencies to
determine that impacts that meet existing environmental standards are
msignificant by definition. Agencies are not permitted to defer their
responsibilitiesunder CEQA in this manner. Rather, agencies must make their
ownevaluation of whether the particular impact identified is si gnificant or not.
The City has failed to do this with regard to "normal construction-related air
quality impacts."

The Draft EIR is inconsistent in that it concludes that significant air emissions
will remain even after all feasible mitigation measures are applied to the
Project, but simultaneouslv finds that the Project will not have anv
unavoldable significant air quality impacts.
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Likewise, the Draft EIR inconsistently concludes that the Project will exceed
the thresholds of significance for both on and off-site construction noise, but
also finds that the Project will not have unavoidable significant noise impacts.

The Draft EIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to mitigate the
potentially significant impacts to fire protection services. While the Draft EIR
notes that the development of the Project will require the construction of a
new fire station, and that this development "would need to occur early in the
development of the Specific Plan Area to ensure adequate response times can
be maintained as developmeut occurs,” the Draft EIR fails to impose any
conditions on the construction of the fire station and inexplicably concludes
that the Project will not result in any significant impact to fire service response
times.

The thresholds of significance adopted for the Draft EIR's analysis of the
Project's impacts to police services are so vague that the analysis of this
category of potential impacts is deficient.

The Draft EIR utterly fails to consider whether existing or planned landfills
have the capacity to serve the proposed Project. In fact, the Draft EIR
indicates that they do not have the capacity to serve this additional demand.
The Bailard landfill has already been closed, and the Simi Valley landfill will
be filled to capacity within approximately 12 vyears at the existing rate of
disposal. At full build-out. the Project will generate about 15,132 tons of
solid waste per year, and it is utterly unrealistic to conclude that the Project
will not have significant impacts on solid waste management when the only
means of handling waste identified in the Draft EIR is source reduction and
recycling. There is no explanation for why the City has chosen to ignore this
critical analysis. At the very least, the additional refuse gencrated by the

Project will have significant cumulative impacts on solid waste management.

The Draft EIR's analysis of the cumulative impacts of storm water drainage
again appears to fail to analyze all the projects the Draft EIR lists as affecting
the cumulative impacts. Moreover, this analysisincorrectly concludes that the
Project will not have significant cumulative drainage impacts. The Draft EIR
concedes that the development of the Project and other projects will
sometimes overwheim the drainage system designed for the Ventura County
Juvenile Justice Center site and cause overflow into the Large Woolsey Basin,
thereby resulting in the creation or contribution of runoff water that would
exceed the capacity to an existing storm water system.

The Draft EIR severely understates the Project's impacts on the local water
supply shortage. To support its conclusion that the Project will not have
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signiticant water supply impacts, the Draft EIR indicates that the water rights
for five wells will be transferred to the water service provider on the
development of this Project. However, by relying on pumping data from
1985-1989, the Draft EIR improperly inflates the amount of water that can be
reasonably anticipated to be extracted from these wells. In this case, the
proper environmental baseline, i.e., the amount of water supply that can be
anticipated from these wells, is the amount of water that was being pumped
at the time the Notice of Preparation for this Project was published. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a) [ "the physical environmental conditions
in the vicinity 2f the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation
is published . . . will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant."]; see, also,
State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.2, subd. (a); compare, Save Qur Peninsula
Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal App.4th 99,
126 [where project proponent greatly increased water pumping in years
immediately prior to application for subdivision of land, agency abused
discretion by relying on recent pumping figures as estimate of water supply
available to project].) Here, there is no data about how much water was
pumped out of any of these five wells in the last decade. Because there is no
information about current water supplies, it is utterly unreasonabie for the
City to assume that the Project will be able to contribute 1,580 acre-feet of
water rights to support its development. This conclusion is particularly absurd
given the severe overdraft conditions in the Oxnard Plain Basin and the forced
reductions in pumping that are being imposed to cure this problem.

Odadly, the Draft EIR finds that "major portions of the Central Trunk Sewer
have insufficient capacity to convey the projected flows" resulting (in part)
from development of the Project, but the Draft EIR also concludes that the
Project will not have significant impacts on wastewater service. This
conclusion is unfounded, given the Draft EIR's finding that the existing
wastewater collection and conveyance lines do not have sufficient capacity to
accommodate wastewater from the Project. Feasible mitigation measures
must be adopted to address this potentially significant impact.

The Draft EIR improperly concludes that the significant historic lmpacts
resulting from the permanent destruction of a recognized historic site, the El
Rio Rock Company, will be mitigated below a level of significance by merely
documenting the site through photos. There is no evidence to support this
finding.

The mitigation measures adopted for mitigating the Project's potentially

significant impacts to hazards do not adequately guarantee that these impacts
will be reduced to a level of less than significance.
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Because the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the Project's potential environmental
impacts, it has improperly minimized the extent of the environmental harm that will result from the
Project. Moreover, the Draft EIR has improperly rejected feasible project alternatives that would
reduce the Project's significant environmental impacts.

Correcting the deficiencies identified above will require that significant new
information be added to the Draft EIR. Consequently, the document will need to be recirculated once
this new information is added. (Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; State CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5)

Once the Drafi EIR is revised to reflect all of the Project’s significant environmental
impacts, the record will not contain substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the project's
benefits outweigh its environmental impacts. Thus, Newport Boats does not believe that the facts
now known to us are sufficient to justify adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. (See,
Pub. Res. Code, § 21081, subd. (b); State CEQA Guidelines, § 15093, subd. (a).)

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these initial comments on the RiverPark
Project Draft EIR  Due to time constraints, we were not able to analyze the Draft EIR and the
analyses on which it relies in greater detail. Once we have had an opportunity to do so, we may

submit additional comments on the adequacy of this environmental document.

If you have any questions about any of the items discussed in this letter, please feel
free to contact me at (909) 686-1450.

Sincerely,

“Jennifer T. Buckman
for BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

cc: Sid Parstow

RVPUBMTB\624741
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Best Best & Krieger (BBK)

BBK-1

This comment does not reflect all the information presented in Section 4.2 Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.
Figure 4.2-7 presents the 2020 Community Design exhibit contained in the Community Design Element of
the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. As shown, this exhibit does not identify the agricultural land in RiverPark
Area ‘A’ as a scenic resource. This is because this portion of the site is already planned for development
under the existing Oxnard Town Specific Area. This Specific Plan, adopted in 1986, allows the
development of this area with commercial uses. Please note the following text on page 4.2-12 of the Draft

EIR:

The RiverPark ‘A’ Area, most of which is located in the Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan Area, is
identified as an area of visual significance. The Oxnard 2020 General Plan assumes the retail, visitor-
serving, and office commercial uses allowed by the Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan would be built.
The Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan allows the development of 18 to 24-story high-rise buildings.
These uses would have created a visually significant activity node for the City. However, since adoption
of this Specific Plan in 1986, only the two mid-rise office buildings in the southwest corner of the Specific

Plan Area have been developed.
BBK-2

Section 4.3, Earth Resources, of the Draft EIR includes extensive analysis of existing soils and geologic
conditions, identifies potentially significant impacts and includes a detailed program of 44 specific

measures to mitigate the potential impacts identified.

The potential for impacts from liquefaction and seismically induced settlement is discussed on pages 4.3-
27 and 4.3-28 of the Draft EIR. The native soils onsite are dense to very dense in character and are not
highly susceptible to liquefaction for this reason, regardless of the depth to groundwater. Native soils are
located throughout RiverPark Area ‘A’. The potential for liquefaction is identified in the granular
submerged fill materials located in RiverPark Area ‘B’. The same conclusions were reached for
subsidence, or settlement. There is a potential for seismically induced settlement of the loose to medium
dense artificial fill materials in RiverPark Area ‘B’ and minor potential for settlement in the native soils.
The potential impact for liquefaction and settlement of the artificial fills present in RiverPark Area ‘B’ is

identified as significant.
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The potential for liquefaction and settlement of the soils in artificial fills on the site will be primarily
mitigated by measures 4.3-3 to 4.3-9 which specify the standards for remedial grading of these {ill areas.
These detailed measures, for example, require the removal of fill materials until competent native
materials are reached. Once native materials are reached, the exposed surface must be scarified to a
depth of eight inches and recompacted to 93 relative compaction. All organic material must be removed
and all backfills must be replaced in layers that do not exceed eight inches in depth and compacted to a
minimum density of 93 percent. These specific measures will mitigate the identified potential for
liquefaction and settlement of the existing artificial fill materials within the sand and gravel mine site in

RiverPark Area ‘B’ to a level that is less than significant.

While no significant impacts related to liquefaction on the existing native soils onsite have been
identified, Mitigation Measure 4.3-14 requires that site specific geotechnical studies be completed for
individual buildings as they are designed to determine if any potential exists for liquifaction induced
settlement of any of the submerged native earth materials. While the potential for this impact is ensure
that no impacts will occur, building specific studies cannot be completed at this time, as individual
buildings have not been designed. Completion of these studies at a later date is not deferral of analysis
needed at this time as no significant impact for liquefaction of native soils on the site has been identified

and such studies cannot be completed until buildings are designed.

Complete analysis of the stability of the existing slopes of the mine pits was completed. Significant slope
stability impacts were also identified. Mitigation measures 4.3-25 through 4.3-44 require specific removal

and reconstruction of portions of the existing slopes to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level.

BBK-3

The information on cumulative impacts on mineral resources presented on pages 4.3-37 and 4.3-38 of the
Draft EIR supports the conclusion reached that the project will not contribute to a significant cumulative
impact to mineral resources. This is based on the fact that the State Department of Conservation has
projected a need for 310 million tons of construction aggregate by 2030 and identified available resources

in amounts greater than this within Ventura County.

BBK-4

The proposed dewatering will be very localized in nature, occur within a limited time frame and will not

result in a drop in water level in the existing mine pit.
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BBK-5

The bird species referenced in this comment are recognized as special status species in Section 4.4,
Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. Table 4.4-1, Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring
in the RiverPark Specific Plan Vicinity lists these bird species. Also noted in Table 4.4-1 is the occurrence
potential for each species. There is a moderate potential for transient foraging on site for these three bird
species. Marginal nesting habitat for the white-tailed kite is present on site. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 on

page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR addresses the disturbance of active Special-Status bird nests.
BBK-6

The value of the Santa Clara River as a wildlife migration corridor and the potential for impacts from the
proposed RiverPark Project is discussed on pages 4.4-18 and 4.4-19 of the Draft EIR. No significant
impact on the Santa Clara River is identified given the low quality of the habitat existing on the site for
wildlife, the buffer provided by the existing levee separating the river from the project site, and the native

revegetation planned along the western edge of RiverPark Area ‘B’.
BBK-7

Mitigation measure 4.5-1 will be enforced through the approval process for the permit which must be
approved by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board for the proposed dewatering. All
potential mitigation measures for the identified impacts are described and analyzed on pages 4.4-99
through 4.9-104 of the Draft EIR. As discussed on these pages, none of the potential measures identified

are feasible. This comment does not identify any other potential feasible measures.
BBK-8

The cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines.
For each topic, cumulative analysis is based on either the extensive list of related projects provided in
Appendix 4.0 or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning
document. For each topic, projects off the related project list are considered, as they are appropriate
based on location. The cumulative impact analysis for water resources considers those projects located
with the same drainage area that could also effect the quality of the exposed groundwater in the existing
mine pits within the Specific Plan Area or would drain to the Santa Clara River through the same outlets

to the river. This approach is appropriate and consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.
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BBK-9

The CMP is a standing program mandated by State statute, to address impacts on the regional roadway
network. The freeway impact cited in this comment was identified in the Draft EIR. It is reasonable for
the City to rely upon an established program outside of its control to accomplish the programs mandated

requirement and address cumulative traffic impacts on the regional highway network.
BBK-10

Air emissions associated with construction are discussed on pages 4.8-10 and 4.8-11 of the Draft EIR.
Types and amounts of air emissions associated with construction of the project are described. All feasible
measures to mitigate these impacts are also included. Analysis and identification of mitigation measures

is not deferred, as indicated in this comment.
BBK-11

The analysis of the effectiveness of air quality mitigation measures follows the format defined in the
Ventura County Air Quality Air Quality Assessment Impacts. As discussed on page 4.8-23, contribution
to an off-site Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Fund is recommended by the APCD only after
all feasible recommended measures have been applied to a project and significant emissions remain.
Accordingly, a calculation of the effectiveness of the “project” mitigation measures is provided. This
analysis shows that significant emissions will remain even after all feasible mitigation measures are
applied to the project. Then, the mitigation analysis identifies the contribution to an off-site TDM fund as

a mitigation measure. This contribution mitigates all remaining impacts.
BBK-12

The conclusions referenced are not inconsistent. The analysis determined that construction impacts
would be significant prior to mitigation. With application of the recommended mitigation measures,

construction noise impacts can be mitigated to a level that is less than significant.
BBK-13

The timing of the new fire station is addressed in the Development Agreement proposed as part of the
project to the satisfaction of the City of Oxnard. The new fire station will be provided in a timely manner

to avoid any significant impact on fire protection services.
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BBK-14

The criteria used to determine a significant impact was selected by the Oxnard Police Department. This
criteria is not vague and addresses a variety of factors associated with calls for police protection services
including the number of calls for service, adequacy of police staffing, response times and potential for
interference with an evacuation plan. Based on the threshold, it was determined that the addition of the
RiverPark Specific Plan Area to the existing police response beat for the northern portion of the City
would result in a substantial decline in response times and, therefore, a significant impact. This impact
will be mitigated by the establishment of a new storefront police station within the commercial portion of
the Specific Plan Area. As this summary demonstrates, the significance threshold used, which were
based on the operational characteristics of the Oxnard Police Department, are definitive, as evidenced by

the fact that a significant impact was identified.
BBK-15

As described on pages 4.10.5-2 and 3 of the Draft EIR, solid waste disposal in Ventura County is a
competitive and dynamic system and, theoretically, waste can be disposed at any landfill in the region
depending upon the preference of individual solid waste haulers and other factors, such as proximity to
the collection area, tipping fees, and daily capacities at the landfill sites. Currently, most solid waste
collected within Ventura County by public and private haulers is disposed of in the County. However,
this does not guarantee that solid waste haulers do not or would not take solid wastes outside the
County. Solid waste management in Ventura County no longer focuses on “waste sheds,” or fixed areas
that dispose of their wastes at a particular landfill. For this same reasons, solid waste disposal planning is
also no longer done on the basis of population forecasts. The Draft EIR discusses the current projected
lifespan of the Toland Road and Simi Valley Landfills. The Toland Road landfill is projected to have a
lifespan of 31 years, with closure projected to occur in the year 2027. The County of Ventura Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) for the Toland Road Landfill requires that the operator only accept waste generated
within the County, with the minor exception of a small amount of waste generated in Carpinteria. The
Simi Valley Landfill has a projected 12-year lifespan at this point under the current CUP for this facility.
Solid waste from Oxnard may also be disposed of at alternative landfill sites located in Los Angeles
County or other counties, including the Chiquita Canyon Landfill near Santa Clarita. It should be noted
that the amount of solid waste generated for disposal in landfills will not be 15,132 tons per year as
referenced in this comment, but rather 5,145 tons per year after diversion at the City’s current rate is
taken into account (Table 4.10.5-1 in the Draft EIR). Given the dynamic nature of the solid waste disposal
market, it would be speculative to assume that a significant impact related to solid waste disposal will
result from the project due to the fact that existing landfills in Ventura County have a limited capacity.
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Over the next 25 years, new landfills will need to be permitted within Ventura County or surrounding
counties to accept current streams of solid waste. In accordance with Section 15145 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City of Oxnard has determined that it would be speculative at this point in time to evaluate

where solid waste will be disposed of on a long-term basis after the Toland Road Landfill closes in 2027.

BBK-16

The cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines.
For each topic, cumulative analysis is based on either the extensive list of related projects provided in
Appendix 4.0 or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning
document. The cumulative drainage analysis is based on the City of Oxnard Drainage Master Plan,
which accounts for drainage from all existing areas as well as additional uses allowed by the City’s 2020
General Plan, and the list of related projects in Appendix 4.1. The cumulative storm drain analysis
considers all related projects that will contribute runoff to the same drainage facilities as the project. In
addition, the analysis considers areas planned to drain to the same facilities. This is appropriate and

properly accounts for cumulative impacts to drainage facilities.

This comment is not correct in concluding that the proposed project and other projects will sometimes
overwhelm the drainage system planned for the Ventura County Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) project. As
described on page 4.11.1-15 of the Draft EIR, the JJC is being designed with a stand-alone drainage system
including a drainage basin with a capacity for over a 100-year storm. No other projects of areas will drain

to the JJC drainage system, including this basin.

BBK-17

The water supply analysis properly accounts for the amount of groundwater extraction allocations that
will be transferred to the City. This amount is based on Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
(FCGMA) 5.9, as discussed on pages 4.11.2-5 and 6 of the Draft EIR. This ordinance constitutes the
existing regulatory baseline for groundwater extraction and use in the Oxnard Plain. The use of 1985 —
1989 pumping data to determine groundwater extraction allocations is defined in FCGMA Ordinance 5.9.
Pumping data from this period establishes a historical baseline that is applied to all pumpers on the
Oxnard Plain. This established system of groundwater extraction allocations was established by the

FCGMA to ensure a safe yield of groundwater by the year 2010 and eliminate any overdraft condition.
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BBK-18

As discussed in Section 4.11.3, Wastewater Service, adequate sewer facilities to serve the project will be
provided for through the implementation of the City of Oxnard’s Wastewater Collection System Master
Plan. This citywide master plan identifies the improvements needed to the Central Trunk System to
provide adequate capacity for the RiverPark Project, existing uses and all other additional uses allowed
by the Oxnard 2020 General Plan that will be served by this same trunk sewer. The City will construct the
master plan improvements as required with sewer connection fees. This existing fee program will

mitigate impacts to the City’s wastewater collection system.

BBK-19

This comment does not correctly state the conclusion of the analysis of impacts to historical resources in
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does not conclude the significant impact to historical resources will be
mitigated to below a level of significance. The conclusion on page 4.12-16 of the Draft EIR is that the
impact of the project on the historical resources identified on the site will be an unavoidable significant

impact.
BBK-20

The four mitigation measures on page 4.13-18 of the Draft EIR reflect current applicable regulations for
any existing abandoned oil wells on the site and for the removal of asbestos containing building materials
and lead-based paint in any of the existing structures on the site that will be demolished. Conformance
with these existing regulations adopted by the State Department of Conservation Oil and Gas Division
and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District will effectively and feasibly mitigate the identified

impacts to a level that is less than significant.

