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SECTION 1.0: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

In accordance with Chapter 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Guidelines, the City of Oxnard, as the Lead Agency, has reviewed the comments received on the

Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan

Project and has prepared written responses to the written comments received. The RDEIR was

initially circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on July 24, 2008. In response to

requests from several stakeholders, the City agreed to extend the review period by an additional

15 days through September 22, 2008, to allow for all interested parties to provide written

comments. The comment letters included herein were submitted by public agencies, private

organizations, and private citizens.

Each comment that the City received is included in this section. Responses to these comments
have been prepared to address the substantive environmental concerns raised by the commentors
and to indicate where and how the FEIR addresses pertinent environmental issues. While most
of the responses to specific comments are included along with the individual comment letters,
there were three recurring themes among the comments that warranted the preparation of
“master” responses. Recurring comments pertaining to sea-level rise; indirect impacts to
sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species; and climate change have been addressed in the
master responses as noted below. The master responses are presented before the individual
comments and responses for readability and reference as many comments and responses are
addressed by the master responses.

Pursuant to Section 21092.1 of the Public Resources Code, and Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the
CEQA Guidelines, since the DEIR was revised and recirculated, responses in this section address
only the comments on the RDEIR, and do not respond to those comments received during the
earlier circulation period. The RDEIR and the Comments and Responses included herein
collectively constitute the Final EIR (FEIR) for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Projects. Any
changes made to the text of the RDEIR correcting information, data or intent, other than minor
typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the FEIR as changes from the
RDEIR.

The comment letters have been numbered sequentially within the following groups:

Comment Letter Group Group Code
Federal Agencies F
State Agencies S
County Agencies C
Utility/Service Providers U
Organizations O
Project Applicants A
Individuals I
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Each comment letter has been assigned a discrete label according to its group, with the label

consisting of the group code as listed above and a numeric digit corresponding with the

alphabetical sort sequence of the letter. For instance, the first federal agency letter is F.1 and the

third organization letter is O.3. Within each letter, discrete comments were assigned numeric

digits. Thus, each comment has a unique label (e.g., F.1-2 for the second comment in the first

federal agency letter). Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety with the comment

number shown in the right margin. References to the responses to comments identify first the

alphanumeric letter identifier, and second, the numbered comment.

When a response to a public comment results in a revision to the text of the RDEIR, the response

identifies the section of the RDEIR that has been revised. The revisions to the RDEIR text are

also presented in FEIR Volume II, Section 2, Corrections and Changes. This section also

includes revisions to the DEIR text resulting from City of Oxnard staff input.

The focus of the responses to comments on the RDEIR is to address environmental issues that

are raised in the comments, as specified by Chapter 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

When a comment does not pertain to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the

comment has been forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.

List of Commentors

Federal Agencies
Letter F.1 United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Roger Root 09-18-08
Letter F.2 United States Department of the Navy, Naval Base Ventura County, C.B. Conners 09-22-08
State Agencies
Letter S.1 California Coastal Conservancy, Peter Brand 09-22-08
Letter S.2 California Dept of Fish & Game South Coast Region, Edmund J. Pert 09-22-08
Letter S.3 Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez 07-21-08
Letter S.4 California Public Utilities Commission, Rosa Munoz 08-27-08
Letter S.5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7, Elmer Alvarez 08-07-08
County Agencies
Letter C.1 County of Ventura Planning, Kari Finley 09-19-08
Letter C.2 County of Ventura Planning, Bruce Smith 10-01-08
Letter C.3 County of Ventura Transportation Dept., Nazir Lalani 09-05-08
Letter C.4 County of Ventura Watershed Protection District, Sergio Vargas 09-26-08
Letter C.5 County of Ventura Watershed Protection District, Rick Viergutz 09-29-08
Letter C.6 Ventura LAFCO, Kai Luoma 09-09-08
Letter C.7 Ventura LAFCO, Kai Luoma 10-08-08
Utility/Service Providers
Letter U.1 Gold Coast Transit, Helene Buchman 08-20-08
Letter U.2 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Delaine W. Shane 09-17-08
Letter U.3 Ocean View School District, Nancy Carroll 08-21-08
Letter U.4 Ocean View School District, Janet Mueller, Miller Brown Dannis, 09-18-08
Letter U.5 Southern California Edison, Rudolph Gonzales 09-08-08
Letter U.6 Southern California Edison, Rudolph Gonzales 09-19-08
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Organizations
Letter O.1 Beacon Foundation, Lee Quaintance 09-22-08
Letter O.2 California Native Plant Society, Richard Burgess 09-22-08
Letter O.3 Earth Alert, Janet Bridgers 09-22-08
Letter O.4 Environmental Defense Center, Karen Kraus 09-22-08
Letter O.5 Friends of the Santa Clara River, Ron Bottorff 08-07-08
Letter O.6 Sierra Club, Alan Sanders 09-21-08

09-22-08
Letter O.7 Ventura Audubon Society, Inc., Reed Smith 08-24-08
Project Applicants
Letter A.1 Brown Winfield Canzoneri Abram Inc., Mark Steres (South Ormond) 09-22-08
Letter A.2 Manatt Phelps Phillips, Susan Hori (SouthShore) 09-21-08
Individuals
Letter I.1 Karine Adalian 09-18-08
Letter I.2 Jean Anker 09-19-08
Letter I.3 Lorie Baker and Casey Burns, et al. 09-22-08
Letter I.4 Archie Bard 08-07-08
Letter I.5 Barbara Berns 08-07-08
Letter I.6 Mr. and Mrs. Braden, et al. 08-23-08
Letter I.7 Richard Burgess 09-01-08
Letter I.8 Edward M. Castillo, et al. 09-15-08
Letter I.9 Diane Delaney 08-09-08
Letter I.10 Patricia Einstein 09-13-08
Letter I.11 Harold Epstein 08-04-08
Letter I.12 Brian Foster (Avian Research Associates) 09-22-08
Letter I.13 Larry Godwin 08-27, 28, 29,

30, and 31-08;
09-01, 02, 03-
08

Letter I.14 Shirley Godwin 09-03, 05, 06-
08

Letter I.15 Kendra Gonzales 08-07-08
Letter I.16 Jean Harris 08-22-08
Letter I.17 Cynthia Hartley 09-16-08
Letter I.18 David Magney 09-22-08
Letter I.19 Bill Miley 09-19-08
Letter I.20 Patricia Munro 09-22-08
Letter I.21 Roger Pariseau 09-22-08
Letter I.22 Nancy Pedersen 09-22-08
Letter I.23 Julie Pena 09-16-08
Letter I.24 Rebecca Ralph 09-29-08
Letter I.25 E. Gloria Roman 09-22-08
Letter I.26 Jack Schienbein 08-09-08
Letter I.27 Christine Simmons 09-16-08
Letter I.28 William L. Terry 09-22-08
Letter I.29 Sallie Williams & Robert Neubauer 09-22-08
Letter I.30 Jim Yarbrough 09-08-08
Letter I.31 Joy Zedler, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Department of Botany 09-16-08
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MASTER RESPONSES

This section contains “master” responses to comments that were raised frequently by several

commentors. The master responses provide responses to the recurring comments in a

comprehensive, easily-located discussion that clarifies and elaborates upon the analyses

contained within the RDEIR. The master responses presented below address comments related

to sea-level rise, indirect impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, and global

climate change.

