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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
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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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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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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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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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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
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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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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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