BBK-21

Please see the responses to Comments BBK-1 through BBK-20 above. These responses demonstrate that

the Draft EIR provides adequate analysis of the potential impacts of the project.
BBK.-22

Section 5.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR provides sufficient information to support the conclusions

reached on the feasibility of the alternatives examined.
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BBK-23

Please see the responses to Comments BBK-1 through 22 above. Responses have been provided to all
comments and none of these responses include the identification of “significant new information” as
defined Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, that would require recirculation of the EIR. All of the
conclusions in the EIR are supported by the information in the EIR as reflected in the responses to
Comments BBK-1 through 22. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of an EIR
when significant new information results in any of the following: (1) Identification of new significant
impact that would result from the project or a mitigation measure; (2) Identification of a substantial
increase in the severity of an impact that cannot be mitigated; or (3) Identification of a feasible alternative
or mitigation measure considerably different from those previously analyzed that the project proponents
decline to adopt. None of these circumstances have occurred as a result of the information included in

the responses to BBK-1 through 22 above. Recirculation of the EIR is, therefore, not required.

BBK-24

Please see the response to Comment BBK-23 above. The Draft EIR contains substantial evidence as

defined in Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines to support all of the conclusions in the Draft EIR.
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Friends of the Santa Clara River
660 Randy Drive, Newbury Park, California 91320-3036 * (805) 498-4323

RECEIVED

JAN 09 2007

PLANNING Div
IS

January 7, 2002

Mr. Gary Sugano, Sr. Associate Planner
Planning & Environmental Services Division
City of Oxnard

305 West 3rd Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Re:  Draft EIR, Riverpark Project SCH #2000051046

Dear Mr. Sugano,

Friends of the Santa Clara River submits the following comments on the
subject document.

Impacts to water quality in the Santa Clara River and potential
groundwater contamination are our major concerns relative to the River
Park project.

Because of reduced impacts to groundwater in the mine pits conferred by
Water Quality Treatment Alternative No. 1, we recommend its inclusion in

the final project design. We note that the selection of this alternative FSCR-1

would not alter the amount of development allowed within the Specific
Plan Area.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

/7 4
Ron Bottorff, Chair
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Friends of the Santa Clara River (FSCR)

FSCR-1

As described on page 5.0-32 of the Draft EIR, Water Quality Treatment Alternative No. 1 would involve
the construction of larger stormwater detention basins. Since the proposed basins are located within 2 to
4 feet of the elevation of historic high groundwater, the basins could not be made deeper and would need
to be expanded. In order to hold a 100-year storm, these basins would need to be 80% larger than
proposed. In order to maintain the same amount of development on less land, the density of the
residential uses on the remaining land would need to increase. This alternative is not considered feasible
as the increase in construction and maintenance costs would provide only a very limited benefit to water

quality.
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The Gas Lompany-

RECEIVED

FJAN 1 0 2002

January 4, 2002 PLANNING DIVISION
CITY OF OXNARD
Gary Sugano, P Pinr.
CITY OF OXNARD
Planning/Environmental Services g
305 West Third Street
Oxnard, CA 93030 Southern California
. Gas Company
Subject: Agency Comment for the RiverPark DEIR, TT 5352 (PZ 01-5-134) 0 (‘)"/""",“/é"""""“‘“
City of Oxnard, County of Ventura, State of California. ((){113)//)/;} Ca
(Gas Co. Atlas # VCO 1495-4, et.al.) S
Muailing Address:
The 8.C.Gas Company anticipates no environmental issues in serving this Project. Box 2300
Chatsworth, €.
This letter is not to be interpreted as a contractual commitment to serve this proposed I3
project, but only as an information service. Its intent is to notify you that Southern
California Gas Company has facilities in the area where this project is proposed. Gas .

service can be provided without significant impact on the environment from existing
medium pressure mains in existing streets.

Service would be in accordance with our policies and extension tules on file with the
California Public Utilities Commission at the time contractual arrangements are made. The
availability of natural gas service, as set forth in this letter, is based on present conditions
of gas supply and regulatory policies. As a public utility, Southern California Gas
Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilitics Commission. We can
also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies. Should these agencies take any
action which affects gas supply or the condition under which service is available, gas
service will be provided in accordance with the revised conditions.

When your project has final approval by the city or county engineer, please contact Mr.
Dave Conway, New Business Project Manager, at (805) 385-4823. Tt may require up to 90
days to process your application for the instailation of gas lines in your project.

Sincgrely, M

Jim Hammel

Technical Services, Northern Region
818-701-3324
FAX: 818-701-3380

c: D. Conway, NBPM, Oxnard District
B. Huleis, Environmental Compliance
SCG En’g Masterplanning
City Correspondence File

c:!Files\willserve\Oxnard.doc
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The Gas Company (TGCQC)

TGC-1

This comment from the Gas Company indicating that gas service can be provided without significant

impacts agrees with the analysis in the Draft EIR.
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January 18, 2002

City of Oxnard

Planning and Environmental Services
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Attention: Gary Sugano, Principal Planner

Subject: Draft EIR For RiverPark Project
SCH #2000051046

The subject EIR has been reviewed by Hanson Aggregates, which owns a
large portion of the RiverPark B area. Under the proposed project, this land
would be acquired from Hanson and its uses changed to accommodate
residential development. However, this current ownership includes inactive
mining pits, concrete, asphalt, and recycle plants, and a stockpile area. This
area is subject to an existing reclamation plan, El Rio Plant Rehabilitation Plan
which was approved by Ventura County in 1979 and subsequently modified.
Under that plan, Hanson would partially refill the mining pits and restore the site
as open space. In contrast, the RiverPark project proposes development,
including residential, commercial and public facilities uses in addition to open
space. Among other actions related to the project, RiverPark proposes a new
reclamation plan for the mining site to address a higher intensity use for Area ‘B’
- additional housing opportunities for the City of Oxnard. RiverPark’s proposed
reclamation plan would replace the existing reclamation plan. The EIR analyzes
the potential environmental effects of this new development proposal.

Hanson Aggregates supports the RiverPark project as proposed. However, we
are concerned that some elements of the EIR overstate baseline conditions and,
therefore, make overly conservative assumptions about the level of potential
impact and need for mitigation. While we have no objection to the adoption of
the measures propose in the context of the current proposal, we are concerned
about the implications for Hansan Aggregates activities on the site should the
RiverPark project not be approved.

- Forexample, the EIR uses extremely conservative assumptions,
effectively modeling a “worst-case” impacts analysis in the context of residential
use. This approach may be appropriate for assessing property intended for the
proposed use, but there is no indication that these assumptions provide
appropriate standards for implementation of the existing reclamation plan. The
conservative nature of the assumptions used in the Water Resources section are
discussed in the attached analysis by Dr. Barry Keller. The conservative nature
of assumptions used in the Earth Resources section are discussed in the
attached analysis by The J. Byer Group. The EIR should be revised to clarify the
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distinctions between the descriptions of actual baseline conditions and the
descriptions of conditions that are based on conservative assumptions.

Similarly. many mitigation measures and other improvements identified in
the EIR are designed to mitigate potential environmental effects associated with
the proposed residential development, but would be inappropriate in a “no
project” scenario. For example, the RiverPark project envisions residential
development in the vicinity of the Vickers pit and the EIR includes mitigation
measures to address this. If residential development does not occur there,
leaving the current reclamation plan in place, it would not be necessary to
mitigate artificial fill in northwestern end of the Vickers Pit, as described by
mitigation measure-4.3-30. It also would not be necessary to mitigate artificial fill
in the stockpile and plant areas as described by mitigation measures 4.3-21 and
4.3-22. Moreover, the EIR contemplates drainage improvements and
revegetation to accommodate the proposed development. if the property were
not developed as RiverPark plans, the drainage improvements and revegetation
would not be necessary.

We also offer the following clarifications:

1. Page 2.0-9, 1% Complete Paragraph
DEIR Text: Implementation of this existing reclamation plan would require
approximately 6.4 millicn cubic yards of material to be imported to the site
to fill the pits to the levels required by the reclamation plan.
Comment: Hanson agrees that approximately 6.4 million cubic yards are
needed to implement the existing reclamation plan. Approximately 6.1
million cubic yards are located onsite and 0.3 million cubic yards would
need to be imported to implement the existing reclamation plan.

2. Page 4.1-24, Paragraph 3
DEIR Text: The company has initiated actions to reclaim the mine pits
pursuant to an approved reclamation plan. Upon completion of the
reclamation project the facility will serve as a groundwater recharge basin.
Comment: To clarify, Hanson has initiated restoration activities in
accordance with the existing approved reclamation plan. These activities
include removal of the rock and sand plant and other structures,
remediation of known contamination, and removal of boneyards. The pits
will serve as a groundwater recharge basin after the proposed RiverPark
reclamation plan is implemented.

3. Page 4.5-69, Footnote 47
DEIR Text: West Coast Environmental and Engineering, RiverPark
Reclamation Plan, Prepared for Hanson Aggregates West, Inc. August 1,
2001.
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Comment: Hanson Aggregates asked West Coast Environmental to
prepare a reclamation plan that reflects the RiverPark proposal. This HANSON-5
reclamation plan is not being proposed by Hanson Aggregates.

Please contact this office if there are any questions.

RVLRIN 2094{?/
Steve Zacks
Environmental/Property Manager
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Barry Keller Ph.D., RG, CHG -Hydrogeoplysicist
741 Dolores Drive, Santa Birbara, Culiforniu 93109 US4

14 January 2002
This is a review of a version of the City of Oxnard Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR ~ SCH
72000051046, dated December 200 Iy for the RiverPark Project . This review is oriented towards the relation

between the Hanson Aggregates El Rio pits and adjacent groundwater, in both the pre-project condition and in

regard to project elements.

The potential for stormwater runoff from agricultural. residential, or industrial areas to impact water resources
is of concern and has in recent years received increasing regulatory scrutiny, and any measures that can be
taken to reduce or eliminate this potential impact are certainly worthwhile. In the case of the RiverPark
Project, engineered stormwater runoff controls for runoff water that in the existing, pre-project conflguration
would reach the pits appear to be adequately protective of groundwater, However, the occasional runoff that
would still reach the pits is evaluated in the DEIR document as having “significant” impacts to groundwater,
due to modeled concentrations of iron, manganese, and nickel. In fact, there is virtually no possibility that
water with these concentrations could actually reach groundwater, nor has done so in the past, due to dilution

with existing pit water and rainwater that falls directly on the pits. There are no data (o indicate that runoff of
stormwater into the pits has ever impacted groundwater quality. The extremely conservative nature of the
“significant” impact evaluation needs to be made clear. Several specific text clarification suggestions are

included below to make this clarification.

The groundwater model concentrations are based on conservative assumptions (in other words, artificially
HIGH) values used to ensure a viable runoff control design, but they do not represent the true existing
situation. The modeling is based on the assumption that the runoff water recharges directly to groundwater,
with losses only for settling of solid particles, but “Dilution within the basins is not considered as part of the
removal mechanisms or anticipated constituent concentrations.” (Appendix 4.5-3, page 27, particulate setting
addressed on page 31 - 32.) In reality there are three sources of water to the pits: 1) the runoff that was
modeled; 2) rainfall directly on the surface of the pits; and 3) discharge from adjacent groundwater on the
upgradient side of the pits. Although it has never been precisely quantified, the third source in all probability
represents the great majority of the water in the pits and is the main source of water that subsequently
recharges the groundwater on the downgradient side of the pits. Furthermore, the modeling does not consider
the mechanism of recharge from the pits to groundwater. Although this mechanism has never been
investigated in detail, it is verv possible that siltation of the floor and lower walls of the pits makes the
recharge fairly slow compared to the movement of groundwater in the adjacent aquifer, further diluting the

contribution from the pits.
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TEXT CLARIFICATIONS

Page 5-13 Header "ISSUES RAISED DURING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW?. The sentence “The
primary issued raised during environmental review of the proposed project has been the impact of stormwater
runoff on the groundwater exposed in the existing mine pits on the site” could easily be misinterpreted to

indicate that impacts to groundwater have been documented in the existing condition, which is not the case.

The sentence should be replaced with the following: “The primary issue raised durine the environmental

review of this project has been the potential for stormwater that discharees to standing water in the existine

mine pits on the site to impact adiacent eroundwater resources. although there are no data to indicate that any

such degradation of groundwater quality has ever actually occurred.”

Page4.5-11. This section discuses the relation of elevation of the water in the pits to that of adjacent
groundwater. In this section the term “exposed water table” is used, whereas elsewhere the water in the pits is
called “exposed groundwater”. In fact, the water in the pits is surface water that is discharged from
groundwater on the upgradient side and recharges to groundwater on the downgradient side. The text points
out that, “In general, pit water levels appear to correlate to levels measured in nearby wells and respond

similarly to water level changes over time.” A following sentence should be added: “The observation that the

water in the pits does not rise noticeably relative to croundwater during wet periods or fall during dry periods

reflects the condition that most of the water in the pits is water that came from groundwater on the upgradient

side and that the volumetric contribution to the pit water from runoff or direct rainfall is minor.”

Page 4.5-50. The following sentence would be sufficient without the second. qualifying phrase: “The
sampling results indicate that pit water quality is similar to that of the unexposed groundwater in the area,
although it is unclear how representative these samples are due to the uncertainty in the timing of sample
collection relative to the duration of the sampled storm event.” The important point is that at any time that a
sample might be collected. even during a storm, constituents due to runoff would be greatly diluted in the pits,
both by the existing pit water and by direct rainfall, which is by itself volumetrically greater than the runoff.
Therefore, the timing of the sampling of pit water is not of great importance. Samples that have been taken
during storm events of actual runoff, prior to its entering the pits, have confirmed that the presence of

dissolved constituents in the runoff itself.

Page 4.3-60. The criterion for evaluating an impact to sroundwater as “significant™ is given in the following
bullet. *+ Any discharges [sic - should be singular] to exposed groundwater in the existing mine pits
containing concentrations of selected constituents greater than ambient groundwater concentrations or Basin

lan objectives as measured where the discharged warer phvsically leaves the pits is identified as a

2.0-248

HANSON-8

HANSON-@

HANSON-10

HANSON-11




significant impact.” However, the modeled runoff concentrations apply only to the point where the water

2

ers the pits. not leaves it As noted abave, the water in the pits is actually surface water, not “expose

cv
oo
=t

mdwater”. Water from the pits recharges groundwater on the downgradient side by mechanisms that have

aqg

not been studied in detail. By the time contaminant-bearing runoff water actually reached groundwater, it
would be greatly diluted by the pit water and direct rainfall. Another sentence should be added to the bullet:

“This criterion is extremely conservative, because the concentrations in the runoff water would be creatly

diluted betfore actuallv reaching eroundwater.”

Pave 4.5-836 Header “Constituents with Significant Impacts”. On the basis of the criterion on page 4.5-60,
runoff water entering the pits is modeled as having “significant” concentrations that exceed ambient

groundwater concentrations for iron (0.21 mg/L vs 0.13 mg/L), manganese (0.5 mg/L vs 0.3 mg/L), and

nickel (.007 mg/L vs .003 mg/L). As noted above, it is very unlikelv that these concentrations would ever
reach groundwater. They would be diluted to below the ambient groundwater conditions by direct rainfall on
the pits alone, and much more so by the existing pit water. Therefore, a sentence should be added to each of

the paragraphs for the individual metals: “As noted previously, the “significance” criterion is extremely

conservative. and it is very unlikelv that these concentrations would ever actuallv reach sroundwater.”

5-87. Header “Frequency of Impacts to Groundwarer”. The text describes the modeled total
elimination of runoff flow to the pits that the project design would have provided during the 20-vear
hydrologic record period: “This is a positive benefit of the proposed project as it would substantially reduce
the amount of pollutant loading to the Water Storage/Recharge basins, particularly from the early storm
period or *“first flush”, in comparison to existing conditions.” This is true, and elimination of the potential for
street and industrial contaminants to impact groundwater is certainly a worthy goal. However, a following

sentence should be added: “However, it is important to note that the existine condition has not. as far as is

known. resulted in any impact to groundwater downgradient from the pits.”

Page 4.5-104.  Header “Mitigation Measures, Iron, Manganese, and Nickel’. Two possible water

treatment schemes to reduce metals concentrations are discussed, but both are considered to be “infeasible”

due to cost and operational difficulties. A final sentence should be added to the discussion of each alternative:

“Since the impact which would be mitigated is an extremelv conservative modeled condition. and not an

actual documented impact to groundwater qualitv, such a measure is not justified”

Page 4.3-12. Header "UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS”.  The same modeled
concentrations of iron, manganese. and zinc in runoff water entering the pits are identified as “unavoidable
significant impacts”. The previously mentioned factors of relatively low concentrations, rarity of occurrence,

and excessive cost of mitigation measures are repeated. However, a final sentence should be added to the last
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paragraph: “As noted above. the identified impacts are extremelv conservative modeled results. and it is ver:

unlikely that even these relativelv Jow metals concentrations could ever actually reach eroundwater.”

Section 3. ALTERNATIVES. In several places in the alternatives section are statements that could be

misunderstood to indicate that the existing pits have caused degradation of groundwater quality. In each case.

the term “impacts to groundwater quality” should be replaced with “conservatively modeled potential impacts
to groundwater quality”. These places are: the end of the second paragraph under “Water Resources” on
page 5.0-10; the end of the paragraph under “Water Resources” on page 5.0-19; the end of the paragraph

under “Water R

HUer yYAlCr X

esources” on page 5.0-27; the end of the paragraph under “Water Resources” on page 3.0~

34; and in each of the descriptions under “CONCLUSIONS” on pages 5.0-38 and 39.
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THE J. BYER GROUP, INC.