Master Response 1: Sea Level Rise

Several commentors expressed concern that the RDEIR did not sufficiently address the potential

consequences of sea level rise on the Project. Section 3.2.1.3.10 of the RDEIR (Other Geologic

Hazards) includes the following description of the issue and establishes the setting for discussion

of geologic and other potential hazards:

Sea level is currently on the rise. Contributing factors for sea level rise include the

melting of glacial ice, glacial isostatic adjustment, and decrease in water density, all of

which are attributed to a global increase in atmospheric temperatures. Sea levels have

risen approximately 6 inches in the last 100 years (Peltier and Tushingham, 1989), and

continue to rise at a rate of about 1.8 mm/year (Douglas, 1997). Assuming acceleration of

global warming and associated rise in sea level, estimates of the total increase in sea level

over the next century vary from 1.6 feet to 6.6 feet. This predicted rise in sea level has

long-term implications for the Study Area because the rise in sea level could result in

increased coastal erosion and loss of beaches and an increased flood hazard potential in

the low-lying Oxnard Coastal Plain.

While the RDEIR presented this description in conjunction with the discussion of the potential

for coastal flooding resulting from tsunami, it did not refer to sea level rise in its analysis of

tsunami hazard (Impact GEO-6 in Section 3.2.3.2.2 of the RDEIR).

In response to the several commentors who expressed concern over the RDEIR’s treatment of the

issue, the FEIR includes an expanded analysis of sea level rise as it relates to tsunami hazards,

increased potential for flooding of the project area under Impact GEO-6. This analysis includes

citation of information published by the California Natural Resources Agency in its Draft 2009

California Climate Adaptation Strategy and by the Pacific Institute in The Impacts of Sea-Level

Rise on the California Coast, which was prepared as part of the California Climate

Change Center Report Series with funding from the California Energy Commission, the

California Environmental Protection Agency, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the

California Department of Transportation, and the California Ocean Protection Council. The

Climate Adaptation Strategy, published in draft form in August 2009, outlines a set of guiding
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principles for addressing climate change in California and then presents a set of strategies for

responding to climate change as it might affect several public policy issues. The report “takes

into account the long-term, complex, and uncertain nature of climate change and establishes a

proactive foundation for an ongoing adaptation process.”

Among the studies cited in the Draft Climate Adaptation Strategy is the Pacific Institute report,

The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, which was released in draft form in

March 2009. That report suggests that coastal flooding would be exacerbated by a continued

increase in sea level and includes conceptual maps depicting a potential 100-year coastal

flooding boundary assuming a 1.4-meter (4.6 feet) sea level rise by the year 2100.

While the Pacific Institute’s study is helpful in further articulating the context for discussion of

sea level rise and contributes to the emergent body of literature regarding sea level rise

predictions, it does not constitute substantial new information that would alter the RDEIR’s

conclusions concerning tsunami hazards and coastal flooding (Impact GEO-6), which were

determined to be significant but feasibly mitigated to a less-than-significant level (Class II). The

additional information and the expanded narrative neither support the identification of a new

significant impact nor do they increase the severity of a previously-identified significant impact.

This is, in part, due to the status of the research presented by the Pacific Institute, which includes

a disclaimer stating that its work “shall not be used to assess actual coastal hazards, insurance

requirements or property values, and specifically shall not be used in lieu of Flood Insurance

Studies and Flood Insurance Rate Maps issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency

(FEMA).” Thus, while the FEIR’s analysis recognizes the draft Pacific Institute report, its

conclusion remains the same as that described in the RDEIR. That is, that the effects of sea level

rise on coastal flooding and the associated risk to properties would be addressed through

application of City development and building standards concerning the placement and

construction of structures in areas prone to flooding, as established by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA) and the California Office of Emergency Services (OES).

Accordingly, the impact is deemed significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II) to a less-than-

significant level, with reference to Mitigation Measure GEO-5: Tsunami Emergency Evacuation,

which calls for continuing implementation of ongoing commitments to early warning and

evacuation under severe coastal flooding events.

In February 2009, the California Emergency Management Agency (formerly the California

Office of Emergency Services) published a new Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency

Planning for the Oxnard area. The new map shows that while much of Oxnard’s and Port

Hueneme’s coastal area would be subject to inundation, the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Study

Area would not be. This finding represents a change from previous maps, which indicated that

there was potential for tsunami run-up in the southern part of the Ormond Beach Study Area.
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Finally, among the comments related to sea level rise are several that assert that the RDEIR did

not account for the potential effects of sea level rise on the California Coastal Conservancy’s

wetland restoration program. A recurring theme in these comments is that the RDEIR should

have evaluated how the Coastal Conservancy’s plan might be affected by rising sea level and,

specifically, how sea level rise could affect the amount of land required by the Conservancy to

implement a wetland restoration project in the Ormond Beach area. There is some indication in

the research prepared by the Pacific Institute and others that sea level rise will cause wetlands to

migrate upslope into low-lying coastal areas, including those adjacent to Ormond Beach. In the

absence of a wetland restoration for the Ormond Beach area, it is not possible to determine what

the effects of the Ormond Beach projects on such a plan might be. The City assumes that, in

conjunction with the development of its wetland restoration plans for the Ormond Beach area,

the Coastal Conservancy will consider sea level rise as part its environmental review process. In

the meantime, per longstanding discussions with the Coastal Conservancy, the project applicants

for the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan have designated the southernmost 220 acres of their

project area for agricultural uses, which leaves open the opportunity for the Coastal Conservancy

or others to acquire and use that land to advance wetland restoration efforts.

