WNEPD PLAMNT G PanE

H
0
ot
4]

Seara §f Olraziorz

Fisger € Crr

Zencfai Manager
Qarfa L WVisghan

@ T, NaumEnn, Preriegr

Gary Sugarg, Principal Planper
Citrof Oxnard

PLANA NG

TWNING Ziyis:
. CTYOR oo
TIISTRIT i3]
AFE NP A LAl &

305 W 39 St 2™ Floor
Onxnard, CA 93630

&: 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.
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Comment: Discharge of dewarering wuer, p. 4.
s
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returned ¢ the Forebay zs recharge. If the warer is removed Toum the Forehay b
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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.
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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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Riveroar esponse, Paze 3
s 4o aot appear
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a .b” t are presenied
uve of ihe pit siepe perimeters, and
f1he borings
ected to result in
s pot indicare
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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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.

Prone {
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2.0-128

BOS) 525-4431 - FAX; (805) 535-2861




g4/18/2882 B83:18 B8a53887417 OXNARD PLANMNING PAGE 93/83

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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2.0 Responses to Comments

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

2.0-130 RiverPark FEIR
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2.0 Responses to Comments

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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2.0 Responses to Comments

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

2.0-132 RiverPark FEIR
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2.0 Responses to Comments

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).

2.0-133 RiverPark FEIR
April 2002



SOURCE: Fugro, Nov 27, 2001.

FIGURE2-7
‘3 Proposed Dewatering Location
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IGURE2'8

“Stockpile Area C” Excavation from Exhibit 3 in RFP




FFFFFF 2-9

‘§ Staged Excavation Sequence
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2.0 Respomnses to Comments

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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FIGURE2'10

A

Simulated Transport of Existing MTBE Plume after One Year
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