1461 E. CHEVY CHASE DR, #200, GLENDALE. CA 91206
31854999590 1l 8185433747 FAX
"Trust e Name You Koow™®

January 18, 2002
JB 18356-1

Hanson Aggregates West, Inc.
3555 Vineyard Avenue
Oxnard, California 93030

Adtlention: Steven Zacks, Environmental/Property Manager
Subject

Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report

Proposed Riverpark Project and Reclamation of Gravel Pits
Former S.P. Milling Company Site

3555 Vineyard Avenue

El Rio Area of Venmra County, California

References: Reports by The J. Byer Group, Inc.:
Draft Geotechnical Engineering Exploration, Propo&ed Reclamation of
Gravel Pits, Former S.P. Milling Company Site, 3555 Vifi’eyard%ygfiue, El
Rio Area of Ventura County, California, dated May 23,2000 and; *©
Response to Fugro EIR Report, Proposed Recfam&tibn of Gra{/el Prts, .
Former S.P. Milling Company Sire, 3555 V"neyard Avenue, EL Rio Area of
Veniura County, California, dated Apnl 20,2001,
Report by Impact Sciences:

City of Oxnard. Draft Environmental Impact Report, szerpark Proj'ect
Volumes I, II, and III, December 2001.

‘ Report by Fugro Wesg Inc.:

Geotechnical and Geological Input for the%E }W’o
Riverpark A and B, City of Oxnard and, J:
California, dated May 2000.




Chevy Chase Drive = Suite #2C00 - Glendcle, Califormia 9120

January 18, 2002
JB 183561
Page 2

Report by Earth Systems Consuitants, Inc.:

Southern Pacific Milling Borrow Pii. Slope Stability Analyses of Borrow
Pits Along Montgomery and Lambert Streets, dated October 24 1997.

Dear Mr. Zacks:

As requested, The J. Byer Group, Inc. has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) prepared by Impact Sciences and geotechnical input by Fugro. We have the following

comments and clarifications regarding the geotechnical aspects of the DEIR.

NATIVE ALLUVIUM

Sratic and Seismic Gross Stability

Fugro concludes that native slopes that are at a gradient slightly steeper than 2:1 (1.9:1) are grossly
stable under static (safety factor of at least 1.5) and seismic conditions (safety factor of at least 1.1).
Where existing slopes around the margins of the pit are steeper than 2:1. Fugro recommends
trimming the slopes to between 2:1 and 2.5:1. The J. Byer Group, concurs with Fugro that 2:1 slopes
in native alluvium are grossly stable under static and seismic Joadmg. Trimming native slopes that
are steeper than 2:1 to 2:1 is reasonable and 1 conformance with the current reclamation

requirements and expectations.

It is our opinion that 2.5:1 slopes shown on the Slope Reclamation Plan for Riverpark B (Plate 3 by
Fugro, dated July 2001) are overly conservative. The tops of 2.5:1 slopes are shown encroaching
into existing flood control basins (southeastern slopes of Brigham and Vickers pits) and toward the
offsite properties (northeastern Small Woolsey Pit). Slopes that are 2.5:1 will have a higher
caleulared static safety factor. Flowever, the additional safety factor is not needed since 2:1 slopes
more than exceed the minimum requirements for stability. Furthermore, the flatter slopes could

move the top of slopes closer to the adjoining properties, or require special grading techmiques,

The J. Byer Group, Inc.

“Tr ot Fma Alryrma Vi s Wrriast
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Page 3
Due to the difficulty in determining the topography of the base and lower margins of the pits as a
result of variable groundwater levels, Fugro has made conservative assumptions as to the steepness
and depths of all of the pits. Therefore, the toes and tops of the 2:1 trims shown on Fugro’s  |HANSON-17
reclamation plan represent the ‘worst case scenario’. Accurate pit topography will result in more

realistic slope configurations and reduce the amount of grading performed for mitigation.

Pages 4.3-32,4.3-45 4.3-47, and 4.3-49 conrain unduly conservative statemnents. On page 4.3-32,
bullets 3, 7. 10, and 14 state that the existing slopc}s do not meet minimum factor of safety
requirements. However. the southeastern slope of the Brigham Pit, the southeastern slope of the
Vickers Pit, the southeastern slope of the Small Woolsey, and the northeastern slope of the Large
Woolsey are comprised of native alluvium with slope gradients thatare near 2:1. Qur May 23, 2000 HANSON-TE
report contains calculations that indicate these slopes to be stable (safety facter greater than the
minimum requirements) under static and seismic conditions. Also, these slopes are similar to the

generic slope analyzed and found to be stable by Fugro. Mitigation measures 4.3-28,4.3-31,4.3-34,

and 4.3-37 are not required.

Lateral Movement

The J. Byer Group agrees with Fugro that due to its density and strength, the native alluvium is not
subject to liquefaction or a loss of strength during an earthquake. However, Fugro has determined
thar the ground adjacent to the margins of the pits may move laterally toward the pits in the event
of a large carthquake. Reportedly, Fugro’s lateral movement analysis is based upon methods-and
procedures contained in Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in California, HANSON-19
a 2000 DRAFT publication for the CDMG and SCEC. It should be noted that this publication has
notbesn finalized or adopted for use by the State of California, County of Ventura, or local agencies.
Newmark’s methods were apparently used, but calculations, assumptions, and ground motion data

were not available for review. As a consequence of the “excessive movement’, overly conservative

mitgation consistng of setbacks and mechanical slope stabilization were identified for the DEIR.

The J. Bver Groun. inc.
1461 & Chevy Chase Dive » Suife #2C0 « Giendae, Califomia $1208 » (813) 549-9959 = Fax (818) 543-3747

rust the Name You Know ™
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Apparently, Fugro used a cohesion/phi angle combination of 150 psf/35 degrees, which is more
conservative than strength data of the native alluvium contained in reports by Byer, 2000, Earth
Systems, 1997, and Fugro 1999 and 2000. The strengths assumed for the analysis are also more
: : . o , HANSON-20
conservative than shear strength correlations contained in the Guidelines for Analyzing and

Mitigating Landslide Hazards in Califormia, publication. Fugro acknowledges that the phi angle is

conservative and would likely be revised higher upon completion of ‘more comprehensive slope

material characterizarion and shear strength testing.”

Shear strengths assumed by Fugro for the deformation analysis appear too conservative based upon
data collected by Byer Group, Fugro, and Earth systems. Because of the low assumed shear
strengths, the Newmark analysis used by Fugro over-estimates deformation. The difference in phi
angle determined through correlations and laboratory testing and what was assumed for the stability
HANSON-21
and deformation analyses in the EIR is significant. Higher phi angles (stronger soils) result in a
higher yield acceleration and corresponding lower deformation. Seismic deformation at the offsite

Xy7

structures (upslope from Large Woolsey and Small Woolsey pits) will be nil or within ‘acceptable’

limits using more realistic strength values.

It is the opinion of The J. Byer Group, Inc. that the phi angle assumed by Fugro to represent the
native alluvial soils is overly conservative and not supported by field and laboratory data. As a
result, the corresponding calculations and mitigation schemes are believed to be toa cautious. Shear | ansON-22
strengths determined by The J. Byer Group and Earth Systems will result in no to very little lateral

movement hazard and no mitigation requirement. Mitigation schemes identified in the DEIR 4.3-36

second paragraph, 4.3-41, 4.3-43, 4.3-44 are not necessary.

The J. 3yer Gicup. Inc.
1441 £ Chewy Chase Diive » Suite #2C0 « Giendale, Caiiformia 21206 + (818) 549-9959 » Fax [818) £43-3747
“Trrist the Norrma Yeu s Knewar™
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EXISTING FILL

Fugro and Byer Group both agree that the existing fill, whether placed hydraulically or as spill fill,
is not surficially or grossly stable under static or seismic conditions. It is concurred that any fill on
the slopes should be removed and replaced as compacted fill.  The areas of the existing fill have
been identified in the previous studies of the site. In areas of proposed Riverpark slopes and
development, such as along the northern sides of the pits, Fugro has recommended deep removal of
fill and ground improvements. This will only be required to construct the slopes planned as part of
the Riverpark project. Deep removal and deep dynamic compaction will not be required for the pit

reclamation.

We concur with Fugro that further study and analyses, based upon more accurate topographic maps,

will reduce the scope of the mitigation that has been identific

The J. Byer Group appreciates the opportunity to offer our consultation and advice on this project.

Any questions regarding this or the referenced draft report should be directed to the undersigned,

Very Truly {Yours,

YAFINALREPORTS'18336-i1.1prwpd

XC: (1 Addressee (Fax 805-983-1336 and Mail)

The J. Byer Grouo, inc.
Orve = Sure #200 + Glendcle, Califomia 91206 » (818) 549-7959 « Fax [818)

HTee sad timem Al Ui o Vamiaa?
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Hanson Aggregates (HA)

Hanson-1

In response to the limited monitoring data available for runoff for the site, several assumptions were
made with regard to runoff water quality/concentrations. As indicated in the Draft EIR these
assumptions are conservative and reflect the nature of stormwater runoff, which can be highly variable in
quality. The data used represents the best information available. Care was taken to include the results of
Hanson Aggregates monitoring data (Table 4.5-16), but in some cases additional information was
required to determine project impacts based on the proposed land uses and the proposed stormwater
treatment system. The Draft EIR clearly states where assumptions have been made and where baseline

conditions have been established based on monitoring data.

Hanson-2

The Draft EIR identifies measures to mitigate the impacts of the proposed RiverPark Project. It is
acknowledged that many of these measures would not be required if the uses included in the RiverPark
Project are not developed. Reclamation of the site under the existing approved County Reclamation Plan
would for open space uses would not require many of the identified mitigation measures and
improvements.

Hanson-3

This comment is noted. The majority of the earth materials needed to implement the existing approved

County Reclamation Plan are located on the site.

Hanson-4

This comment on the status of the implementation of the existing approved County Reclamation Plan is

noted.

Hanson-5

The City recognizes that the new reclamation plan evaluated in the Draft EIR is proposed by RiverPark,

LLC and not Hanson Aggregates.
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Hanson-6

This comment on the conservative nature of the water quality analysis is noted. The Draft EIR describes

the conservative methodology used for the analysis and identification of impacts.

Hanson-7

In cases where there were gaps in existing monitoring data for runoff on the site, analogous data
representing the best available information was used. It has been assumed that these data are
representative of the existing conditions, but only a systematic sampling program conducted over several
years could verify this. While it is true that other mechanisms, such as rainfall directly into the pits and
upgradient groundwater, are available to further dilute runoff concentrations, these effects are difficult to
quantify. Rainfall dilution would be expected to be greater for larger storm events when runoff
concentrations would be expected to be lower and less for smaller storm events when runoff
concentrations would be expected to be higher. Upgradient dilution would be a function of water levels
within the gravel pits that is difficult to correlate to any given situation. Based on the high degree of
variability, it was decided not to include these factors in the analysis, although it is acknowledged that

they would help reduce the runoff pollutant concentrations.

Hanson-8

The referenced sentence is revised to read:

The primary issue raised during environmental review of the project kasbeentheimpactof stormwvater

runoff-en-is the potential for stormwater runoff to impact groundwater exposed in the existing mine pits

on the site.

Hanson-9

This comment is consistent with the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Hanson-10

It is acknowledged that direct rainfall into the pits and upgradient dilution can dilute pollutants in the

runoff. However, the point being conveyed in the sentence referenced in this comment is that pollutant

concentrations can vary over the course of a storm event. If the samples were collected at the very end of
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a storm event, they would likely be of lesser concentration than those collected early in the storm event.
Without that information, it is difficult to determine whether the sample is representative of the event
mean concentration.

Hanson-11

The City acknowledges that the water quality analysis is conservative. A conservative significance
thresholds was established due to the variability in runoff quality to ensure maximum protection of water

quality.

Hanson-12

The City acknowledges that the water quality analysis is conservative. A conservative significance
thresholds was established due to the variability in runoff quality to ensure maximum protection of water
quality.

Hanson-13

This comment on the conservative nature of the water quality impact analysis is noted.

Hanson-14

This comment on the conservative nature of the water quality impact analysis is noted.

Hanson-15

This comment on the conservative nature of the water quality impact analysis is noted.

Hanson-16

The text of the Alternatives section clearly indicates that the alternatives are being compared to the

proposed project and not existing conditions.
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Hanson-17

The ]. Byer Group (JBG) indicates that the proposed 2.5h:1v slopes “.... are overly conservative...”
because factors of safety will be higher than those for 2h:1v slopes. The proposed 2.5h:1v slopes were
developed to allow for lower estimated lateral displacements from strong ground motion and to better
assure that slopes consist entirely of native, not fill, materials. Please note that additional geotechnical

studies will be performed prior to construction to refine preliminary analyses for the pit slopes.

The JBG indicates that the proposed slope configurations were developed for estimated “worst case”
scenarios. This statement is correct. It is agreed that more accurate topography would allow for the
proposed slope configurations to be refined; however, more accurate topography is not readily available,
because it relies heavily on the historical record (ie., past episodes of steepened cut slopes or deeper
excavations that have since been filled with uncontrolled fills) which is far from complete. A
considerable effort was made to develop available topographic information including compositing
topographic information from old topographic data and stereo photography. More accurate topography
might be obtained by performing recent topography surveys, but such surveys would not capture
probable maximum historical excavation depths in the pits and on the pit slopes that have been

subsequently been filled with loose fill.
Hanson-18

The JBG indicates that the southeastern slope of the Brigham Pit, the southeastern slope of the Vickers Pit,
the southeastern slope of the Small Woolsey Pit and the southeastern slope of the Large Woolsey Pit, with
near 2h:1v slopes, meet minimuum requirements in terms of the factor of safety for static and pseudostatic
conditions. However, Appendix 4.3, pages A-1 through A-3 (“Pit Mining History,” Fugro 2001),
summarizes historical slope excavations much steeper than 2h:1v along the southeastern slopes of the
Brigham, Vickers, and Small Woolsey Pits and artificial fills on the order of about 15 feet deep along the
southeastern slope of the Large Woolsey Pit, conditions that would not satisfy minimum factor of safety

requirements.
Hanson-19

For the Draft EIR, Fugro completed evaluations to assess whether procedures presented in the 2000 draft

of “Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in California” satisfied
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requirements for lateral displacements resulting from strong ground motion. Fugro completed those

evaluations for several reasons:

e The referenced “Guidelines” will be adopted by the State once they are finalized. Since the timing of
development of RiverPark is not certain, it was prudent to evaluate how pit slopes might satisfy the

pending State requirements.

e Geotechnical literature indicates that satisfying factors of safety for pseudostatic conditions does not
presuppose that lateral movements are not significant. If fact, the Northridge earthquake
demonstrated that significant lateral movements large enough to cause damage to adjacent structures
can occur even though the slope did not “fail.” Slope stability evaluations for pseudostatic conditions
were originally developed for situations like dam embankments to mitigate failure, but could

undergo fairly large lateral movements up to a meter.

¢ Inlight of present day perceptions about the prospect of lateral movements near slopes from strong
ground motion, the intent was to assess, in a conservative stance, possible lateral displacements in
accordance with reasonable procedures to mitigate potential impacts to structures. With the advent
of the pending “Guidelines,” despite the fact they have not been finalized or adopted, it would be

imprudent and unethical not to assess or mitigate possible impacts in a reasonable fashion.

Subsequent studies to be performed for the pit slopes prior to construction will document the result of the

evaluations of lateral displacements.

Hanson-20

For the preliminary slope evaluations completed for the Draft EIR, values of cohesion were used (150 psf)
and friction angle (35 degrees) that are believed to be conservative. However, the values were based on
observations and back calculations for incipient failures of 20 to 25-foot-high, near vertical cut pit walls in
the Rose Avenue pit located east of Vineyard Avenue. The JBG argues that higher values can be
documented using correlations with other gradational and density index parameters. To date, actual
shear strength data has only been generated on small diameter samples that may well be influenced by
gravel particles. Planned studies will endeavor to perform large-scale testing to accommodate gravel
sizes, although large scale testing introduces its own set of problems. Once this large-scale test data is

available the shear strength data will be reassessed and values will be used that appear appropriate.
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Hanson-21

See response to Comment Hanson-20 above.

Hanson-22

See response to Comment Hanson-20 above.

Hanson-23

See response to Comment Hanson-20 above.

Hanson-24

See response to Comment Hanson-20 above.
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Honorable Planming Commission:
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staff assurances conceming the property owned by my client, Santa Clara Development, m the
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overlay designation.

For your reference. the mixed use overlay designation is shown cm.} with regard 1o Area I,
in addition to areas north of Area I That is demon str red on Figure 3.0-13, entitled “General
Plan Land Use Amendment”

At the very least, we would ask that Arsz 1¢ Conceptual Land Use Plan be provided
with the mixed use overlay on the General Plan wnd U s¢ Amendment diagram as a pessible SCNK-1
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Schroeder Comis Nelson & Kahn (SCNK)

SCNK-1

The Draft Specific Plan includes the referenced property in Planning District B. A mix of commercial

uses, including offices, retail uses and food service facilities would be permitted in this District.

SCNK-2

The current Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) generated Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM) along this reach of the Santa Clara River are based on a Q100 flow rate of approximately 160,000
cubic feet per second (cfs) for the Santa Clara River. The estimated 1969 flow at the Highway 101 bridge
was approximately 165,000 cfs. The existing levee was rebuilt by the Army Corps of Engineers after the

1969 flood to provide protection from a standard project flood in the Santa Clara River.

The 1996 Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan, “Flood Protection Report” provided
additional flood plain analysis using an updated Q100 flow rate of 200,000 cfs for this section of the river.
As shown in the table below, the levee currently provides from 3 to 5 feet of freeboard along this reach of
the Santa Clara River for a Q100 flow rate of 200,000 cfs in the Santa Clara River. Given the conservative
nature of the Q100 flowrate used in the freeboard analysis and the design of the levee, no flood significant

flood hazards exist.

Table 4.11.1-2
Freeboard Analysis - RiverPark at Santa Clara River

Pesign Water Top of |
Flow Line Surface Levee L
Description ‘Station | Elevation | Elevation | FElevation | Freeboard
1,000 upstream of 101 250+00 64.2 79.4 82.7 3.3
6,000 upstream of 101 300+00 77.5 92.7 95.8 3.1
11,000" upstream of 101 350+00 90 105.2 111 5.8

References: Flow Depth and Design Q's are from The Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan, “Flood
Protection Report” June 1996 Final Draft, Table 4-2 Hydraulic Properties by Reach in Ventura County - Reach From Highway
101 to Highway 118. Present Condition Q100 Flow Quantity 200,000 cfs Flow depth 15.2 ft, Design Flow Line Elevations from
Historical Profile Design Flow Line Fig 2-7 and Fig 2-8 NAV 1988 datum.