Master Response 2: Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Offsite Habitat and Sensitive Species/

Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program

Several commentors expressed concern for the manner in which the RDEIR addressed potential

impacts on offsite natural habitat as well as the species that rely on such habitat, particularly the

western snowy plover and the California least tern. Commentors questioned whether the

Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program (NRMP) described in the RDEIR would

provide sufficient protection to ensure avoidance of potential adverse impacts to sensitive species

and their habitats. As outlined in Section 3.6.3.3 of the RDEIR, the Ormond Beach NRMP

includes the following key elements:

 Fencing: Construction and maintenance of seasonal and/or permanent fencing adequate to

delineate and protect snowy plover and least tern nesting areas and sensitive dune areas on

Ormond Beach. Fencing is typically installed in March and removed in September based

on nesting activity observations.

 Signage: Installation and maintenance of informational and directional signage at 100-foot

intervals along the beach and perimeter of the property to direct and inform people of the

sensitive resources on Ormond Beach. The signage shall emphasize regulations pertaining

to dogs on Ormond Beach and shall cite local ordinances and state and federal laws as

applicable (e.g., “leash laws”).
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 Predator Management: Implementation of a predator management plan that would

discourage potential predators and, if necessary, remove known predators from the area.

The primary means of discouraging predators (e.g., gulls, crows, ravens, skunks, raccoons,

and cats) would be to control trash and litter on the beach and in the immediate area. Trash

cans with animal proof lids would be installed and maintained year-round. Specific

targeted measures would be employed if snowy plover and/or least tern nest predation

increases significantly to a point of resulting in take as defined by the Endangered Species

Act. The individual predator(s) would be targeted and removed by animal control under

the direction of the docent coordinator, in consultation with appropriate agencies such as

the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

 Invasive Plant Control: To ensure that sensitive habitats on Ormond Beach are not

degraded by non-native invasive plants, an invasive plant control program would be

developed and implemented. The plan would require the control and/or removal of

invasive exotic plants found in the Ormond Beach dunes. Hand removal would be

preferred, but some species may require herbicide application for effective removal or

control.

 Public Information: A program would be implemented that would inform the public

about the unique and sensitive resources of the Ormond Beach area. Signs and pamphlets

would be utilized to educate visitors on how to minimize human-caused impacts such as

harassment of wildlife by dogs and cats, off-road vehicle (ORV) impacts, kites, beach

grooming, trash, and water pollution. A component of the education program would be the

identification of the location of nearby “dog friendly” beaches.

 Enforcement: The City of Oxnard or their designee would enforce the provisions of the

Ormond Beach NRMP. Active enforcement would be emphasized from March through

September when sensitive species nesting activity occurs, but enforcement activities will

occur year-round. Law enforcement would work in coordination with the docent

coordinator and docent volunteers to ensure effective implementation of the program and

to provide a safe environment for the coordinator, volunteers, and other visitors.

For indirect impacts to sensitive habitats and species, the RDEIR cites the mitigating effects of

the Ormond Beach NRMP, which—through their Development Agreement(s) and Specific

Plan(s)—the project applicants have committed to contribute funding. Several commentors had

requested that funding for implementation of the NRMP be included as a mitigation measure for

the project. However, the commitment to fund the NRMP is an essential element of the project,

and thus, under CEQA, is not a mitigation measure. It will be enforced through compliance with

the Development Agreement(s) and implementation of the Specific Plan(s).
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The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish

and Game (CDFG) commented on the RDEIR’s treatment of potential indirect impacts to

sensitive habitat and species (Letters F.1 and S.2). The USFWS specifically expressed concern

that the proposed projects could have a substantial adverse effect on two federally protected

species: the California least tern and the western snowy plover, both of which nest on Ormond

Beach outside of the Study Area. The USFWS also expressed concern that such effects could

constitute a "take" as that term is defined under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),

which would trigger a formal Section 7 consultation process to obtain "take" authorization from

the USFWS pursuant to the ESA and project review under the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA). CDFG concurred with the USFWS’ comments concerning the potential for

impacts on protected species.

The RDEIR concluded that, based on CEQA standards and the stated significance thresholds,

impacts to the two protected species could be avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level

through implementation of the Ormond Beach NRMP and application of mitigation measures

BIO-2, BIO-3 and BIO-5 in Section 3.6.3.5 of the DEIR. The City acknowledges that USFWS

and CDFG exercise independent jurisdiction to protect federal and state listed species under the

ESA and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), respectively, and encourages the

project proponents to discuss with the resource agencies application of the ESA and CESA to

these projects. However, for the purposes of CEQA, the City has determined that with respect to

sensitive offsite habitat and the species they support, all potential direct impacts from the

projects have been avoided and any potential indirect impacts have been mitigated to less-than-

significant levels.

Master Response 3: Global Climate Change

Several commentors expressed concern that the RDEIR’s analysis of potential project impacts

related to global climate change (Section 3.4.3.6 of the RDEIR) was insufficient. In particular,

the commentors’ took issue with the RDEIR’s conclusion that a determination of impact would

be speculative based on the absence of City-established thresholds and an agreed-upon

methodology to adequately identify, under CEQA, when project-level greenhouse gas (GHG)

emissions contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. Many of those commenting on this

subject also stated that the RDEIR failed to consider information that had been published on the

matter, including guidance developed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)

and California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). The City has reviewed

this and other information, including the principles and strategies presented in the California

Natural Resources Agency’s Draft 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy and opinions

provided by the California Attorney General, in light of the proposed Ormond Beach projects

and other projects under consideration within Oxnard. While much of the suggested guidance

helps frame the issue of climate change as it relates to CEQA, it does not provide new
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information that would provide the basis for development of new City thresholds concerning

project-level climate change impacts. Neither would it change the City’s conclusions concerning

project-level contributions to climate change, which were that no significant impacts have been

identified due to the currently speculative nature of GHG impact assessment.

As stated in the RDEIR, no quantitative significance thresholds for GHG impact assessment have

been adopted by the State of California Air Resources Board (CARB), the Ventura County Air

Pollution Control District (APCD), or the City of Oxnard. Additionally, the regional targets that

will help set the stage for such thresholds have not yet been developed, although they are

scheduled to be adopted by the CARB Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) in late

2010. Nonetheless, the RDEIR quantifies the potential estimated operational GHG emissions

associated with the project and evaluates project consistency with the 2006 Climate Action Team

(CAT) Report greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies. Furthermore, the RDEIR includes

several mitigation measures (AQ-2, AQ-4, and AQ-5a through -5c) that would have beneficial

effects on air quality, including reduction in the components of GHG (CO2, NOx, CH4). Thus,

the RDEIR’s analysis does not minimize or discount scientific research concerning climate

change and does not avoid addressing the issue. The RDEIR includes an accurate representation

of findings concerning climate change, including the fact that there are scientific uncertainties

with respect to many aspects of climate change, particularly as it relates to isolating project-

related impacts.