The “east elementary” school site referenced in this comment was selected by the Rio Elementary School

as an appropriate and desirable location for a new school to serve the RiverPark Community. Please note

RiverPark FEIR
April 2002
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that the original school concept prepared by the project planning team for review by the Rio District
consisted of one larger elementary school and the new middle school in the location where the middle

school and the other new elementary school are proposed to the north of Santa Clara River Boulevard

o+
et

W

©

and west of Vineyard Avenue. The Rio District requested that the elementary school be split into
schools so that the size of each school would be similar to the other existing schools in the District to
better match the District’s operation and support programs for elementary schools. The District also
requested that the second school be placed along the western boundary of the Specific Plan Area to better

serve the residential neighborhoods planned.
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Berothy Gibson

201 Louisigna Place
Criziard, CA $3033-1210
January 22, 2067

Chatrman Albert Dnof¥
Planring Coremission
City of Oxrard

305 W, 3 S, 2™ Fioor
Cunard, CA 83030

RE: Draft ER for the RiverPark Frojecs
Dear Chairman Duff and members of the Plaoning Commission:

Irepresent the E! Rio West Neighbortiood s its chairnan and want to convey 1w the Planning Commission
a brief summary of its concerns about the RiverPark Project.

¢ The incresse in fraffic associated with the Project zppenrs to have been stadied, but na real mitigadon
has been proposed. Our main concems are with the affect on Vineyard Avenve and the amotnt of
traffic that wil] be direczed at the aoundaries o the existing neighborhoods 10 avoid the “thoroughfare
sffect” withip the new neighborhoods of the project,

¢ The reliance on a mass wansit systern that already is inadequats in this wes. The route in ElRiois
selfconuined and wansfers to mare useful rogtes are awiward,

+ The 500C sear baseball stadivm was & complets surprise 16 45 ¢ the Decamber {8¢ Plenning
Commissicn mesting. [t ig incompatibie with our neighborheod and poses new problems with waffic
flows in the area noise ang Light poljution, and public safery issues,

% The oumber and size of neighborhood parks is inadequate for the qumber of People who will
potentially use them. The pmgposed Parks are too small to provide enough open fpace for all the
residenis in the area.

¢ The increased nced for upgraded waswmwater disposal. It was apparent that there is inacourare

DG-1

DG-2

DG-3

DG-4

DG-5

information about sewer lines ang their abilities to handle the additiona] wrstewater,

Thank you for addreasing these jsoues in the Finel EIR,

Sincerely, 7 o

0/ M/i;/ f;,;:é /[;?57(_)
]

Ge%
4
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Dorothy Gibson (1) (DG (1))

DG-1

Please see the response to Comment MAC-4 from the El Rio Municipal Area Council above for a
description of projected future traffic conditions on Vineyard Avenue. As discussed in this response,
Vineyard Avenue will operate at Level of Service C or better during A.M. and P. M. Peak Hour traffic
period with the addition of project traffic. No significant impact on the level of service along Vineyard
Avenue will result from the project. In addition, the existing median island will be extended to the north

to improve traffic flow and safety.

DG-2

Discussions with representatives of South Coast Area Transit (SCAT) indicate that transit service will
likely be increased as the number of residents, employees, shoppers, and other travelers increases.

Connections with existing routes will be considered as service is expanded.

DG-3

The Draft Specific Plan has been revised and a ballpark is no longer proposed as a conditionally allowed

use.
DG-4

The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a variety of park facilities including three neighborhood parks and
smaller open spaces adjacent to the planned residential neighborhoods to meet neighborhood park needs,
as shown on the Figure 2-28 following this page. The City’s park planning standard, as defined in the
General Plan Parks and Recreation Element and discussed in Section 4.10.4, Parks and Recreation, of the
Draft EIR, is 1.5 acres of neighborhood park space and 1.5 acres of community park land for each 1,000
residents. Based on this standard, approximately 11 acres of neighborhood park land and 11 acres of
community park land is required to meet the needs of the residents of RiverPark. As originally proposed
and assessed in the Draft EIR, the RiverPark Specific Plan included 13 acres of neighborhood park land in
three neighborhood parks located in the southern, central and northern portions of the Specific Plan Area
in residential neighborhoods. These neighborhood parks were distributed throughout the community to
ensure that neighborhood park space is within easy walking distance of all residential areas. Access to
these parks will be enhanced by the pedestrian and bicycle network planned throughout the community.
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Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of these three neighborhood parks has been increased. The park in Planning District F, located
next to the existing El Rio West Neighborhood, has been increased in size to 7.4 acres, the park in
Planning District ] has been increased in size to 6.1 acres, and the park in Planning District has been
increased in size to 6.4 acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these three neighborhood parks
is 19.9 acres. When the 3.3-acre neighborhood park in Planning District H is added, the total amount of
neighborhood park space in these four parks is 23.3 acres. This amount of neighborhood park space is
over twice the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents

projected for the project.

With regard to community park land, the Specific Plan also provides community playfields in
conjunction with the two school sites that will be available for public use outside of school hours. A
minimum of 12 acres of community playfields will be provided on these two school sites, an amount that
exceeds the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards. In addition to these community
playfields, the RiverPark Specific Plan provides other park and spaces that do not meet the definition of
neighborhood or community park space in the Oxnard 2020 General Plan Parks and Recreation Element.
These facilities, including a network of trails around the community, will help meet the parks and

recreation needs of residents of the area.
DG-5

As discussed in Section 4.11.3, Wastewater Service, adequate sewer facilities to serve the project will be
provided for through the implementation of the City of Oxnard’s Wastewater Collection System Master
Plan. This citywide master plan, completed in January 2001, identifies the improvements needed to the
Central Trunk System to provide adequate capacity for the RiverPark Project, existing uses and all other

additional uses allowed by the Oxnard 2020 General Plan.

2.0-269 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



3830 San Simeon Ave.
Oxnard, CA 933633
January 15, 2002

Marilyn Milier

City of Oxnard Planning Department
305 W, 3™ Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Re: RiverPark Specific Park Draft EIR

I have read the secticn of the EIR relating to wastewater (sewage) from the RiverPark
development and the planned use of the Central Trunk. I do not believe that the
mitigation proposed is adequate, and I disagree with the coaclusion that "no significant
impacts have been identified.”

Presently during peak wet weather flow portions of the Central Trunk are deficient. In
addition to all the additional sewage that will be generated by RiverPark, the Juvenile
Justice Center and the El Rio Community will be connected to the Central Trunk by
2008. "Major portions of the Central Trunk Sewer have insufficient capacity to convey
the projected flows." The Central Trunk wili reach the surcharge (1006% plus) level.

I am affected by this personally because my home backs up to the Central Trunk. The
sewer line is less than 10 feet from my rear wall and a manhole is centered directly
behind my property. The manhole is much higber than my property and any overflow of
sewage will flow directly into my backyard.

1 am the chairperson of the Blackstock Seuth Neighborhood Council, and I am also
concerned about the other residents of my neighborhood. Many residential properties in
my neighborhood back up to the Central Trunk as do numerous residential properties in
Oxnard, especially south Oxnard.

The EIR recommends upgrading the Central Trunk I do not believe this is feasible, The
Central Trunk is already a 36" pipe. A significant portion of the Central Trunk is located
in a narrow corridor between the back of homes and the drainage canal (Oxnard
Industrial Drain). Therefore, the lack of sufficient capacity in the existing trunk cannct

" be mitigated by enlarging the Central Trunk. I have discussed this problem with City
staff, but this also needs to be addressed in the EIR

The timing of the phasing for the trunk improvements, as stated in the EIR, also does not
provide for adequate mitigation when it is needed. Additional capacity will be needed
before Phase 2 (2006-2010) and Phase 3 {2011-2020) and needs to be detailed in the EIR

Shirley Godwin
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2.0 Responses to Comments

Shirley Godwin (SG)

SG-1

Section 4.11.3, Wastewater Service, discusses the City of Oxnard’s Wastewater Collection System Master
Plan, completed in January 2001, identifies existing portions of the Central Trunk Sewer as inadequate, as
stated in this comment. The Master Plan identifies the improvements to the Central Trunk needed to
create the additional capacity needed. The City’s public works staff have determined that these
improvements are feasible. The City will require the developers of RiverPark to make any needed

improvements if the City has not already made them to ensure that adequate capacity is available.
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January 21, 2002
Chairman Albert Duff
Flanmning Cormiission
City of Gxnard

305 W. 39 St., 2% Floor
Oxnard, Ca. 93030

RE: Comments on Riverpark Project Draft FIR
Cear Chairman Duff and Members of the Planning Commission:

My conecerns are:

There are no real mitigation measures for traffic generated by the project. Lots of talk and
facts to make you think they are saying something. Restriping dose not deceases the
number of cars. There is not adequate rapid transit in the Ventura county o make
commuting (o work viable. Unless busses run every 15 minute and to more areas within
the county, additional people will not ride the bus. SCAT witl not commit to increasing
therr services into the new project arsa nor 1o eny other service increases (pg. 4.7-38). If
there are no services guaranteed this is conjecture not planning and cannot be used asa
mitigation measure. In addition, the concept thar a iarge number of people who live in the
residential srea will aiso work in the commercial area is pure cepjscture. Unfomtunately,
as poted In a recent article in the star E{ Rio schools are not highly rated and this will not
encourage femilies to move, if they are in a better school districe just to be closer to work.
They will comnate.

River park can change its lay out 10 accommedate a zoad that runs torough the project
erding at the freeway. ] understand that the planning for esthetic is importase and that the
developer has 4 real desirer (o make a visually Pleasing project, but we have 1o suffer the
traffic he creates. [ am also sure that a good architect could incorporate a 6 or 8 iane road
within the site, taking urmeeded and unwanted trafic of our alrzady congested roads. Lets
see a plan like that,

This is 2 quite community. vo mitigation hes been provided for the cumulative noise levels.
With more cars, businesses, schools, the phy fields on vineyard and the park the ambient
noize level will be greatly increased. What are you going (¢ do?

Can any temporary sound walls be instailed during conswruction to lessen the unbearable
and constant noise gercrated by project coastruction. As I do a lot of my computer work
at home [ foll this will negarively impact my work, and § am not the only person that
works from home in this neighborhood.

Why are there not more parks? Big houses on small Yots aud no place for kids to play
make for a dangerous and unhappy community. Two neighborhood parks for the
estimated 2800 new homes, it addition 1o all the people form the existing neighborboods
in Ei Rio is not ¢ncugh. Parks and Reaction told me that all the other new comrmumitias
bave parks of 6 Acers. We have waited for 25 years for a park in our neighborhood we do

Heial k=X
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PM-4

PM-5
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not want nor do we deserve less the another asighborhoods.

Patricia Mugpro
221 Juneau Place
Oxzard
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2.0 Responses to Cominents

Patricia Munro (PM)

PM-1

Please see Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion of project traffic impacts and proposed
mitigation measures. The traffic study does not assume that travelers will shift to transit usage in the
mitigation section or elsewhere. The measures cited in this comment on page 4.7-38 would make the
Specific Plan Area transit accessible in that transit facilities would be available to allow service to be

extended when sufficient demand exists.
PM-2

As proposed, the RiverPark Specific Plan provides for Oxnard Boulevard to extend from the new
interchange at the U.S. 101 freeway to the northern end of the site. The project street system includes to
direct connections to existing streets in the El Rio West Neighborhood to avoid any increase in traffic in

this neighborhood.
PM-3

Section 4.9, Noise, in the Draft EIR includes a complete assessment of construction, roadway and
operational noise. A 50-foot buffer, including 36-feet of landscaping is proposed between Santa Clara
River Boulevard and the existing residential uses to the south. The noise analysis demonstrates that this
buffer is sufficient to prevent significant noise impacts from this new road. No significant increases in
roadway noise were identified. Please see the response to Comment ERW-26 for a discussion of noise
levels associated with outdoor activities at the proposed school sites. As demonstrated by this analysis,

no significant impacts are anticipated.

PM-4

Installation of temporary noise barriers is considered a feasible mitigation measure by the City of Oxnard.
PM-5

The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a variety of park facilities including three neighborhood parks and

smaller open spaces adjacent to the planned residential neighborhoods to meet neighborhood park needs,

as shown on Figure 2-29 following this page. The City’s park planning standard, as defined in
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2.0 Respomnses to Comments

the General Plan Parks and Recreation Element and discussed in Section 4.10.4, Parks and Recreation, of
the Draft EIR, is 1.5 acres of neighborhood park space and 1.5 acres of community park land for each
1,000 residents. Based on this standard, approximately 11 acres of neighborhood park land and 11 acres
of community park land is required to meet the needs of the residents of RiverPark. As originally
proposed and assessed in the Draft EIR, the RiverPark Specific Plan included 13 acres of neighborhood
park land in three neighborhood parks located in the southern, central and northern portions of the
Specific Plan Area in residential neighborhoods. These neighborhood parks were distributed throughout
the community to ensure that neighborhood park space is within easy walking distance of all residential
areas. Access to these parks will be enhanced by the pedestrian and bicycle network planned throughout

the community.

Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of these three neighborhood parks has been increased. The park in Planning District F, located
next to the existing El Rio West Neighborhood, has been increased in size to 7.4 acres, the park in
Planning District ] has been increased in size to 6.1 acres, and the park in Planning District has been
increased in size to 6.4 acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these three neighborhood parks
is 19.9 acres. When the 3.3-acre neighborhood park in Planning District H is added, the total amount of
neighborhood park space in these four parks is 23.3 acres. This amount of neighborhood park space is
over twice the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents

projected for the project.

With regard to community park land, the Specific Plan also provides community playfields in
conjunction with the two school sites that will be available for public use outside of school hours. A
minimum of 12 acres of community playfields will be provided on these two school sites, an amount that
exceeds the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards. In addition to these community
playfields, the RiverPark Specific Plan provides other park and spaces that do not meet the definition of
neighborhood or community park space in the Oxnard 2020 General Plan Parks and Recreation Element.
These facilities, including a network of trails around the community, will help meet the parks and

recreation needs of residents of the area.
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CITY OF SAN BUENAVENTURA

Ray i Cuilin, Mayor
FIAAY — o MAdS Ki
AN Z0 L Btizn Bremnan, Depury Mayor

Neai Andeaws, Councilmember

Pt c"iﬁ DISON James ], Friedman, Councilmember
CITY OF CINARD Jaznes L. Monahan, Councilmember
Carl E Morehouse, Counsibmenher
Carl s, =
Mr. Gary Sugano, Principal Plarnes Sandy E. Smich, Councilmembe:

City of Oxnard

Planning and Environmental Services Division
308 West Third Strest

Cxnard, Califerniz 8203¢C

RE: RiverPark Project Draft Snvironmenta) Impzct Rescrt
Dear Mr. Sugang:

The City of Veniura would like to thani you for the cpporiunily ¢ provide
ccmments on the City of Cxnard Draft Environmentsi impact Report [DEIR) for the
RiverPark Prajfect (SCH #20000571048). As was indicaied in your denial to the City of
Ventura's request for 3 30-<day extension of the public review period, our comments are
being submitted to your office prior io the close of business on JaEnuary 28 2002,

The City of Yentura's commenis on the DEIR for the RiverSark Froject address
the iclicwing issues: bicicgy; housing; recreation; transpertation and circuiation; watsr
quality; and, water supply.

BIQLOGY

It is indicated on page 3-7, paragragh 2. that tha proposed project would resultin
a net gain ic he groundwater system of approximately £,000 acre-fest per vear (AFY)
as a result of the suface water diversions progosed by United Water Conservation
District (UWCD), and the oimination of groundwater pumping for agrcuftural and
industrial supply. The DEIR did not analyze potential impacts on diclogical rasources in
ihe Santg Clzm River, from which the surface warer would be giverted. The portiens of
the Santa Clara River adjacent ic the preject site, as well as downstream areas are
within the beundaries of the Draft Santa Clarz River Restoration Plan. If surface water
flows are modiied (reduced) due © the proposed project, impacts an biglogical
resources in the Sants Clara River that are water-dependent need io be anaiyzed and
rutigaten specified whers impacts accur. '

'n erder 0 understand ard assess the projec’s Impact on Clclogical rescurces in
the Santa Clara River, clanfication of the sroposes sirface water diversicn program
needs 10 be provided . The DEIR dees not identfy how much of the 2,000 AFY wouid be

VEN-1
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M. Gary Suganc
January 23, 2002
Page 2 of 12

atributed solely to the propossed project’s surface water diversiors. The DEIR does not
indicate I the amount of surface water diversion would exceed the amount that UWCD
is currently entitled fo. The DEIR does ot indicate how much surface water the UWCGCD
is currently entitled to divert This information is critical to understand both the
parameters cf the propesed acticn and the potential resuliam impacts.

The resufts of this analysis sheuld be reviewed by the U.5. Fish and Wildie
Service and the California Department of Fish and Garme prior to further processing of
the proposed RiverPark Park project in order to ensure that the proposad project is
consistent with the Draft Santa Clara River Rastoration Plan, and that aotential project
impacts are mitigated fo less than significant levels.

Page 4.4-28, paragraph 2 of the DEIR discusses that potential impacts of the
proposed project on bickogical rescurces due o increased use of the project site by
domestic animais. This discussion analyzes the potential for domestic animals
disturbing nesting or rocsting sites, and disruption of the normai foraging actvities of

aidiite in adjacent habitat areas. This discussion then cencludas that the levee, ifs
associated fences, and the proposed landscaping will form an effective barrisr that will
minimize the potential for domestic animals fo access the river habitas and reduce this
potential impact o a less than significant level. These types of barriers {e.g.. concrete
walis, fences, landscaping} in other urban setlings (ie., residential nsighborhoods,
downtown areas, efc.} do not imit the movemant of cats and dogs o enly those
properties where they reside. if the effectiveness of these barriers has not been
demansirated to be successful in existing settings, what evidence is presented in the
DEIR that would support the condusion that these harmiers would be successiul for the
proposed project? The DEIR does not support this finding of ne significant impact with
verifiable documentation.

As staied above, the DEIR addresses the potential impacts of project-related
domestic animals on adjgcent biclogical rescurcas in the Santa Clara River, however
the DEIR s silent on the potential impact of 7.220 new residents on these same
biclogical resoureas. The DEIR does. not provide a justification as fo why this patential
impact is not anslyzed. Therefore, the analysis of the proposed project's potential
impacts on diclogicai resources is incomplete and inadequate.