In light of the fact that there is no substantial new evidence that would affect the RDEIR’s

findings and no thresholds have been established locally, regionally, or statewide that would

affect the RDEIR’s analysis, no change or alteration to the RDEIR is warranted.
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LETTER F.1 UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Commentor: United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),

Roger Root (09-18-08)

Responses

1. Incidental Take Permit/HCP: The USFWS recommends that the project applicants pursue

an incidental take permit through the USFWS, and has provided instruction on the permitting

process. These recommendations have been forwarded to the project applicants.

Please also refer to Master Response 2 above for response to comments regarding impacts to

sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the two federally protected species:

the California least tern and the western snowy plover.

2. July 2007 Comments on May 2007 DEIR: The City appreciates the comments that the

USFWS submitted on the May 2007 DEIR. These comments, in part, served as the basis for

development of the NRMP cited in the RDEIR that is now an element of the proposed

projects. The City will continue to work collaboratively with the USFWS and the applicant

concerning the proposed projects and compliance with regulatory requirements.. Pursuant to

Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code, and Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the

CEQA Guidelines, since the DEIR was revised and recirculated, comments on the May 2007

DEIR do not require written response within the FEIR.
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LETTER F.2 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Commentor: United States Department of the Navy, Naval Base Ventura County, C.B. Conners

(09-22-08)

Responses

1. Coordination: The City intends to continue to coordinate with the Navy concerning land use

and development that might affect or be affected by operations at Naval Base Ventura

County, Point Mugu (NBVC).

2. Acknowledgement of Changes to DEIR: Comments noted. The City appreciates the Navy’s

acknowledgement of the modifications reflected in the RDEIR that respond to the Navy’s

comments on the May 2007 DEIR.

3. Alternatives and Potential for Growth Inducement: The City understands that, based on

the RDEIR’s analysis, the Navy prefers Alternative 5 over the proposed project, and prefers

the proposed project over Alternative 1, and considers Alternative 2 the least desirable. These

preferences will be conveyed to the Planning Commission and City Council to help inform

their deliberations. Growth inducing effects of the proposed project are described in detail in

Section 5.5 of the RDEIR.

4. Correction: The location of the Study Area relative to the NBVC has been corrected to read

as follows: "The southeastern corner of the Study Area is adjacent to the perimeter of NBVC

Point Mugu."

5. Corrections: References to “Naval Air Station Point Mugu” and “Naval Air Weapons

Station” have been corrected to read “Naval Base Ventura County Point Mugu.”

6. Copies of July 2007, November 2005, and May 1996 correspondence: Comments noted.

Copies of prior comment letters have been attached for reference. They do not constitute

comments on the RDEIR, so no further response is needed to these comments.
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LETTER S.1 CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

Commentor: California State Coastal Conservancy, Peter Brand (09-22-08)

Responses

1. Sea Level Rise: The commentor expressed concern that the RDEIR did not sufficiently

address the potential consequences of sea level rise relative to the proposed project. Please

refer to Master Response 1 above for response to comments regarding sea level rise. The

commenter also expressed concern that due to sea level rise, the proposed development south

of McWane Boulevard would have an indirect impact of limiting the potential area that

future restored wetland and habitat could transition inland as sea level rises. The City will

coordinate with the California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) to address potential effects

of global climate change on its evolving wetland restoration plans, including review of the

SCC’s environmental analysis of its wetland restoration plans. The size of the wetland and

habitat restoration area in relation to sea level rise is also addressed below under response to

Comment F.2.

2. Wetland Restoration Project Description & Minimum Project Size: The acreage

references in the RDEIR is based on information published in 2003 by the SCC concerning

Ormond Beach acquisitions (as follows):

“The reservation of funds is also proposed for the acquisition of the adjoining

220 acres of former wetlands that are currently owned and farmed by Southland

Sod.

A critical mass of 750 acres of restored wetlands and associated habitat at

Ormond Beach is expected to create a self-sustaining biological system and

enough tidal prism and flushing action to maintain health and hydrologic

function”.

The commenter indicated that the restoration project area should be larger than prior

projections to allow for the gradual inland shift and migration of the wetland area due to sea

level rise. As requested by the commentor, this reference has been updated in Section 3.6,

Biological Resources, of the FEIR to delete references to specific acreage needs. The

comment provided does not provide any new information that would create any additional

environmental impact. It was not the purpose of the RDEIR to evaluate impact on SCC

wetland restoration project.

3. Conservation Plan for the Lower Santa Clara River Watershed and Surrounding
Areas: Comment noted. The commentor does not raise any comments on the RDEIR. The
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City appreciates the Nature Conservancy’s interest in the Study Area and looks forward to

continuing collaboration with the SCC in advancing wetland restoration in the Ormond

Beach area..

4. Natural Resource Management Program: Please refer to Master Response 2 above for

response to comments regarding the NRMP and the potential for indirect impacts to sensitive

offsite habitat and sensitive species. As discussed above under response to letter F.1, the

applicants will also, be required to address federal and state procedural requirements related

to project approval, including habitat conservation planning if deemed appropriate given the

relationship between the proposed development projects and the sensitive coastal resources

in question.

The commentor expressed concern that the fiscal amounts identified within the Development

Agreements for funding the NMRP may not be sufficient. This concern will be forwarded to

the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.

5. Fill Material for Southern Subarea: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan has been

updated to provide additional clarification concerning the source of fill material required for

its proposed development. Section 3.2 (Geology and Geologic Hazards) of the FEIR has been

updated accordingly, with a description of the steps necessary to ensure suitable mitigation to

address the potential impacts associated with obtaining and transporting fill material. The

EIR has also been updated to include clarification that the applicant does not intend to utilize

fill material from the 220 acres that will remain in the unincorporated county. Note also that

the proposed projects for the Northern and Southern Subareas, respectively, are independent

of one another and that the City is aware that the differing levels of specificity of their plans

may require different approaches to ongoing project review. This includes appropriate

scrutiny of the site preparation process as the projects progress through the permitting

process.

6. Project Objectives: 2009 State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 states “…An EIR shall describe

a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that would

feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially

lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the

project. Therefore, an alternatives analysis can include alternatives that attain most but not

all of the objectives of a project. The Commentor cites language from the City’s existing

2020 General Plan that pertains to the “Ormond Beach Major Study Area,” which is a 2,789-

acre area that encompasses the Study Area for the Ormond Beach Specific Plans along with

other adjacent areas. These other areas include those which the SCC has already acquired or

expects to acquire and approximately 1,500 acres that were added to SOAR following

adoption of the 2020 General Plan in 1990 (see FEIR Figure 2-2). The Commentor correctly
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notes that the 2020 General Plan includes an objective concerning buffering within the

Ormond Beach Major Study Area. A variety of activities that have occurred since 1990,

particularly SOAR, have contributed to addressing this objective. In addition, other ongoing

and proposed projects will also contribute to establishing buffers between developed areas

and sensitive natural resources, including the SCC’s plans to acquire and restore wetlands.