HOUSING

. Tre DEIR discusses the proposed preject's consistency with the Scuthem
California Associaticn of Governments (SCAG) Regicnal Cemprehensive FPlan and
Cuide. The Growth Management Chapter of this Guide specifies thai SCAG shall
support provisions and incentives creatad by iocal jurisdictions to attract housing growth
In job rich sub regions and job growth in heusing rich sub regions (DEIR page 4.1-35,
para. 4). The analvsis that follows in the DEIR states that the Specific Plan Area is
iocated in a growih area that contains wide variety of employment opporiunities. This
characienzation of the employment opportunities in the preject area is unscbstantiated
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M. Gary Sugang
January 25, 2002
Page 3 of 12

by any studies, census dalz, or any other fype of supperling data. Therefore, the
conclusionary statsment on page 4.1-36, paragraph 1 that, “The RiverPark Spezific
Plan is consistent with these PCPC palicies” is not supparted by substaniiai svigencae in
the publiic record.

As propesed, the nroject would be ceveioped in phases, with the first phase
including development of 2,485,000 square feat of commercial uses and 1628 (54
percent) of the proposed 2,805 residential units, The DEIR indicates that the proposed
cemmercial uses would. create appreximately 5,368 permanent jobs (DEIR page 4.1-32,
warz. J). The impact of the creaiion of 5,368 permanent jobs would not be mitigated by
the concument development of 1,528 (54 percent) of the progosed residential units,
Housing needs resulting from the creation of 5,368 permanent iobs weitd impact the
areas housing supply beyond the City of Oxnard's corporate boundarics. The assertion
that housing nesds resuiting from development of the commercial compenent of the
proposed project would be provided for by the residential componant of the proposed
project and other future housing development in e City of Oxnard is not supported by
the prepesed project’s phasing program. The analysis provided in the DFEIR assurnas
that once the proposed project s comgietelv built housing demands of the new
commercial development would be met by the new residencas. The project as proposed
 would allow for the commersial uses to be constricted and operating severai years
befere many of the naw residences are constructed and occupied. The OEIR should
anaiyze the project's impacts on the locat housing supply, regardless of the jurisdiction
where that supply exists,

Page S, paragraph 2 of the DEIR indicates that, ‘.. deveicpment of the entire
Specific Plan Area with the proposed uses weuld be consistent with the City's land use
plans and poiicies.” However, page 3.0-34, paragraph 2 of the DEIR states, “An
- amencment to the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan Land Use Map is also preposad to
create consistency betwesn the General Plan and the proposad Specific Plan.” These
stalements are inconsistont with each other and should be revised to reflest either the
project’s consistency with current palicy and lznd usa plans, or inconsistency with these
same plans. -

Recreation

Section 4.10.4 (Parks and Recregtion} of the DEIR idenfifies park fuciities
lecates with the City of Oxnard, but does not identify existing and planned park facilities
in the vicinity of ™e project site. The project site is located along the westem boundary
of the City of Oxnard, and to idertify.and discuss parks that are located an the other
side of the Cily while ignering park facilties that are jocated on just the cother side ¢f 4
jursdictionat boundary is not a fair or ascurate characterization of the “Envirormenta
Setfing.” Secton 15125(@c) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA}
Guidelines state, “Knowledge of the regional setiing is critical o the assessmernt of
environmental impacts,” This section of the Guideiines doess not state that the
“lunisdictional setting’ is critical, buf that the “regional setting” setting is criticat.
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M. Gary Sugana
January 26, 2002
Page 4 of 12

Therefore, since the environmentsi sefting is incomplete, the DEIR is
inadequate due to the fact that it cannot demonsirate that the significant environmental
impacts of the proposad project were adequately investigated and discussed, and the
araiysis in the DEIR did not permit the significance of the oroject to be considered in the
full environmental contexd. The DEIR is completely silent to park facilies located in the
tocal vicinity of the propcsed project that are net loeated in the City of Oxnard. The
propased project’s approximately 7,220 new residents and 5,368 new emplicyess would
have an impact on recreational resources beyond those locared in the City cf Oxnard,
specifically parks located in the City of Venture. Recreational “acilities that are not
iccated in the City of Oxnard, and are located in ciose proximity to the project site
include the fallewing: San Buenaventura Golf Course (1.06 miles from the project site);
- Barranca Vista Paik {1.2 miles from the project site}, Junipero Sesra Park (0.73 mies
frem the project site), and the 89-acre Ventura Community Park (2.1 ‘mites from the
project site} that includes an aquatics center, community center, mulii-use fieids,
basketball courts, fennis courts children’s play areas, and group picnic areas. These
park faclites are avallable to residents and visktors to the area regardiess of the
jurisdicon in which they reside. Unless these park facities are included in the

environmental setting, and potentiai project impacts on these facilities are anaiyzed In

their full environmental context in the DEIR and mitigated, then the analysis contained in
Section 4,104 of the DEIR is incomplete, inadequate, and noncompliant with the
requiresments specified in the CEQA Giuidelines.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The foliowing comments address Secticn 4.7 {Transportation and Circuiation} of
the DEIR. Attached at the Cily of Ventura's Traffic Impact Study Preparation Guidalines,
which may assist in responding to the following comments.

Surrounding Roadway Network

« Revise the description of Johnson Drive on Page 4.7-@ by deleting the last
sentence and indicating that the recently constructed interchange improvements
are interim In nature and that preliminary concepts for the proposed uitimale
rterchange improvements have been develcped.

* Revise the descripticn of Victoria Avenue on Page 4.7-10 to indicate an eight-
iane readway between YWebster Street and the Ventura F reevway.

 Existing Roadway Levels of Service
» No explanation or justification has been provided to indicate how the eicht study
ntersections in Ventura were identified. City staff hac requested that the study

intersections in Ventura be identified based on 2 preliminary project traffic
disirioufion and consistent with the criteria identified in the City’s “Traffic impact
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- Mr. Gary Sugann
January 25, 2602
Page & of 12

Study Preparation, Guideiines” (copy attached). Given the size and lncation of the
proposed development, it is very likely that additional intersections in Ventura will
need to be included as study intersections.

No explanation or justfication has been provided to indicate why the Johnson
Drive/lUS-101 Northbound Ramps intersection was not included as s study
intersection. _

In additicn toc AM and PM peak hours, the average daily #raffic volumes on
fcadway segments zlsc serve as an indicater %o gquartfy traffic impacts.
Consequently, the daily volumes on rcadway segments should be cleady
identified for ali existing and futurs traffic scenarics both with and without the
project.

Please note that the tuming movement counts at the US-101 Southboung
Ramps//alentine Read and the Valentine Road/Victoria Avenue intersections for
the AM and PM peak hours on Figures 4.7-2 and 3, have been reversed.
Additionaily, the lefi tum volumes on the southbound direction at the US-101
Southbound Ramps/Valentine Road intersection has be=n omitied.

Analysis of Existing Freeway Cenditions

L4

»

Correct Table 4.7-4 1o indicate LOS “E” for the foliowing segments:

Northbound US-101 between Route 1 and Vineyard Avenue during both AM and
~M peak hours;

Souihbound US-101 between Vineyard Avenue and Rose Avenue during the FM
peak hour;

Southbound LS-101 south of Central Avenue during the PM peak hour.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Rethodology

The text on Pages 4.7-18 and 4.7-19 indicates that future year 2020 traffic

conditicns were derived from both the Cxnard Transportation Model (OTM) and
the Ventura County Transportation Commissicn (VCTC) model and that
madifications were made to the OTM. The {ext further indicares that the expected
future fraffic conditions without the RiverPark Project were used as the "baseline”
for purposes of evaluaiing and identifying the impacts of the proposed pruject, |
is unciear how the OTM was modified, how the data from the two miodels were
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- Mr. Gary Sugano
January 28, 2002
Page 6 of 12

combined, or what iand use' assumpticns were used in the “baseiine’ conditions.
Consequently. all of the traffic mode! run dam from both the 0Tt and the VCTC | VEN-16
models should be made available for review,

Thresholds of Significance

» The text on Page 4.7-20 indicates that the City of Oxnard considers the fraffic
impact of a project to be significant in other jurisdictions i project fraffic would
cause the VIC ratio at any intersection to increase by .02 or more with a
resulting LOS of E or F. This would Be in sonflict with the City of Ventura’s | VEN-17
adopted Leve! of Service standand of LOS C for ail signalized intersections, with
the exceplion of freeway interchange related intersections, where the standard is
1LCs b, :

Project Trip Generation

e Verify that the land use assumptions in Tabie 3.0-2 and Table 4.7-8 ars 8
consistent . : VEN-1

« The texd on Page 4.5-23 indicates that in districts with permitted or specially
permilied land uses, the fraffic analysis assumed the use with higher peak hour
o ensire 2 “worst-case” traffic analysis. Hewever, Table 4.2-8 of the Traffic
Study indicates that the higher peak hour was based on the total of the AM and | VEN-19
FPM peak heurs. Since the PM peak heur is the most critical and the dailly {rips
are aisc a factor in identifying traffic impacts, the “worst-case” iraffic anaiysis
should be based on the use with the higher PM peak hour traffic.

» The folicwing comments are with reference to Table 4.7-6:

« Carrect the ADT for ParkiOpen Space as 573: VEN-20

« is Light Industrialindustial use shown in Tabie 4.8-7 of the Traffic Study a VEN-21
permitted use;

» is Office a permitted or specially permitied use in District D as idantified in Tabie VEN.22
4.8-8 of the Traffic Study;

» The comgarison of permitted uses in District F in Table 4.8-8 of the Traffic Study VEN-23
shouid be based on 220 multi-family residential units.
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“ Mr. Gary Sugans
January 25, 2002
Page 7 of 12

Trip Distribution and Traific Assignment

» City staff had specificaily requested that a “select zene” analysis be conducted to
ientify the distnbution of the project ips on the roadway network rather than the | VEN-24
cordon count method, '

» The “select zone” analysis would identfy the oroject s at sach of the
intersections and reacway segments during the AM and PM peakhwursand ona | VEN-25
daily basis but wouid alse quantify the intemai Uip capiure. :

s Table 4.7-7 indicates that approximately 15,335 trip ands (64% of the residential
{rip ends) will stay within the Specific Plan area, an infernal trip capture of 18%, | yen.og
which s enrealistic and unsubstantisied and inadegquate for a “worst-case™ traffic
analysis.

futiire Trathe Conditions

+ The Project Description identifies an infrastructure phasing plan and states that
‘ollowing the construction of the Phase Cre site improvemenis, the Specific Plan
would aliow development of any of the permitted land uses. Consequently, a | ypno7
_short-term traffic analysis needs % be performed basad on the land usss tat
would be supperted by the Phasa Cne sie improvements. '

+ The sheri-term traffic analysis is alse necessitsted by the fact that a number of
planned readaay Improvements assumed for the futurs year 2020 are unikely to | VEN-28
ke compieted at the end of Phase Cne of the site improvements.

» The short-temn traffic analysis is also necsssitaied by the fact that the Phase Gne
. site improvementis wili allow deveiopment of most of the commercial and cffice
tand usas and only a small portion of the residential uses. Consequently, the high | VEN-29
intemal mp capiure assumed in the future year 2020 is unlikely o ccour in the
near term. :

»  As stated befors, the average daily traffic volumes of the rosdway network needs VEN-30
o be provided for the future Torecasts with and without the project.

» Anillusiration ¢f the lane configuration assumptions at the siudy intersections for
exising and future conditions would assist in deniifying the feasibility of the | VEN-31
proposed mitigation measures.

« Pizase indicate what assumptions were made with regard to the roadways in

-32
Ventura for the future year 2020. VEN

o Correct Table 4.7-3 as follows: VEN-33
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- Mr. Gary Sugang
January 25, 2002
Page 8 of 12

Morthbound US-1C1 at the Samia Clara Brigge during the AM peak hour as LOS
D for with Project traffic conditions; '

Southbound US-101 at the Santa Ciara Bridge durng the AM peak hour as LOS
D for with Project traffic conditions: .

Scuthbound US-~101 at the Santa Clara Bridge during the PM peak hour as LOS
C for without Profect traffic conditions:

Morthbound US-101 between Routs 1 and Vineyard Avenue during *he PM peak
heur as LGS E for with Project traffic conditions;

Northbeund US-101 between Vineyard Avenue and Rose Avenue during the AM
peak hour as LOS D for with Projest traffic conditions:

Southbound US-101 betwesn Yineyard Avenue and Rose Avenue during the P
pesak hour as LCS D for withaut Project traffic conditions:

LOS B for Oxnard Boulevard between Vineyard Avenue and US-161 for both
northibound and southbound during both peak hours; :

Northbourd US-161 south of Central Avenus during the PM peak houras LOS E
for both with and without Preject treffic conditions;

Southoound US-101 south of Centrai Avenue during the AM peak howr as LOS D
fer both with and without Project traffic conditions.

Consistency with Relavant Transportation Plans and Policies

v

Please provide the traffic model run data for the Kimball Road srossing of the
Santa Clara River for review, ‘

Appendiz A of the Traffic Study states on Page A-1 that speciiic ammangements
have peen made so that the future bridge would be connected as the fourth leg
at the Ventura Road/Santa Clars River Beoulevard intersection and that this
arrangement wouid not prevent the bridge from being built. The City of Ventura
requests that the possible connection of the future Kimball Road crossing, i it
GCTUrS, be ensured through a reservation of the needed right-of- way,

MITIGATION MEASURES

» Please ncie that the proposed mitigation measure at the Johnson Drive and

North Bank Drive intersection as shown in Table 4.7-10(5; does not mest the City

2.0-53

VEN-33

VEN-34

"VEN-35

VEN-36



.‘_Mr.. Cary Sugano
“Janyary 258, 2062
Fage 2 of 12

of Oxnard's requirement that improverments be implemented by a proiect to |

mitigate any impacts by restoring operating condiions to pre-operzting conditions
at intersections cutside of the junsdiction and contrel of the Gity ¢f Oxnard and
County of Ventura.

AL TERNATIVES | .
Transportation & Sirculation
+ Please provide a break down of the land uses and trip generation for the 4.4
miilion square feel of commercial and phb’ic faciliies uses in the Cxnard Town
Center Specific Plan.

WATER QUALITY

The DEIR indicaies on page 8-2, paragraph 1 that RiverPark Area '8 contains

an existing sand and gravel mine, and that the County of Ventura has appioved a
reciamation pian for this mine site tha! required the existing pits o be partially filed. This
approved reclamation plan in not identified or discugsed in Section 4.5 (Water
Resources), Local Water Quality Planning. Addiionally, project consistency/
inconsisiency with this approved pian is alse not aralyzed in the DEIR.

The DEIR indicates on page S-3, paragraph 1 that the Specific Plan designates
the reclaimed mine pits o be used by the UWCD as water storage and recharge basins
at some fuiure date. As a project component, these facilities are crifical to the mitigation
or avoidance of signfiicant Inpacts associated with water quality and water supply. Due
tc the fact that ne implementation of this component of the pmposed project &

uncertain, a worst-case analysis of the proposed projéct impacts on water quality and
water supply should be compieted without the pmpos&d water storage and recharge
basins.

Page 3.0.32, iast paragraph of the DEIR indicates that the UWCD will serve as
the Lead Agency for any required environmental review of the use of the mine pits for
water storage and recharge basins. The DEIR should identify the agencies that would
be invoived with the zpproval of this critical element of the proposed project, the fypes
of approvals required, and polential requirements that may modify the capacity or
charactertstics of these features which may reduce their potential I mitigate potential
project impacts to less than significant levels, The potential exists for the proposed
project to be approved and the environmentzl review and agency processing of the
proposed water storage and recharge basins to exderd well beyend the commercial

and/for residential elements of the proposed project being constructed and ccoupied.
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January 25, 2062
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The DEIR indicates that the UWCD would be allowed o use the water storage
and recharge basins. Should the UWCD choose not in utilize these facilities, what
agency/authority wouid then impiement, operate and maintain these proposed project
eiements? '

WATER SUPELY ‘ o

Tne DEIR's treatment of impacts on iocal and regional water supplies needs
maore expansive discussion and dclarfication. There are potentiafly significant imgacts
that need, at a minimum, {0 be properly evaluated and have mitigation measurss
provided. The DEIR's basic assumptions abcut availadie water supply are at best,
overly optimistic, any may be unfounded. Assumptions are made regarding the
availabiiity of water that depend on the City's “pursuing a variety of waier service
pregrams” and acquiring "addiional groundwater pumping sredits” {see, p. 4.11.2-86) all
of which may ormay not materialize as apparently hoped.

The projects admitied shortfall of 255 acre feet is explained away on page
4.11.2-12 by reliance on the yet-io-be implemented "GREAT program. There are a
variety of problems with that conciusion. To begin with, it assumes that the GREAT
program i3 a "given” - that it will be adopted, implemented, and will perform as
precicted. in the absence of any substantial evidence tc support such @ premise, only
those portions of the preject for which a “sufficient water supply” as defined by SB 221
s demonstrated to be available can be approved. Moreover, making the future course
of develcpment of the River Park project dependent on impiementation of the SREAT
program links the poteriial environmenta! impacts of these two projests in a manner that
requires further aralyss of iheir cumulative effects. Given the DEIR’s lack of description
of the analylical assumptions of the "GREAT programn and any evaluaiion in even
summary fashion of is envirenmental impacts, the decision~nakers and the pubiic are
deprived of adequate information regarding the potentiaily far-reaching impacts of the
River Park project on area water supplies. T

At a minimum, the River Park project needs o have a “chasing” mitigation
measure imposed fo provide that, unless and until a ‘“sufficient water supply® for
individual postiens of the project is verified in accordance with SB 221, no subdivision
maps, permits, or reiated approvals may be issued by any decision-making authority for
that porticn or the project. The preferred mitigation measure in this instance would be a
"reduced-density” alternative similar to that evaluated in Section § of the DEIR. The
255-acre foot shortfall alene represents the equivalent of about 2000 persons {or 500
four-person houschelds) and/or an equivalent intensity of commercial uses. The
prefered mitigation measure is the downsizing of the project by reducing the project's
buildout population, reducing the aumber and intensity of commercial uses, or some
combination of the two as required o adequately mitigate the project's water
consumption and enatle the orojact 1w comply with SB 221.
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The DEIR contends at page 5.0-4C that the "reduced-density” altemative (as well
as the other environmentally superior akernative- the River Park "A" only altemative)
“weuld not be financially feasicle” Two things stand out about that conciusery
statement: (%) in order for the decision -makers to reject any environmentally superior
alternative as financially infeasibie, it is mot sufficient to show that the proposed
alternative is merely more expensive or iess profitable. Rather, the additional costs or
lower profitabilty must be demonstrably severe encugh to render it completely
wnpraccal 1o priceed with the projest. In spite of the representstions made in the DEIR
as stated on page 5.0-47. such a degree of severily is nct demonstrated or supported

-by the purported expianation in the DEIR's apperidix which consists of no more $han a

table of cenclusory doilar amounts without accompanying Bbackgrourd figures or
caiculations; (2) given the admitted lack of currently identifiable scurces of a “sufficiert
water supoly” as dafined by SB 221, it is the proposed project, net the environmentally
supericr alternatives described in Section §, that Is infeasible.

CONCLUSION

Tne DEIR needs considerable augmensation in order to adequately serve as an
arforational document for decision-makers and the public in acsordance with CEQA.
All the mussing Xems of information cited above, including, but rot Gmited to, e
compenents of adequate fraffic impact and water supply analyses, nesd to be added fo
the DEIR as weli as the proposed mitigation measures described above [relating to
Siciogy, housing, recrsation, transportation and circuiation, water guality -and water
suppily]. The addition of this requined addiicnal data and material, the corresponding
evaiuation therecf, ard the development of the new mitigation measures required to
adequately address aff petential environmertal impacs described above (as well as
those impacts discovered by the addilicnal analysis) will undoubtedly comprise
"significant new information” as defined by Public Rescurces Code 210921 and State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and wili, thereby, reguire the recirculation of the
DEIR for review by public agencies and irterested memkbers of the public before the EiR
can be certified.

Further, the notabie lack of information it the current DIER as ouilined zbove
means that the DEIR as originally circulated is, In the words of Guidelfines Section
13088.5, "funcdamentally and basically inadequate and conclusery in rature” and as a
resuit "meaningful public review and comment were prechuded Meaningful public
review will only ocour when the missing information, anaiysis, and related mitigation
measures are added to the DEIR and the ravised documment is recirculated. The City of
Veriua strongly suggests that, uson recirculation, the required additions! review pericd
be the full 45 days generally required for projects of regional or statewide signfficance.
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Again, the City of Veniura appreciztes the oppoftunﬁty o pravide comments on
the DEIR for this regionelly signifisant oroject. Flease contact me at 854-7727 ¥ you
have any questions regarding thesz comments on the DEIR for the RiverPark Proiect,

Sincerely,

Faui Caldenvcod : :
Senior Plarmer

& Donna {anderes, City Manzger 3
Susan J. Daluddung, Community Deveiopment Director
Dennis Mackay, Planning Manager
Jim Neuerburg, Assistant City Afterney
Everelt Millais, Local Agency Formation Comenission.
Chiistopher Stephens, County of Vertura -

Aﬁachmem
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2.0 Respouses to Comments

City of San Buenaventura (VEN)

VEN-1

UWCD is proposing to use the reclaimed mine pits to store water it is currently permitted to divert from
the Santa Clara River. At present, UWCD is permitted by the State Water Resources Control Board to
divert up to 375 cubic feet per second of Santa Clara River water, up to an annual amount of 144,630
Acre-Feet per Year (AFY). An EIR/EIS for the construction of the Freeman Diversion Structure and the
diversion of water in the amount allowed by the current permit was previously prepared. As discussed
on page 3.0-16 of the Draft EIR Environmental Setting section, UWCD does not currently divert all the
water allowed under the current permit due to the limited capacity of its existing spreading grounds.
The use of the reclaimed mine pits in the Specific Plan Area to store diverted water is proposed to allow
UWCD to divert more of the water it is allowed to divert under the existing permit. Based on historical
rainfall and streamflow data, UWCD estimated that an average of 7,022 AFY of additional Santa Clara
River water could have been diverted over the 20 vear historical period used for the water resources
analysis in the EIR. This estimate was based on the existing permit conditions, which allow no more than
144,630 AFY to be diverted per vear, a maximum of 375 cubic feet per second to be diverted and the
assumption that the pits could accommeodate no mere than 15,000 AFY. As there will be no increase in
the amount of water diverted above the amount already permitted, no analysis of the potential for

impacts to biological resources in the Santa Clara River is necessary or warranted.

VEN-2

As discussed in the response to comment VEN-1 above, all water diverted by UWCD to the mine pits
within the Specific Plan Area will be within the limits established by the current permit approved by the
State Water Resources Control Board. As there will be no increase in the amount of water diverted above
the amount already permitted, no analysis of the potential for impacts to biological resources in the Santa

Clara River is necessary or warranted.

VEN-3

The combination of fences, distance, existing and planned landscaping and vertical grade changes will
combine to form an effective barrier to the movement of domestic animals [rom the proposed residential
areas in RiverPark Area ‘B’ to the Santa Clara River. This edge condition is unique and not similar in
character to other urban settings. The horizontal distance between the bottom of the levee and the
proposed residential uses will vary from approximately 150 to 600 feet. More importantly, the vertical
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distance from the bottom of the levee lo the top averages 19 feet along the edge of the project site. The
face of the levee is smooth earth at a slope of 41. The vertical distance from the top of the levee to the
proposed residential areas varies from 6 feet to 16 feet. There is an existing security fence along the edge
of the Ventura County Flood Control easement area that contains the levee that, by itself, will serve to

keep demestic animals away from the river.

As described on page 3.0-12 and 3.0-13 of the Draft EIR Project Description Section, the landscape master
plan in the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan includes the establishment of a linear landscaped riparian
edge, composed of native vegetation communities, is proposed along the western edge of the Specific
Plan Area in RiverPark Area ‘B’. The goal of this native landscape edge is to create a multi-layered
habitat that utilizes native vegetation communities to attract and support a wide range of wildlife species,
especially birds. Selected tree species, including Fremont Cottonwoods, black cottonwoods, red willow,
and native willows are proposed between the existing river levee and the proposed residential uses. A
dry swale for the treatment of runoff from the project will be incorporated into this new riparian corridor.
This new landscaping within the Specific Plan Area will add to the obstacles between the proposed
residential uses and the Santa Clara River. As evidenced by this information, substantial obstacles will

exist that will form an effective barrier against domestic animal movement to the Santa Clara River.

VEN-4

The potential for residents of the proposed project to gain access to the Santa Clara River is limited by the
existing and planned physical characteristics of the area between the river and the proposed residential
uses, as described above in the response to the previous comment. No significant indirect impacts to
natural resources in the river from the residents of the project will result. In addition, the proposed
Specific Plan provides a variety of active and passive open space amenities for use by residents, as shown
on Figure 4.2-9, Open Space Master Plan, in the Draft FIR. Trails around the reclaimed mine pits are
included in the open space network as shown in Figure 3.0-6 in the Draft EIR. These trails and other
amenities will reduce the incentive for residents to try to access the river by providing alternative
recreational opportunities. Please note that some level of managed human activity along this portion of
the river is a component of regional plans for the Santa Clara River. The establishment of a regional trail
along the existing levee has been discussed in the past and, for this reason, potential connections to a
future river trail are provided from the proposed RiverPark trail system, as shown on Figure 4.2-9, Open
Space. Estabiishment of a public trail system aiong this portion of the Santa Clara River is a feature of the
proposed Santa Clara River Parkway and consistent with the recommendations of the Santa Clara River

Enhancement Plan Steering Commitiee as discussed on page 2.0-12 of the Draft EIR. This planned trail
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and management of human activity along the river will also serve to prevent any impacts from residents

of the project on natural resources in the river.
VEN-5

As stated in this comment, the Draft EIR includes analysis of the consistency of the project with
applicable demographic projections, including population, housing and employment forecasts for the
region adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG submitted a
comment letter on the Draft FIR in which SCAG states that the analysis in the EIR of the consistency of
the project with regional plans and policies, including applicable demographic projections, is complete

and adequate. The SCAQG letter reads:

“The Draft EIR includes a discussion on the proposed Projects’ consistency with SCAG policies and
applicable regional plans, which were outlined in our May 19, 2000 letter on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for this Draft EIR. The Draft EIR cited SCAG policies and addressed the manner in which the
proposed Project is consistent with applicable core policies and supportive of applicable ancillary
policies. This approach and support of SCAG policies is commendable and we appreciate your efforts.”

This comment questions whether the conclusion reached on page 4.1-36 of the Draft EIR that the
proposed RiverPark Project is consistent with applicable policies of the RCPG is supported by sufficient
information. The 46 page Land Use Planning, Programs and Policies Section of the Draft EIR includes,
and analyzes, the consistency of the project with adopted growth forecasts for the City of Oxnard and the
County of Ventura. Consistency of the population and employment growth associated with project with
the SCAG population, housing and employment forecasts for the City of Oxnard is presented on page
4.1-33. This analysis supports the conclusions made that the RiverPark project is consistent with the

applicable policies of the SCAG RCPG.
VEN-6

The phasing plan included in the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan is described on pages 3.0-32 and 3.0-
33 of the Draft EIR. As described in these pages, the RiverPark Specific Plan contains a phasing plan for
infrastructure but no phasing plan for the permitted development. The first phase of the infrastructure
phasing plan addresses the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area (RiverPark Area ‘A%) while the
second phase addresses the northern portion of the Specific Plan Area (RiverPark Area ‘B). While the
infrastructure in the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area will be built first, the second phase could
be built at any time foliowing completion of the first phase. Any of the permitted commercial or

residential development would be allowed to be built in response to market demands.
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This comment states that the analysis in the Draft EIR assumes that once the propesed project is
completely built the housing needs of the employees associated with the proposed commercial
development would be fully met by the residential uses included in the project. The Draft EIR analyzes
the consistency of the proposed commercial and residential uses with adopted regional growth
projections and the goals of the Oxnard 2020 General Plan, including the Housing Element. As discussed
on pages 4.1-21 and 4.1-22 of the Draft EIR, the RiverPark Specific Plan would provide a variety of
housing types consistent with the goals of the Oxnard Housing Element, including affordable housing.
The RiverPark Specific Plan would require 15 percent of the total number of housing units built to be
affordable. The conclusion of the analysis in the Draft EIR is that the project is consistent with these

growth projections and the goals of the Oxnard 2020 General Plan.

Please note that it is not an objective of the RiverPark Specific Plan, or an assumption of the Draft EIR,
that the housing allowed by the RiverPark Specific Plan will fully meet all the housing needs of the
employees associated with the commercial development. The proposed RiverPark Specific Plan will
improve the overall balance of jobs to housing for the City of Oxnard by adding 2,805 new housing units
in the northern part of the City while reducing the amount of jobs generated in this same area. The
existing Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan, which applies to most of RiverPark Area ‘A’, allows
development of up to 4.4 million square feet of commercial development, which would generate 11,460
employment opportunities. The Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan provides no housing. By replacing
the Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan with the RiverPark Specific Plan, which will generate 5,370
employment opportunities, the City will increase housing opportunities in the northern portion of the
City by 2,805 units while reducing jobs in this same area by 6,090. The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a
variety of commercial uses, including office, hotel, and retail commercial uses, as well as a variety of
housing types, including multi-family and single-family units to match the range of jobs to be generated

by the commercial uses.

On a citywide scale, this change in the number of jobs and housing in the northern portion of the City
will improve the overall balance of jobs and housing. While numeric standards for the balance of jobs
and housing have been previously considered in regional planning efforts, there are no adopted
standards at this time. With regard to the topic of jobs/housing balance, the Growth Management
Element of the SCAG RCFG currently states:

“Tobs /housing balance, as a growth management and mobility strategy, and as a Transportation Control
Measure, has been difficult to implement regionally, and has been the subject of numerous regional
debates. The extent of ifs efficacy in reducing congestion and emissions of air pollutants has been
guestioned. ”
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The SCAG RCPG Growth Management Element does not contain any numerical standards or targets for
the balance of jobs and housing in an area. The following policy is included in the Growth Management

Element of the RCPG:

“SCAG shall support provisions and incentives created by local jurisdictions to attract growth in job rich
subregions and job growth in housing rich subregions.”

While no adopted numeric standard for jobs/housing balance exists at this time, discussion of
appropriate balances has been considered previously. One study that addressed the appropriateness of

numerical targets for measuring the balance of jobs and housing was the Vehicle Miles Traveled

Reduction Final Repott produced in 1995 by the County of Ventura Planning Department for the Ventura
Council of Governments. This study was funded by SCAG.

Page 3-5 of this report discusses jobs /housing balance measures. This discussion reads as follows:

“The jobs/housing ratio for the 6-county SCAG region is 1.21 (i.e., 1.21 jobs per dwelling unit). This
number represents a jobs/housing “equilibrium” or balance within the SCAG region.” “Although a
quantitative measure has limitations, this study has used the SCAG region’s job/housing ratio of 121 as a
suggested guideline for comparing jobs and housing in the VCOG Subregion. Because the literature
suggests there is disagreement as to what constitutes an appropriate “balance” ratio, staff employed a
numerical range that features a 10% latitude above and below the SCAG “benchmark” ratio (i.e., the
suggested balance range for the VCOG Subregion could be 1.10:1 to 1.34:1). A ratio lower than 1.10:1
represents excess housing (“housing rich”), and a ratio higher than 1.34:1 would mean excess jobs (“jobs-
rich”). The 10% latitude factor is consistent with other literature and studies such as previous SCAG
studies and the Ahmanson Ranch Specific Plan/EIR documents.”

As presented in Table 4.1-5 in the Draft EIR Land Use section, the adopted SCAG demographic
projections for the City of Oxnard for the year 2020 are for the City to have 55,000 residences and 75,500
jobs. The resulting jobs/housing ratio projected for the City of Oxnard in the year 2020 is 1.38, which
would be slightly higher than the 1.10:1 to 1.34:1 balance range identified previously by the County.

When adjustments are made to the 2020 housing and employment forecasts for Oxnard to reflect the
reduction in jobs and increase in the number of housing units that would result from the adoption of the
RiverPark Specific Plan, the resulting jobs/housing balance is 1.19, which is balanced based on the

numerical threshold discussed above.

VEN-7

The Draft EIR describes and analyzes the proposed General Plan Amendment. The summary of the Draft
EIR states, in the last paragraph on page S-3, that approval of several actions related to the proposed
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Specific Plan are requested, including a general plan amendment. In addition to the discussion in the
Summary section of the Draft EIR, the general plan amendment is fully described on pages 3.0-34 and 3.0-
35 of the Draft EIR Project Description Section. As presented on these pages, the general plan
amendment includes changes to the current land use designations for the Specific Plan Area on the 2020
General Plan Land Use Map, minor changes to the definition of two of the land usc designations defined
in the Land Use Element of the Oxnard 2020 Ceneral Plan and minor changes to one objective and two
policies in the Open Space and Conservation Element related to mineral resources. Again, these changes
were determined to be consistent with the relevant goals, objectives and policies of the Oxnard 2020
General Plan. The statement on page 5-4 excerpted in this comment refers to the consistency of the
RiverPark Project as proposed, inclusive of the proposed general plan amendment. The analysis in
Section 4.1, Land Use Planning, Programs & Policies, demonstrates that all components of the project,

including the general plan amendment, are consistent with the goals of the Oxnard 2020 General Plan.
VEN-8

The Draft EIR discusses parks and recreation facilities in the City of Ventura where this discussion is
relevanl to the discussion of potential significant impacts. For example, this comment does not note that
Section 4.2, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR includes a description of the linear parks along the eastern edge of
the City of Ventura identified in the Ventura Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, a description of these
linear parks is provided on pages 4.2-4 and 4.2-22 and 4.2-23 of the Draft EIR. This section includes an
analysis of this planned system of linear parks in Ventura and views from these parks that include the
project site. This analysis includes a photograph showing the view from this part of east Ventura and a
photo-simulation showing how this view would change with the project. The conclusion of this analysis
is that the RiverPark Project will not result in a significant adverse change to views from this linear park
system. This example demonstrates that the Draft EIR discusses parks and recreation facilities in the City

of Ventura where relevant.

This comment includes a partial quotation of Section 15125 (c) of the CEQA Guidelines. This section reads:

“Knowledge of the regional setting in critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. Special
emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region that would
be affected by the project.”

This comment quotes the first sentence in this section of the CEQA Guidelines but not the second. As can
be seen by reading both sentences, the orientation of this section is on rare and unique resources in the
region. An example of a rare and unique regional resource that is addressed in the Draft EIR consistent
with this section of the CEQA Guidelines is the Santa Clara River. Parks and recreation facilities in
Ventura do not constitute rare or unique regional resources, nor are they likely to be affected by the
project.
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Section 15125 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines reads:

“The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of
the significant effects of the proposed project...”

The discussion of parks facilities relevant to gaining an understanding of the significant effects of the
potential impacts of the project on parks is provided. The environmental setting portion of Section 4.10.4,
Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR includes a description of the City of Oxnard’s park classification
system and park planning standards. As the City presently does not have any park facilities in the El Rio
area, no discussion of existing park facilities is provided. The environmental setting portion of the parks
section is the Draft EIR is adequate and sufficient to address the impacts of the project. As the discussion
below demonstrates, sufficient park facilities are provided within the Specific Plan Area and the City of
Osxnard to meet the needs of the future residents of the Specific Plan Area. For this reason, there will be
little incentive for residents of RiverPark to travel to Ventura to meet their recreational needs. There will
be no significant impacts on parks facilities in Ventura and no need, therefore, to describe existing and

planned parks in Ventura in the EIR.

This comment is based on the assumption that residents of RiverPark will use parks in Ventura based
solely on the proximity of these facilities to RiverPark. The distances provided to the parks in Ventura
mentioned in this comment are straight line “point to point” distances rather than the actual distances
residents of RiverPark would need to travel on streets and the Ventura Freeway to these park facilities in

Ventura.