Both projects under consideration also integrate buffering features that will contribute to

addressing the General Plan policy noted by the commentor.

7. Project Alternatives Analysis: With the exception of Alternative 5, which was added to the

RDEIR in response to comments on the DEIR, all of the alternatives analyzed have been

under consideration and part of the public discussion since the initiation of the environmental

review process in 2004. With the addition of Alternative 5, the RDEIR describes a range of

reasonable alternatives (2009 State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). The sixth alternative

proposed by the SCC is a variation on the project and is sufficiently captured within the

range of alternatives evaluated in the RDEIR.

8. Existing Uses and Hydrology: The citation concerning the tile drains is from the South

Ormond Beach Specific Plan. It is based on the observations of the current agricultural

operators in the area.

9. References Cited in the RDEIR: The FEIR includes corrections to the citations to which

the commentor refers, as well as other clarifications.

10. Ormond Beach SCC Technical and Planning Reports: The reports to which the

commentor refers do not appear to have been posted on SCC’s website.

































RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

LETTER S.2 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME

Commentor: California Department of Fish & Game, South Coast Region, Edmund J. Pert (09-

22-08)

Responses

1. California Wildlife Action Plan Stressors: This document was reviewed, relevant material

cited in the RDEIR and has been added to the list of References.

2. Restoration of Southern 220 acres of Southern Subarea as Condition of Approval: The

City appreciates the Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) interest in restoration of

historical wetlands in the Study Area, but does not believe that there is a legal nexus between

the proposed development and the suggested condition of approval (i.e., restoration of the

southernmost 220 acres and fee title transfer of the adjacent 200 acres). Further, the

designation of the southernmost 220 acres for agricultural uses, which is consistent with the

existing use, does not preclude SCC’s opportunity to purchase any land for wetland

restoration in the future.

3. Least Tern and Snowy Plover Habitat: These comments are consistent with the RDEIR’s

descriptions of offsite sensitive habitat. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for response

to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the

two protected species: the California least tern and the western snowy plover.

4. Recommended Measures to Reduce Impacts to Birds: The proposed Ormond Beach

NRMP includes similarly worded measures as suggested in the comment letter. Therefore,

sufficient protection for the offsite habitat has been imposed.

5. Recommended Assessments of Species: The DFG recommended that a complete, recent

assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project area should be conducted

within one year of project implementation. The City appreciates CDFG’s recommendation

and will take it under advisement. Sections 3.6.1.5 and 3.6.1.6 of the RDEIR discuss the

findings of the reconnaissance field surveys conducted in 2004 in the Northern Subarea and

Southern Subarea of the project site.

6. Project Development/Breeding Season: The RDEIR includes mitigation measures BIO-3

and BIO-4 calling for site preparation to occur during non-breeding season, and

preconstruction surveys for nesting birds and burrowing owls for project activities that

cannot avoid the breeding bird season. Therefore, sufficient mitigation has been imposed.
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7. Opposition to Relocation, Salvage, Transplantation of Rare, Threatened or Endangered
Species: In keeping with CDFG’s direction, the RDEIR does not recommend relocation,

salvage, or transplantation of rare, threatened or endangered species.

8. California Environmental Species Act (CESA) Permit: The EIR addresses CEQA’s

requirements for assessing project-related impacts. The project applicants will coordinate

with DFG during the permitting process to determine if there might be a take species listed

under CESA. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for response to comments regarding

indirect impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including species listed

under CESA.

9. California least terns: Comment noted. The EIR addresses CEQA’s requirements for

assessing project-related impacts. The City and the project applicants will coordinate with

DFG during the permitting process to determine if there might be a take of California least

terns. The appropriate time to make such a determination would be when a permit is about to

be issued. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for response to comments regarding

indirect impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the California

least tern.

10. Wetlands and Watercourses: The Study Area does not include any wetlands or

watercourses that support significant fish and wildlife resources and the projects under

consideration do not propose to alter any river, stream, or lake. Note that the RDEIR

inadvertently listed a CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement under “Required Approvals”

in the Executive Summary (Section ES.3) and the Introduction (Section 1.3). The FEIR has

been corrected to remove these references.
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LETTER S.3 NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

Commentor: Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez (07-21-08)

Responses

1. Assessment of Historical Resources: In keeping with the recommendation of the NAHC,

3.12 of the RDEIR assesses the potential for impacts on cultural and/or historical resources in

the Study Area and includes a mitigation measure (CULTURAL-1) that addresses the

requirements of CEQA Section 15064.5, which establishes rules for the analysis of historical

resources, including archaeological resources, in order to determine whether a project may

have a substantial adverse effect on the significance of the resource. According to the

mitigation measure, if the site specific evaluation determines that resources found at the site

are either unique or significant archaeological or historical resources and that the project

would result in significant effects on those resources, then further mitigation would be

required. In cases where the resources are unique, then avoidance, capping, or other

measures, including data recovery, would be an appropriate mitigation. If the resources are

not unique, then recovery without further mitigation would be appropriate.
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LETTER S.4 CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Commentor: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), Rosa Munoz (08-27-08)

Response

1. Rail Crossing Safety: As the RDEIR states, there are no rail crossings within the Study

Area. Therefore, there will be no significant effects on safety associated with rail crossings.
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LETTER S.5 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Commentor: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7, Elmer Alvarez (08-

07-08)

Response

1. US-101 Traffic Impacts: The commenter has recommended that traffic mitigation should be

proposed to mitigate project related impacts to US-101. Through the ongoing General Plan

Update, the City has committed to future circulation improvements that will channel local

traffic from State highways to alternate routes within the city. The City’s traffic impact fee is

structured to cover the cost of interchange improvements and some auxiliary capacity on

State highways. Applicants are required to pay the City’s traffic impact fee, thereby

providing a fair share contribution towards the funding of these improvements. Together,

the City’s commitments to circulation improvements and the associated funding from traffic

fees address the impacts of the project on US-101, and preclude the need to identify project-

specific mitigation improvements to US-101.

2. Invitation to Meet with Caltrans Staff: The invitation to discuss possible transportation

solutions for future projects has been forwarded to the appropriate City personnel.