Figure 2-1 on the following page shows the four park facilities in Ventura mentioned in this comment in
relation to the RiverPark Specific Plan Area. As shown in this exhibit, the Santa Clara River is a barrier
between RiverPark and the east Ventura. The Ventura Freeway is the only connection between Oxnard
and Ventura in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. As shown on this exhibit, two of the park facilities
ideniified in ihis cormmment, Barranca Vista and junipero Serra Parks, are small neighborhood parks
located within residential neighborhoods within Ventura. Residents of RiverPark would not travel 1.2
miles to reach Barranca Vista Park or .75 miles to Junipero Serra Park as indicated in this comment.
Residents of RiverPark would need to take Oxnard Boulevard or Vineyard Avenue to the Ventura
Freeway to Johnson Drive in Ventura to access these parks. The actual travel distance to Barranca Vista
Park would be 2.9 miles and the distance to Junipero Serra Park would be 3.6 miles. These neighborhood
ra are neither conveniently located or close encugh to be attractive to residents of

arks in Vent

RiverPark.
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The RiverPark Specific Plan includes a variety of park facilities including three neighborhood parks and
smaller open spaces adjacent to the planned residential neighborhoods to meet neighborhood park needs,
as shown on the exhibit preceding this page. The City’s park planning standard, as defined in the
General Plan Parks and Recreation Element and discussed in Section 4.10.4, Parks and Recreation, of the
Draft EIR, is 1.5 acres of neighborhood park space and 1.5 acres of community park land for each 1,000
residents. Based on this standard, approximately 11 acres of neighborhood park land and 11 acres of
community park land is required to meet the needs of the residents of RiverPark. As originally proposed
and assessed in the Draft EIR, the RiverPark Specific Plan included 13 acres of neighborhood park land in
three neighborhood parks located in the southern, central and northern portions of the Specific Plan Area
in residential neighborhoods. These neighborhood parks were distributed throughout the community to
ensure thal neighborhood park space is within easy walking distance of all residential areas. Access to

these parks will be enhanced by the pedestrian and bicycle network planned throughout the community.

Based on review of the Draft Specific Plan by the staff of the Oxnard Parks and Recreation Department,
the size of these three neighborhood parks has been increased. The park in Planning District ¥, located
next to the existing El Rio West Neighborhood, has been increased in size to 7.4 acres, the park in
Planning District | has been increased in size to 6.1 acres, and the park in Planning District has been
increased in size to 6.4 acres. The amount of neighborhood parkland in these three neighborhood parks
is 19.9 acres. When the 3.3-acre neighborhood park in Planning District H is added, the total amount of
neighborhood park space in these four parks is 23.3 acres. This amount of neighborhood park space is
over twice the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards for the 7,220 residents

projected for the project.

Given the proximity and sufficiency of neighborhood parks in the RiverPark Specific Plan Area, there will
not be any necessity or incentive for residents of RiverPark to travel by car to neighborhood parks in east
Ventura. Discussion of the two neighborhood parks in Ventura in the EIR, therefore, is not necessary to

address the impacts of the project on neighborhood parks.

With regard to communily park land, the Specific Plan also provides community playfields in
conjunction with the two school sites that will be available for public use outside of school hours. A
minimum of 12 acres of community playfields will be provided on these two school sites, an amount that
exceeds the 11 acres required under the City’s park planning standards. In addition to these community
playfields, the RiverPark Specific Plan provides other park and spaces that do not meet the definition of
neighborhood or commurnity park space in the Oxnard 2020 General Plan Parks and Recreation Element.
These facilities, including a network of trails around the community, will help meet the parks and
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recreation needs of residents of the area. Again, given the sufficiency and proximity of these facilities,
there is no incentive for residenis of RiverPark to travel 4.1 miles to the planned Ventura Community
Park. Please note that while this comment indicates the Ventura Community Park is located 2.1 miles
from the RiverPark Specific Plan Area, the actual travel distance from the residential portion of RiverPark
would be 4.1 miles. [t should be noted that the Ventura Community Park, while recently approved, has
not vet been built. This comment notes that use of parks in Ventura is not restricted to use by residents of
Ventura. The same is true, of course, of parks in Oxnard. Community parks are generally used for
organized recreational activities, such as sports leagues. It would by typical for residents of Oxnard and
Ventura to participate in leagues organized within their communities. This further reduces the likelihood
that residents of RiverPark will significantly impact a planned regional park located 4.1 miles away in
Ventura. Discussion of the planned regional park in Ventura is not required, therefore, to address the

impacts of the RiverPark Project on community and regional park facilities.

This comment also mentions the San Buenaventura Golf Course. Residents of RiverPark would need to
take the Ventura Freeway to Victoria Avenue and travel south to Olivas Park Drive and to access this golf
course. This travel distance would be 3.4 miles, as opposed to the 1.06 miles referenced in this comment.
This comment does not mention that the City of Oxnard owns and operates the RiverRidge Golf Course
on Vineyard Avenue between Ventura Road and Victoria Avenue. This course is open to the public and
the City recently approved a Specific Plan that will allow this 18-hole course to be expanded to 36-holes.
Residents of RiverPark could take Ventura Road, Oxnard Boulevard or Vineyard Avenue to reach the
RiverRidge Golf Course. The travel distance to the RiverRidge course would be approximately 2.3 miles
as opposed to the 3.4 miles distance to the San Buenaventura Golf Course. As the RiverRidge Golf
Course will have a greater capacity than the San Buenaventura Golf Course with two 18-hole courses,
will be located closer to the residents of RiverPark, and can be accessed via major streets without the
necessity for freeway travel, there will be little incentive for residents to use the San Buenaventura Golf
Course on a regular basis. Again, as no significant impact to the San Buenaventura Golf Course will

result from the RiverPark Project, discussion of this golf course in Ventura is not required in the EIR.

The conclusion of the analysis in the Draft EIR is that the RiverPark Project will not result in a significant
impact on parks facilities. The additional information presented in this response supports this
conclusion. For this reason, the additional information presented in this response does not constitute

significant new information.
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VEN-9
The description of Johnson Drive on page 4.7-9 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:
Johnson Drive

Johnson Drive is an arterial that extends in a north-south direction in Ventura. Johnson Drive provides
access to the Ventura Freeway southbound on and off ramps located immediately to the north of the

Santa Clara River Bridge. This roadway extends north from the Ventura Freeway ramps for

ates south of SR-126. FheJehnsorPriveinterchangeisbeing

approximately two miles where it termin

reconstenetionprojeet  Recent interim improvements have been made to the Johnson Drive interchange

with the Ventura Freeway and preliminary concepts for the proposed ultimate interchange

improvements have been developed.

These revisions do not affect the conclusions of the traffic analysis.

VEN-10

The description of Victoria Avenue on page 4.7-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Victoria Avenue

Victoria Avenue generally extends in a north-south direction. Victoria Avenue is a four-lane roadway
between Valentine Road and Qlivas Park Drive, provides five lanes between Ventura Freeway and
Valentine Road and is an eighl-six-lane roadway between Webster Street and Ventura Freeway.

This revision does not affect the conclusions of the traffic analysis.

VEN-11

All intersections with 50 or more hourly trips from the RiverPark Project were analyzed, regardliess of the
jurisdiction they were located in, consistent with the City of Oxnard traffic study standards. Project

impacts were analyzed using standard modeling procedures (see Appendix 4.7, pages 35 and 36 in

Volume III of the Draft EIR for a description of modeling procedures). To summarize, the traffic volume
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growth projected with the Specific Plan development was compared to the traffic volume growth without

the Specific Plan.

The volume fo capacity ratio was then evaluated, the project impacts were determined and the
significance criteria was applied to the traffic impacts at each study intersection. (see Table 4.7-8 on page

4.7-29). On this basis, the location, magnitude and significance of impacts was determined.

All intersections with 50 or more project trips from a separate select link analysis were included per City
of Oxnard traffic study standards. City of Ventura standards were reviewed and deemed not applicable

or adequate for the following reasons:

e Project traffic impacts are defined as the traffic volumes which will occur with the project
compared to those volumes without the project. The project does not propose to add any land
uses to the City of Ventura and will be separated from the City of Ventura by the Santa Clara
River. The trip generation and roadway network in the City of Ventura would be unchanged by
the Specific Plan. Thus, except for potential redirection of trips already generated by land uses in
Ventura, traffic impacts would be minimal, as demonstrated by the traffic medeling included in
the Draft EIR.

* The City of Oxnard criteria was used to determine all locations where significant traffic impacls
may occur.

s The criterion listed in the guidelines is not appropriate for a project such as the Specific Plan that
would not directly affect traffic conditions in Ventura.

As demonstrated by the traffic modeling included in the Draft EIR, traffic from the RiverPark project
would impact only one of the eight intersections analyzed in the City of Ventura, as shown in Table 4.7-
8(b) on page 4.7-30 in the Draft EIR. Analysis of additional intersections in Ventura is not warranted, as

too few trips from RiverPark would use these intersections to result in any significant impacts.
VEN-12

The intersection of North Bank Drive at Johnson Drive is included as a study intersection, as shown in
Table 4.7-8(b) on page 4.7-30 in the Draft EIR. This intersection is identified in this table as study
intersection number 33. Nerthbound U.S. 101 traffic exiting at Johnson Drive utilizes this intersection
since the northbound ramps continue as North Bank Drive (no other intersection of Johnson Drive/U.S.

161 northbound ramps exists).
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VEN-13

Within the Specific Plan Area, where roadway width requirements are being set, the Specific Plan
document sets designations considering daily volumes. However, the worst case surface street
conditions occur during peak hours at intersections. The EIR analyzes intersection conditions during
peak hours, identifies significant impacts and recommends traffic mitigation measures. The peak hour
intersection analysis is presented in Tables 4.7-8 (a) and 4.7-8 (b) in the Draft EIR. Traffic conditions
during the remainder of the day (i.e., during off-peak conditions) will be better, so further analysis is not

necessary to identify significant impacts.
VEN-14

The volumes identified in this comment have been modified and Tables 4.7-2(b) and 4.7-8(b} have been

updated as follows:

Table 4.7-2(b)
Intersection Volume/Capacity Summary — Existing Conditions (2000)
City of Ventura Intersections

29 U.5. 101 Southbound Ramps & 0.158 A 0.410 A
Valentine Road

30 Victoria Ave. & Valentine Rd. 0.345 A 0.587 A

Table 4.7-8(b)
Intersection Volume/Capacity Summary — Future Peak Hour Traffic Conditicns (2020)
City of Ventura Intersections

29 U.5. 101 Southbound  AM 0.193 A 0.194 A +0.001
PM 0.500 A 0.5632 A +0.032
30 Victoria Ave. & AM 0.512 A 0.515 A +0.003
Valentine Rd. M 0.871 D 0.874 D +0.003
These updates do not affect any of the conclusions of the traffic study.
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VEN-15

The changes requested in this comment have been made to Table 4.7-4.

Table 4.7-4
Existing (2000} Freeway Volumes and Level of Service

US 101 at the N/B AM 6,000 158,100 6,990 1.165 F(O)
Santa Clara River Bridge rM 6,000 7,110 1.185 F(0)
S/B AM 8,000 5,530 0.691 C
PM 8,000 6,270 (0.784 D
LS 101 between Route 1 N/B AM 6,000 122,40C 5410 0.902 E
and Vineyard Avenue PM 6,000 5510 0.918 E
S/B AM 6,000 4,280 0.713 C
PM 6,000 4,850 0.808 E
US 101 between N/B AM 6,000 132,600 5,860 0.977 E
Vineyard Avenue PM 6,000 5,970 0.995 E
and Rose Avenue 5/B AM 6,000 4,640 0.773 D
PM 6,000 5,260 0.877 E
Oxnard Blvd. (Route 1) N/B AM 4,000 26,500 1,010 0.253 A
between Vineyard Avenue PM 4,000 1,060 0.265 A
and U5 101 5/B AM 4,000 010 0.228 A
PM 4,000 1,200 0.300 A
US 101 south of N/B AM 6,000 140,000 5,960 0.993 E
Central Avenue PM 6,000 6,170 1.028 F(0)
5/B AM 6,000 4,720 0.787 D
PM 6,000 5,430 0.905 E

These changes do not change any of the conclusions of the traffic study.

VEN-16

All traffic model data is available for public review at the City of Oxnard, Department of Public Works.
Standard modeling procedures were used. The Oxnard Traffic model was run for several different
scenarios. As outlined in the project traffic study, contained in Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR, separate
model runs were conducted for no further development (no project} within the Specific Plan Area, but
continuing development outside the Specific Plan Area. This formed the baseline for all impact analyses.

In addition, the project roadways and develo dded to form the “With Project” scenario and

=3
I
i
1

determine project impacts. Likewise, the proposed Specific Plan and a potential future extension of
Kimball Road across the Santa Clara River were evaluated using the standard City of Oxnard model.

These are included as Appendix A and B of the traffic study in Volume III of the EIR. Further
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documentation of the study model is provided on pages 35 and 36 of the project Traffic Study in
Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the City of Oxnard’s traffic model includes a
number of traffic analysis zones in Ventura that include most of the city. For this reason, the Oxnard
Traffic Model accurately distributes traffic to and from land uses in the City of Ventura and produces

reliable information for use in the identification of traffic impacts in Oxnard and Ventura.

VEN-17

Comment noted. The City of Ventura standard is discussed above in the response to comment Ven-12.
Also note that no program of improvements for meeting the Level of Service standard cited in this
comment (or any other standard) has been adopted by the City of Ventura. Such an improvement
program was available for those study intersections located in the City of Oxnard and County of Ventura.
All deficiencies in the standards set for the study intersections in Oxnard or the County for the “With
Project” scenario were carefully identified and mitigation measures recommended for inclusion in the
program. Since no comparable program could be identified for the City of Ventura, project impacts in
light of cumulative development were considered. Where a significant traffic impact was identified, a
separate stand-above improvement measure was then identified for project implementation. It should
also be noted that except for the intersection with the mitigation measure (Johnson Drive and North Bank
Drive), all intersections would operate a Level of Service (LOS) D or better with the project. The majority
of those intersections operating at LOS D would operate at that level of service with or without the
project {2 out of 3 intersections). Thus, the criteria chosen by the City of Oxnard are considered both

adequate and appropriate for the purpose of identifying significant traffic impacts.

VEN-18

The traffic analysis is internally consistent with the project description and, as demonstrated by Table 4.8-

8 on page 28 of the traffic study, the traffic generation analysis is conservative.

VEN-19

Comment noted. The project analyses were within 29 trips of the highest potential PM peak hour
generation for all zones. A maximum of 29 trips out of the over 9,800 PM peak hour trips analyzed (see
Table 4.8-7 on page 27 of Appendix 4.7) will not result in any additional significant impacts. Therefore,

the highest overall peak hour impact was analyzed.
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VEN-20

Comment noted. The park/open space area includes detention basins that will not generate traffic.
Modifying the average daily traffic as suggested in the comment would not alter study analyses or

conclusions.
VEN-21

Comment noted. The industrial uses represent the most intensive use for the public facilities zone along
Vineyard Avenue north of North Park Drive. This planning area would specifically allow the

development of a fire station and administrative facilities for the Rio Elementary School District.
VEN-22

Office is an allowed use in District D. The traffic analyses contained the maximum (worst case)

generation under the proposed specific plan as shown in Table 4.8-8.
VEN-23

Comment noted. A reduction in the number of multi-family dwelling units in District F will not increase

potential impacts analyzed in the traffic study.
VEN-24

Please see the response to comment YEN-12 for a discussion of traffic study methodology and the
response to comment VEN-17 for discussion of modeling data procedures and availability. The data
included in Table 4.7-7 in the Draft EIR gives the distribution of trips produced by the model. This data is
a summary of model results, rather than a “method.” The traffic study methodology of comparing the
“With Project” conditions to “Without Project” conditions was determined to adequately and accurately
portray project and cumulative traffic impacts. A select zone analysis would not have identified all
project traffic impacts, such as rerouted trips using the new project roadways, and, thus, would be

misleading,.
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VEN-25

A comparison of Figures 4.8-8 and 4.8-7 with 4.8-6 and 4.8-5 shows the peak hour impacts of the project.
The project will build new roadways and redistribute trips in addition to generating trips. Therefore, a
select link analysis presentation was determined to be misleading for this analysis because it would not

accurately portray trips added by the project to roadways in the area.

VEN-26

The standard City of Oxnard traffic model was utilized which reflects the mix of residential, commercial,
school and other issues included in the RiverPark Specific Plan. When all trip purposes are considered,
the trip distribution projected by the City of Oxnard model is reasonable. The City’s traffic model is
based on the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC) model and uses standard modeling
procedures. When the mixed-use character and the magnitude of the Specific Plan are considered, the
proportion of project vehicle trips projected to remain within the Specific Plan Area by the City’s traffic

model is reasonabhle.
VEN-27

The Draft EIR evaluates the RiverPark Specific Plan as proposed. A phase one infrastructure plan is
defined within the Specific Plan. The roadways included in the Specific Plan allows both for travel
through the Specific Plan Area by cumulative traffic and for providing service throughout the study area.
The phase one infrastructure plan addresses continuity rather than capacity. The roadways in the first
phase of the infrastructure plan would support will be built to their ultimate planned width and would
support and accommodate all of the permitted land uses in the first phase area. No analysis of the

development allowed by this first phase of infrastructure is, therefore, warranted.

VEN-28

This comment is not specific as to which specific improvements would not be completed prior te 2020.
The City of Oxnard traffic impact fee program will ensure that all roadway improvements will be
provided as needed. In particular, the rebuilding of the U.S. 101 mainline and the Oxnard Boulevard

interchange has already been designed and construction will begin shorty.
All other improvements will also be in place prior to build-out of the Specific Plan. Traffic impact fees
will be paid to the City of Oxnard as individual development projects are built within the Specific Plan
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Area. The responsibility of the City, County, and State to maintain acceptable conditions would not be
altered by this project and it is reasonable to expect that they would maintain these standards given their
existing programs. The Phase One improvements are called out in the Specific Plan only to make certain
that a transportation backbone is provided for initial development of the project. This backbone system is
provided to ensure the continuity of the roadway system, rather than in direct response to any level of

service issues or Impacts.
VEN-29

The greatest traffic impacts will occur at build-out of the Specific Plan. 1t is speculative to assume that the
office and commercial uses would build-out before the residential development. Also, it should be noted
that the second phase of the infrastructure phasing plan could be built at any time following completion
of the first phase if there is market demand for the land served by the second phase of infrastructure. The
infrastructure phasing plan only addresses the sequence in which the infrastructure will be built to
support the permitted land uses. No development phasing is proposed. For this reason, it would be
speculative to provide any “short-term” analysis as suggested in this comment. Please see the response
to comment VEN-7 for a full discussion of the phasing plan. Please alsc see the response to comment

VEN-28 above.
VEN-30

Please see the response to comment VEN-14. As stated in that response, peak hour conditions, which are
analyzed in the Draft EIR, will be the most congested throughout the day and will determine the need for

mitigation. Therefore, daily traffic volumes are not relevant for determining project impacts.