3.
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LETTER C.1 COUNTY OF VENTURA PLANNING DIVISION

Commentor: County of Ventura Planning Division, Kari Finley (09-19-08)

Response

1. Impact Land-1 (Consistency with General Plan Land Use Policy): The RDEIR

inadvertently converted alphabetic references in the list contained in the Impact Land-1

discussion to bullets, while the narrative continued to refer to alphabetic items. This

referencing problem has been corrected in the FEIR.

2. Impact Land-3 (Consistency with Zoning Ordinance and Map): The commentor asserts

that the discussion is incomplete “because it does not compare it (zoning) with the City’s

General Plan thereby making it consistent.” As explained in the RDEIR’s analysis, the City

has not yet zoned or prezoned the Study Area according to its zoning ordinance, and the

applications which are the subject of this RDEIR would trigger the zoning designations..

3. Impact Land-4 (Land Use Compatibility): The commentor states that there is “no analysis

of thresholds.” As explained in the RDEIR, the thresholds outlined in the impact analysis are

derived from the City’s Threshold Guidelines (February 1995), which provides further

articulation of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds for land use.

4. Impacts Land-5 and -6 (Concurrence with LAFCO Comments of 09-09-08): Comment

noted. Responses to LAFCO’s comments are provided under Letter C.6.
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LETTER C.2 COUNTY OF VENTURA PLANNING DIVISION

Commentor: County of Ventura Planning Division, Bruce Smith (10-01-08)

Response

1. Analysis of Fill Material for Southern Subarea: The FEIR and the specific plan for the

Southern Subarea (South Ormond Beach Specific Plan) have been updated to clarify the

applicant’s intent with respect to fill material required for project construction. Specifically,

the applicant does not intend to borrow soil from the 220 acres that will remain under the

County jurisdiction. Rather than assuming that such material will originate from within the

Study Area, the applicants will identify a source of material prior to submittal of

development permit applications. Due to the unknown timing for project construction and

the changing economic environment, many sources of fill material may or may not be

available at the time of construction. Therefore, evaluation of a specific off-site source of

material at this time would be preliminary and speculative. Accordingly, at the time of

development, the City will require a separate analysis to determine the potential

environmental consequences of the identified source, including transport and any stockpiling

required for project construction. Standard conditions will be placed on the permit to

minimize impacts associated with acquisition and transport of off-site soil. The FEIR has

been updated to reflect the clarification that the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan applicant

does not intend to borrow soil from the 220 acres that will remain within County jurisdiction

and will not be annexed into the City of Oxnard. Thus, none of the actions to which the

commentor refers will be required.

2. Coastal Zone and Coastal Commission Approval: No part of the proposed development

would be located within the Coastal Zone. Thus, no coastal permit will be needed.

3. Ventura County as Responsible Agency: The commentor expressed concern that the

County of Ventura has not been identified as a responsible agency under CEQA. As noted

above under the response to Comment #C.2-1, the specific plan and EIR have been updated

to clarify that fill material will not be obtained from the southernmost 220 acres of the Study

Area. Therefore, the City does not anticipate County involvement in the permitting process.

Thus, the County would not be a responsible agency.
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LETTER C.3 COUNTY OF VENTURA TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

Commentor: County of Ventura Transportation Dept., Nazir Lalani (09-05-08)

Response

1. County Regional Roadway Network: The commentor suggests that the RDEIR should

evaluate and provide mitigation measures for potential impacts on the County’s Regional

Road Network. The traffic analysis in Section 3.10 and the Technical Report contained in

Appendix B of the RDEIR cover 40 intersections in both incorporated and unincorporated

areas of Ventura County, some of which are over five miles from the project area, including

most of the roadways mentioned by the commentor. Figure 3.10-1 in the RDEIR illustrates

the intersections that were determined to be affected by development in the Study Area. On

the roadways listed by the commentor, eight of intersections studied were located on East

Hueneme Road; four intersections were on Pleasant Valley Road; and ten were on Rice

Avenue. The intersection at Arnold Road and East Hueneme Road is scheduled for study

after that intersection has been developed. The roadways listed by the commentor that were

not included in the traffic analysis were Nauman Road (located east of the intersection of

Rice Avenue and Hueneme Road), Wood Road (located east of the intersection of Pacific

Coast Highway and Hueneme Road), and Casper Road (located east of Olds Road). These

roadways were not considered major conduits to US 101 or the Pacific Coast Highway from

the Study Area, and therefore were not included in the traffic study; however, these roadways

will still benefit from roadway improvements and mitigation measures required to be

implemented by the projects. The traffic analysis in the RDEIR recommends Mitigation

Measures Trans-1 and Trans-2 for specific roadway improvement at 17 intersections that will

affect several locations within unincorporated Ventura County. Mitigation Measures Trans-5

and Trans-6 will accommodate non-vehicular forms of transportation, which will lessen

impacts on area roadways and intersections. The proposed projects will also be subject to

traffic impact fees, which provide further funding to improve roadways. The RDEIR’s

analysis and mitigation measures sufficiently address the potential traffic impacts associated

with the projects.

2. Roadway Annexation: As part of the annexation application process, the roadways that are

subject to annexation will be specified in accordance with LAFCO requirements.

3. Construction-Related Roadway Damage: As a condition of approval, the applicants will be

required to assess, prior to construction, and repair any damage to existing roadways and

driveways caused by construction activities associated with the proposed project. The

language provided by the County Transportation Department in the comment letter regarding

videotaping of existing roadway prior to commencement of construction will be included



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

within a City-imposed condition of approval. Further, bonding will be required to ensure

roadway improvement and maintenance.

4. Fill Material Transport: As the commentor notes, the RDEIR evaluated the traffic

associated with transport of fill material for construction in the Northern Subarea

(SouthShore) and identified means to mitigate the effects of increased traffic during the 11-

week soil transport period. Calculated County fees will be included as conditions of approval

for each project. Recalculation of this fee will be required prior to issuance of the first

grading permit.

5. County Transportation Impact Fee: As a standard condition of project approval, the City

of Oxnard will work with the Ventura County Public Works Agency, Transportation

Department, to ensure that the applicant for each project pays applicable County of Ventura

traffic impact fees based on the average daily trip (ADT) calculation for each project.
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LETTER C.4 COUNTY OF VENTURA WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT

Commentor: County of Ventura Watershed Protection District, Sergio Vargas (09-26-08)

Response

1. Lake Discharge: The commentor inquires as to whether the lake discharge estimates cited in

Section 3.3.3.1.1 of the RDEIR are for pre-project or post-project conditions. The estimates

are for post-project conditions. As required by the County, the volume of discharge from the

development to the storm drain outlet shall be limited to that produced under existing

conditions.

2. Mitigation for Increased Impervious Area: The SouthShore Specific Plan includes a

drainage plan that accounts for increases in impervious surfaces. As discussed under Impact

BIO-2 in the RDEIR, the project has been designed so that most stormwater runoff will be

filtered and captured in bioswales and the manmade lake proposed in the Southern Subarea.

These design features will minimize impacts of impervious surfaces as they relate to

increased runoff into wetlands. In addition to the project design, Mitigation Measure Water-

8 requires construction site planning to implement best management practice (BMB),

including the requirement that impervious surface areas shall be minimized and permeable

paving materials shall be used whenever possible. Mitigation Measure Water-10 also

requires that site planning measures minimize direct-connect impervious surfaces and

maximize infiltration through use of permeable paving materials, minimizing sidewalk and

roadway widths, and directing runoff from roofs and driveways into french drains and

landscaping, or into the site’s irrigation system. Mitigation Water-10 also recommends

cluster development to maximize natural drainage area. Additionally, City review and

approval of improvement plans and hydrology studies will be required for any drainage

discharge.
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LETTER C.5 COUNTY OF VENTURA WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT

Commentor: County of Ventura Watershed Protection District, Rick Viergutz (09-29-08)

Note: This comment letter refers to the July 2008 Water Supply Assessment and Verification

prepared by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants on behalf of the City, not to the RDEIR.

Response

1. Section 1.2 (Requirements of WC – SB 610 and SB 221): The Fox Canyon Groundwater

Management Agency (FCGMA) has statutory jurisdiction over groundwater use derived

from lands overlying the Fox Canyon aquifer system. Section 3.3.1.1.3 of the RDEIR, the

2008 Project Water Supply Assessment, and the City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

each discuss the groundwater basins, aquifer systems and the jurisdiction of the FCGMA in

some detail. The commentor’s reference to the use of the “Fox Canyon Groundwater Basin”

cannot be located within any relevant project-related document. No corrections to

terminology in the RDEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests further explanation regarding water supplies which are to be derived

from projects which have yet to be completed. In particular, the commentor requests

information regarding the status of the City’s Groundwater Recovery Treatment and

Enhancement Program (“GREAT Program”) and sufficiency of imported water supplies

obtained from Calleguas Municipal Water District (“CMWD”) and Metropolitan Water

District of Southern California (“MWD”). The extent to which the City relies on these

sources is examined in significant detail in: a) the 2008 Project Water Supply Assessment, b)

the 2005 Oxnard Urban Water Management Plan, and c) the 2009 Addendum to the Project

Water Supply Assessments.

The detailed discussion of the GREAT Program includes those aspects of the Program which

are fully approved, funded and constructed, as well as those portions of the GREAT Program

for which environmental review is completed and certified, and partially funded, but not yet

under construction. For those later aspects of the Program, a timeline for completion of

construction is presented, and the anticipated water supplies to be derived from the GREAT

Program are placed within the timeline consistent with anticipated construction. See, for

example, Tables 5.1 of the Water Supply Assessment and its Addendum.

Similarly, the quantification of anticipated imported water supplies is also presented in Table

5.1. The 2008 Water Supply Assessments discussed in significant detail the potential

constraints on these imported supplies and the measures being taken by both CMWD and

MWD to develop additional supplies to offset the existing regulatory, legal and

environmental constraints. In fact, the 2009 Addendums to the Project Water Supply
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Assessment updates (reduces) the anticipated reliable supplies expected from CMWD /

MWD, in compliance with Water Code section 10912(h).

The extensive discussion of the status of the GREAT Program—the fact the GREAT

Program Phase 1 is fully funded, approved, and under construction, as well as the in-depth

discussion of the various considerations impacting the reliability of the CMWD/MWD

imported supplies, complies with the legal requirements established by the California

Supreme Court in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova

(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412.

3. Table 2-1 (City Sources to 2030): The commentor requests identification of the proposed

use of local groundwater given potential constraints on the availability of imported supplies

obtained from CMWD / MWD. As noted in response to comment #1 above, the 2008 Project

Water Supply Assessments, the 2009 Addenda to the Water Supply Assessments, as well as

the Project RDEIR, describe in detail, both quantitatively and qualitatively, the anticipated

reliable supplies available to the City. Table 5.1 provides a detailed quantification of the

expected supplies available, along with the explanation of assumptions and considerations

associated with each of the City’s water supply sources.

4. Section 2.4.2 (GMA Ordinances): The commentor notes that a potential source of supply

previously included in the within the anticipated portfolio of supplies available to the City

included the expectation that the City may avoid a 5% cutback on the City’s GMA

groundwater allocation. This assumption has been eliminated in the 2009 Addenda to the

Water Supply Assessments. Rather, the 2009 Addenda assume the full implementation of the

GMA’s 25% groundwater cutbacks on historical extraction allocations as provided in GMA

Ordinance 8.1. The quantification of this revised assumption is presented in Table 5.1 of the

2009 Addenda to the Water Supply Assessments.

5. Section 2.4.4 (GMA New Policies): As described in response to comment #3, the

commentor again notes that the GMA has approved a policy which may allow the City to

avoid imposition of cutbacks on GMA pumping allocation. However, as noted in response to

comment #3, the 2009 Addendums to the Water Supply Assessments assume the GMA

imposes the full 25% cutbacks on the City’s GMA allocation.

6. Section 2.4.6 (GMA Management Plan): The commentor requests a more extensive

explanation of the “M&I Supplemental Water Supply Program Augmentation” referenced in

Section 2.4.6 of the WSA. A detailed discussion of this program is presented in Section

3.3.1.2.3 of the RDEIR and the 2008 Water Supply Assessments. However, the 2009

Addenda to the Water Supply Assessments deletes this supply as a potentially reliable source

for the City. While the M&I Supplemental Water Supply Program Augmentation,” also
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referred to as the “Water TAP” Program continues to be a potential additional supply source,

it is no longer included as a reliable supply within the City’s water supply portfolio. Thus,

this program has been deleted from the City’s overall anticipated supplies as presented in

Table 5.1 of the 2009 Addendums to the Water Supply Assessments.

7. Section 2.6 (Groundwater – City Wells): The commentor notes that imposition of planned

GMA cutbacks will result in a total 25% reduction of groundwater allocation available to the

City. As noted above, the 2009 Addendums to the Water Supply Assessments and the revised

Table 5.1 adopt this approach in evaluating the availability of local groundwater supplies to

the City. Similarly, the commentor notes that with a reduced GMA pumping allocation, the

City may not accrue GMA pumping credits at the pace which would occur absent the

imposition of the 25% cutback in GMA allocation. These considerations have been taken into

account in the 2009 Addendums to the Water Supply Assessments. Consistent with the

commentor’s point, the 2009 Addenda to the Water Supply Assessments assume the City has

available only its current GMA credit balance and does not assume the City will accrue

additional GMA credits until the GREAT Program Phase 1 is complete.