VEN-31

Comment noted. The lane configurations for each scenario at each study intersection are shown in

Appendix C of the project traffic study, which is Appendix 4.8 in Volume Il of the Draft EIR.

VEN-32

All of the assumed improvements to the regional highway system are discussed on pages 33 and 34 of the
traffic study. The largest changes are the on-going improvements to the U.S. 101 freeway. Lane
configuration assumptions are shown in Appendix C. No intersection improvements were assumed in

the City of Ventura.
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VEN-33

The modifications requested in this comment have been made as shown in the revised table following

this page, but do not change the conclusions of the study.
VEN-34

Please see Appendix A of the traffic study for the traffic model run data for a Kimball Road crossing.
This model run examines traffic conditions in the area with an extension of Kimball Road across the Santa
Clara River connecting to Santa Clara River Boulevard as planned in the Specific Plan Area. First, it
should be noted that the traffic analysis of the project demonstrates that acceptable levels of service can
be maintained on roadways and at intersection in Ventura and Oxnard without the Kimbalt Road
extension. A traffic model run with a bridge across the Santa Clara River in alignment with Kimball Road
was provided in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. This model run shows that extending Kimball Road across
the Santa Clara River would not result in any substantial improvement in the operating conditions of any

of the roadways or intersections in the area or avoidance of any of the impacts of the RiverPark Project.

With regard to the future extension of Kimball Road, as shown on the City of Ventura Circulation
Element, it is important to note that the Circulation Element of the City Qf Oxnard General Plan has
never provided for this roadway connection. In addition, the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan and
the Comprehensive Plan EIR do not include any information that justifies the need for this roadway
extension. Kimball Road is identified on the Ventura Comprehensive Plan Circulation Map as a "Future
Extension” of an arterial roadway as opposed to a "Future Widening" to be accomplished by the horizon
year of the Ventura Comprehensive Plan. The extension of North Bank Drive north to the Kimball Road
extension is also shown as this type of Future Extension on the Ventura Circulation Element Map. The
Circulation Element text does not define the term "Future Extension.” The only specific reference to
roadway extensions is the text in Policy 1.2 under the heading Objective 1 - Long-Range Circulation Plan

—in the Circulation Element, which reads:

"The long-range circulation system depicts proposed roadway extensions across agricultural lands.
These proposed roadways are not intended to be extended until development which is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan occurs, or until they become necessary to accommodate traffic. Such roads
should be designed as urban parkways."
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The Introduction to the Circulation Element states:

"The changes or increases in demands on the City's roadways and circulation system that may result from
land use changes in implementing this Plan are described in the Traffic and Circulation Section (6.18) of
the Master Environmental Impact Report for the Comprehensive Plan Update to the Year 2010 (April
1989). This section of the EIR is incorporated in this Plan by reference. The Circulation Plan Map reflects
the analysis of impacts resulting from potential changes in land use”

The EIR for the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan examined several land use alternatives for the
Comprehensive Plan and concluded that the higher density alternatives would require more traffic
capacity at the south edge of the City to reduce impacts on Johnson Drive. The lowest density land use
alternative was adopted in the Comprehensive Plan, and this land use alternative would not require
added capacity at the south edge of the City. Further, no actual traffic study was made of the benefits of
the Kimball Road extension. Any benefit from the bridge was an assumed model input, rather than a
dernonstrated benefit shown by comprehensive traffic modeling. The traffic modeling included in the
Comprehensive Plan EIR assumed volumes on the Kimball Road extension rather than modeling
potential river crossing volumes southward until they come to a common cordon point. The assumptions
made in the traffic analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR, do not, therefore, justify the need for the

Kimball Road extension.

The City of Ventura placed the Kimball Road crossing as a future roadway extension on its Circulation
Element Map. Tt should be noted that the alignment shown on the Circulation Flement Map is not the
same alignment considered in the traffic analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR. The alignment for the
Kimball Road extension as shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map and the County 2020
Roadway Network Map is shown on Figure 2-2 on the following page. The alignment on the Ventura
Circulation Element Map would extend across the open mine pits on the Hanson Aggregates Mine site
and connect to Vineyard Avenue at the northern edge of the El Rio Residential Community. The traific
analysis in the Comprehensive Plan EIR considered an alignment further south. The information in the
Comprehensive Plan EIR does not justify the current alignment for the Kimball Road extension as

required by Policy 1.2 of the Ventura Circulation Element.

In order to fully assess the need for the Kimball Road extension, the City of Oxnard prepared a traffic
model run with this roadway link which was provided in Appendix A of the River Park Specific Plan
traffic study. This analysis concluded the original alignment of the Kimball Road extension identified in
the Ventura Comprehensive Pian EIR would not result in any substantial improvement in tratfic
conditions on roadways in the area, including Johnson Drive in Ventura. The traffic modeling completed
with an extension of Kimball Road to Santa Clara River Boulevard in the project shows that there would
be a minimal change of less than seven percent in the ICU value for peak hour traffic

2.0-78 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



3
(@)
-
o
2
>
2
1

'‘dA19 31HON 13a

FIGURE2'2
Kimball Road Extension

39-22204/02 City of Oxnard * Riverpark Specific Plan FEIR




2.0 Responses to Comments

conditions at the Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank) intersection, resulting in no change
to the Level of Service. Adding the Kimball Road extension to the area roadway network resulted in the
actual traffic volumes at this Johnsen Drive intersection dropping less than three percent (approximately

160 trips). The results of the traffic modeling are shown in Table 11 below.

Table 11
Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)
Intersection Analysis

Without Bridge 1.357 F 6,051 1.669 F 8,052

With Bridge 1.310 F 5,895 1.560 F 7897
Bridge Benefit (0.047) - (156) (0.109) -- (155)
% Benefil 3.5% - 2.6% 6.5% - 1.9%

Further, given the ongoing improvements to US 101 over-crossing of the Santa Clara River, no
justification can be made for an additional river crossing in the area. The Kimball Road extension
alternative studied in the River Park traffic study was selected not only because it was analyzed in the
City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan EIR, but because it was the most probable alignment in the opinion
of those preparing the River Park Specific Plan traffic study as well. Also, this alignment was that
crossing most likely to benefit the Johnson Drive interchange, the stated goal of extending Kimball Road

identified in the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan EIR.

As a supplement to the traffic modeling contained in Appendix A to the Draft EIR, additional runs of the
City of Oxnard traffic model were completed to determine the potential benefits of the Kimball Roa
extension in the alignment shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map. As stated above, Appendix
A addressed the most beneficial crossing, which was the alignment included in the traffic study for the
City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan. Based on the Comprehensive Plan adopted by the City of Ventura,
the County of Ventura placed a Kimball Road extension on the County 2020 Roadway Network Map in
the moere northerly alignment shown on the exhibit on the previous page. As stated above this alignment
would cross the open mine pits on the Hanson Aggregates Mine Site, cross Vineyard Avenue through the
prime agricultural lands immediately north of the El Rio and Nyeland Acres residential neighborhoods
and connect to the Ventura Freeway in Oxnard at the Del Nerte Boulevard interchange. It should be

noted that this roadway extension was added to the County of Ventura Roadway Network Map at the
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request of the City of Ventura General Plan, but no additional traffic analysis was conducted by the

County to demonstrate the need for this roadway extension.

To analyze the alignment currently shown on the County’s Roadway Network Map, additional traffic
model runs were also prepared to supplement the traffic model runs in Appendix A to the Draft EIR.
This analysis showed that this alignment for extension of Kimball Road would result in even less change
in traffic conditions at the Johnson Drive/North US 101 Ramps (North Bank) intersection than the
alignment further south. Peak hour traffic volumes at this intersection would drop a maximum of 120
trips in the P.M. peak hour, resulting in a change in the ICU value of 1.5 percent or less as shown in Table
12 below. No change to the level of service of the Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)

Intersection would result.

Thus, the Kimball Road extension as currently shown on the City of Ventura Circulation Element and
County of Ventura Roadway Network Map would be less effective traffic measure than that alignment
considered in the City of Ventura’s Comprehensive Plan EIR and analyzed in Appendix A of the traffic
study for River Park. However, neither alignment would improve the operating condition of Johnson
Drive at the northbound US 101 ramps to a substantial degree as demonstrated by the information

presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 12
Johnson Drive/North US-101 Ramps (North Bank)
Intersection Analysis

Without Bridge 1.357 F 6,051 1.669 F 8,052

With Bridge 1.344 F 5,986 1.619 F 7,931
Bridge Benefit {0.013) -- {65) {0.050) -- (121)
% Benefit 1.0% - 1.1% 3.0% - 1.5%

The minor benefit provided by extending Kimball Road across the Santa Clara River must also be viewed
in terms of environmental and monetary costs. The EIR for the City of Ventura Comprehensive Plan
estimated a cost of over $12 million to extend Kimball Road across the river more than 10 years ago. This
cost has risen with the passage of time. The estimated cost for the US 101 bridge would indicate that,
ignoring the surface streets leading to the bridge, the actual cost already will be well in excess of that

estimate. When the roadways within the City of Ventura and Oxnard are combined with the roadway
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through the prime agricultural land in the County, the monetary cost for this roadway extension would
be prohibitive. It should also be noted that the Kimball Road extension is currently an unfunded

improvement which is not part of the traffic fee program for the City of Ventura.

The discussion above of the cost of extending Kimball Road does not account for the environmental
consequences of a Kimball Road bridge. The current alignment would require the extension of Kimball
Road across agricultural land in Ventura, including land recently purchased by the Nature Conservancy
with a grant from the California Coastal Conservancy. This 220-acre site represents the first purchase of
property for the Santa Clara River Parkway planned by the California Coastal Conservancy along the
southern reaches of the Santa Clara River. This new parkway is described on pages 2.0-13 and 2.0-14 of

the Draft EIR. The acquisition of land along a 12-mile stretch of the river is proposed to facilitate

Kimball Road through the land recently purchased by the Nature Conservancy would be inconsistent
with this important regional conservation effort, as would the construction of another bridge across this
portion of the river, which contains sensitive natural habitat. In addition, the planned alignment would
require extensive filling of the existing mine pits to allow the road te cross. Further, this road extension
would impact prime agricultural land located in the Oxnard-Camarillo-Ventura Greenbelt to the north of
El Rio and Nyeland Acres. Thus, the marginal traffic benefits of this road extension bridge hardly justily
its high monetary and significant environmental impacts. In addition, the feasibility of obtaining the

required permits and approvals to build the road and bridge are questionable.

Extension of Kimball Road would not be consistent with the applicable policy of the Ventura Circulation
Element which states that the future roadways shown on the Ventura Circulation Element Map are not
intended to be extended until development which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan occurs, or
until they become necessary to accommodate traffic. The Ventura Comprehensive Plan does not allow
development around the Kimball Road extension and the information presented above demonstrates that
the extension of Kimball Road is neither justified or necessary to maintain acceptable traffic conditions in
Ventura, Oxnard or the surrounding areas. This roadway extension has never been a component of the
Oxnard General Plan Circulation Element. No significant impacts will result, therefore, from adoption of

a specific plan for the RiverPark Specific Plan Area that precludes the extension of Kimball Road.

VEN-35

The Specific Plan does not provide for the reservation of right-of-way to allow for the connection of
Kimball Road. As discussed above in the response to comment VEN-34, the extension of Kimball Road
has not been a feature of the Oxnard General Plan Circulation Element and the traffic analysis shows that
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this future road extension is not needed to maintain an acceptable level of service on the roadway

network in the area.

VEN-36

Please see Table 4.7-10 (b) on page 4.7-34 which shows the mitigation measure would be effective in

mitigating project traffic impacts at this location.

VEN-37

The Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan is analyzed as the No Project/Existing Approvals Alternative.
This alternative is analyzed in detail in Appendix B of the project traffic study in Appendix 4.8 in Volume
ITT of the Draft EIR. The adopted Specific Plan, including the land use and its traffic generation, was the
subject of a previous EIR (the Oxnard Town Center EIR). A comparison of the traffic that would be
generated by the Oxnard Town Center Specific Plan with the traffic that would be generated by the
RiverPark Specific Plan is provided on pages 5.0-11 and 5.0-12 of the Alternatives section of the EIR. As
discussed in this section, the RiverPark Specific Plan would generate approximately 14 percent fewer
trips on roadways outside the Specific Plan Area than the currently adopted Oxnard Town Center

Specific Plan.

VEN-38

The Draft EIR does contain discussion of the existing County Reclamation Plan where it is appropriate.
This existing reclamation plan is discussed in Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, on pages 2.0-8 and 2.0-9
of the Draft EIR. The existing reclamation plan is also addressed in the No Project/Existing Conditions
Alternative, on pages 5.0-7 through 5.0-16 of the Draft EIR. This discussion in the alternatives section of
the Draft EIR provides comparative analysis of the existing reclamation plan with the project as

proposed.

As the existing reclamation plan is not part of the proposed project, it would not be appropriate to
address this existing plan in Section 4.5, Water Resources, which evaluates the impacts of the RiverPark

Project, a component of which is a new reclamation plan.
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VEN-39

Although UWCD'’s proposed use of the reclaimed mine pits does provide a benefit to the project water
balance, it is not essential to insuring that the project does not significantly impact water quantity. Under
existing conditions, the largest component of the water balance on an average basis is the agricultural
usage (see Table 4.5-3 in the Draft EIR). Implementation of the project will eliminate this use and will
result, on average, in a positive water balance. This is also reflected in Table 4.5-21, where, if the average
UWCD diversion (7,022 AFY) is subtracted from the reconfigured gravel pits water balance column, the

net result is still a positive water balance. Under existing conditions there is a negative water balance.

Section 4.5, Water Resources, in the Draft EIR does contain separate analysis of the proposed use of the
pits for groundwater storage and recharge by UWCD. With regard to water quality, separate analysis of
the impacts of the use of the pits by UWCD is provided. The use of the pits by UWCD does not affect the

water quality impacts of the proposed development in RiverPark.

VEN-40

UWCDY’s proposed use of the reclaimed mine pits was examined at a programmatic level only as detailed
information regarding this use has not been developed at this time by the UWCD. As described in the
Draft EIR Project Description Section on page 3.0-16, the proposed RiverPark Specific Plan would allow
the existing mine pits to be used by UWCD for the storage and recharge of water diverted from the Santa
Clara River. The potential environmental effects of this proposed use is analyzed in the Draft EIR. It is
noted in the Draft FIR that UWCD has not designed the facilities to convey water to the pits or defined
other details associated with its proposed use of the pits. For this reason, further meaningful review of

this proposed future use of the pits cannot be conducted at this time and would be speculative.

The proposed future use of the reclaimed mine pits by UWCD is not a “critical element” of the proposed
project. Use of the mine pits is not essential to mitigation of potential project impacts (see the response to
comment VEN-39 above), and, for this reason, further analysis of this use of the pits by UWCD as
allowed by the proposed specific plan is not warranted or necessary. However, insofar as the UWCD
project would be utilized to supplement existing potable water production facilities in the area, approvals
and/or permits from the California Department of Health Services and the Regional Water Quality

Control Board would be required at a minimum:.
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VEN-41

Should UWCD not use the reclaimed mine pits for water storage and recharge, there will be no active use
of the pits. The proposed reclamation plan would be fully implemented, which would involve stabilizing
the slopes of the pits and planting these slopes with native vegetation. A City Maintenance Assessment
District is proposed to provide for the maintenance of the slopes of the pits and the water quality
treatment system, which consists of a series of dry swales and lined detention basins. 1f UWCD uses the

pits, responsibility for maintenance of the pits would be assumed by UWCD.

VEN-42

The GREAT Program is one of the water supply programs identified in the City of Oxnard Urban Water
Management Plan. The GREAT Program is not the only additional source of water identified in the
City’s Urban Water Management Plan. While the GREAT Program is planned by the City to ultimately
satisfy the future increase in demand for water in the City, the Urban Water Management Plan also
identifies other water sources {0 meet the increased demands for water identified in the Plan. Should the
GREAT Program not be developed as currently envisioned the City would purchase additional water
above its current Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency allocation (for groundwater) and/or
Calleguas Municipal Water District allocation {for surface water). Both of these options will incur cost
penalties, but are viable options for the City identified in the Urban Water Management Plan. Based on
the multiple sources of additional water identified in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, sufficient
water supplies will be available to meet the demands of the RiverPark Project, consistent with the
requirements of SB 221 and 5B 610. A formal water supply assessment addressing all items and topics

defined in SB 610 can be found in Appendix A of the Final EIR.

VEN-43

Please note that Appendix 5.0 of the Draft EIR contains information supporting the conclusion that the
RiverPark A only and 25% Reduction Alternatives are not financially feasible. This information
demonsirates that these alternatives are not just more expensive or less profitable, but rather would result
in a negative return on investment, which makes these alternatives financially infeasible. As discussed in
the response to the previous comment, the City’s Urban Water Management Plan identifies multiple
sources of additional water the Cily can feasibly develop or acquire to meet projected cumulative water

demands, including the additional demands associated with the RiverPark Project.
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VEN-44

Please see the responses to Comments 1-43 above. Responses have been provided to all comments and
none of these responses include the identification of “significant new information” as defined Section
15088.5 of the CEQA Guideliries that would require recirculation of the EIR. All of the conclusions in the
EIR are supported by the information in the EIR. In almost all cases, the information requested by the
City of Ventura in comments 1-43 was already provided in the Draft EIR and its technical appendices.
None of the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR have heen changed as a result of the responses to
Comments 1-43. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of an EIR when significant
new information results in any of the following: (1) Identification of new significant impact that would
result from the project or a mitigation measure; (2) Identification of a substantial increase in the severity
of an impact that cannot be mitigated; or (3} Identification of a feasible alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from those previously analyzed that the project proponents decline to adopt.
None of these circumstances have occurred as a result of the information included in the responses to

Comments 1-43 above. Recirculation of the EIR is, therefore, not required.

VEN-45

As demonstrated by the responses to Comments 1-43 above, all of the conclusions in the Draft EIR are
supported by substantial information and evidence included in the Draft EIR. Recirculation of the EIR is,

therefore, not required.
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