8. Section 3.9 (Lake Water and Evaporation): The commentor expresses a concern that the

small lake associated with the project may not be a prudent use of water and requests

quantification of the evaporation losses anticipated from the lake.

The commentor’s qualitative judgment regarding appropriate uses of water is noted. The

lake is considered an important aesthetic feature of the proposed project. The lake has not

been designed to provide a water source. Instead, the lake has been designed for detention

and for aesthetic purposes. Given the intended use of the lake, an analysis of the evaporation

loss associated with the detention and aesthetic nature of the lake is not warranted.

9. Section 5.3 (FCGMA Credits): The commentor contends that reliance on GMA credits for

“guaranteeing water is contrary to Section 5.7.1” of the FCGMA Ordinance 8.1. This

characterization of GMA policy is not correct. GMA credits are expressly intended as one

method of allowing groundwater users to reduce pumping in one year, without losing the

right to pump that volume of “conserved” water in a subsequent year. Section 5.7.2.1.1 of

GMA Ordinance 8.1 simply states that an “operator can obtain conservation credits by

extracting less groundwater than the historical extraction allocation.” Section 5.7.1 states that

credits “are not subject to any reductions as set forth in Section 5.4.1 [planned cutbacks on

historical allocation]. Credits, if available, shall be used to avoid paying extraction

surcharges. Credits shall be accounted for through the normal reporting and accounting

procedures and are carried forward from year to year.” As noted in the 2008 Water Supply

Assessments and their addenda, the City considers it current supply of GMA credits as one of

several of its available, quantifiable and reliable water sources.
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LETTER C.6 VENTURA LAFCO

Commentor: Ventura LAFCO, Kai Luoma (09-09-08)

Response

1. LAFCO Involvement: Sections ES.3, 1.3 and 2.4.1 of the FEIR have been revised to reflect

the specific reorganization actions that will have to be approved by LAFCO (i.e., annexation

of the project area, the simultaneous detachment of the same area from the Ventura County

Resource Conservation District and the Ventura County Fire Protection District, and

annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District).

2. General Plan Consistency: The RDEIR analysis of general plan consistency includes

sufficient information concerning the relationship between the proposed specific plans and

the City’s 2020 General Plan.. The specific general plan amendment(s) would be based on

the project description and zoning designations (and Specific Plan overlays) proposed by the

Project to ensure consistency.

3. Tsunami Hazard: The RDEIR includes an analysis of potential tsunami impacts and, as

noted by the commentor, a mitigation measure that would reduce the level of risk to the

occupants of the area’s commercial, office, and industrial development. The potential for

coastal flooding and the associated risk to properties would be addressed through application

of City development standards concerning the placement of structures in areas prone to

flooding resulting from tsunamis. The FEIR has added a comment concerning the mitigating

effect of these standards. Please refer to Master Response 1 above for additional discussion

regarding tsunami hazard and sea level rise.

4. Sea Level Rise: Please refer to Master Response 1 above for response to comments

regarding sea level rise.

5. Housing Element Consistency: Consistency with the Housing Element is discussed under

Land Impact 5 of the RDEIR in Section 3.7.3.2. At the time the RDEIR was prepared, the

City’s Housing Element was in compliance with State requirements. In conjunction with its

General Plan Update, the City is preparing and will submit an updated Housing Element to

address the current planning period and addresses the City’s responsibility to meet its fair

share of regional housing needs. Note also that the SouthShore Specific Plan includes an

Affordable Housing Program that is fully consistent with the City of Oxnard’s Affordable

Housing Ordinance and described in Section 6.2.8 of the Specific Plan, Affordable Housing

Program. This program is planned to provide 155 rental units within Attached Residential

Planning Area AR-1, or on an alternative site subject to the approval of the City’s

Development Services Director. This Specific Plan also includes density bonus provisions as
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an incentive to provide market rate and/or affordable Senior Housing within the Specific Plan

Area as described in Section 6.2.8 of the Specific Plan, Senior Housing Program.

6. Consistency with LAFCO Policy: Comment noted. Consistency with LAFCO Policy is

discussed under Impact Land 6 of the RDEIR in Section 3.7.3.2, and the relation to Ventura

LAFCO is further discussed in RDEIR Sections 3.7.2.3.3. The RDEIR’s evaluation of

consistency with LAFCO policy is sufficient for CEQA purposes.

7. Conflict with Coastal Conservancy Plans: The applicants for development of the Southern

Subarea are no longer proposing to obtain soil from the southernmost 220 acres of the Study

Area. Therefore, the option will remain for SCC to acquire this area for inclusion within the

proposed wetlands restoration area. The land will remain in the County and continue to be

zoned and utilized for agricultural purposes. [revise to clarify that there is no plan that

suggests that the wetland restoration will extend to McWane.]

8. Agricultural Land Impacts: The RDEIR’s evaluation of consistency with LAFCO policy is

sufficient for CEQA purposes. The City understands that, as part of the annexation process,

the applicants will need to provide additional information to address the LAFCO application

for reorganization information requirements. The City further notes that LAFCO approved

inclusion of the Study Area in the City’s sphere of influence in 1981 which establishes the

City’s ultimate City limits. [Steres: ag land is outside SOAR]

The commentor noted that the RDEIR did not include an evaluation to determine if sufficient

vacant lands or land that can be redeveloped currently exists within the City’s jurisdiction, in

keeping with LAFCO Policies 3.1.5.1.iii and 3.1.5.2. Copies of these policies are provided in

Section 3.8.3.1.6 of the RDEIR. This information will be provided by the applicant with the

LAFCO application for reorganization.

9. Schools: The RDEIR evaluates the project as proposed, including the proposed 48.5 acre

(net) high school site and a 10-acre (net) elementary school site. Section 3.6.3.2 of the DEIR

provides an analysis of potential school impacts. The high school site was identified and

designated for use by Oxnard High School due to its proximity to the Ormond Beach Study

Area. In the event that a new high school is not constructed on the site, payment of the state-

mandated new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 would reduce

impacts to a level considered less than significant (Class III). Potential project impacts to

school services would be less than significant through implementation of existing plans,

programs and policies. Therefore, project impacts to schools have been sufficiently

addressed under CEQA.

10. Alternatives Analysis: The commenter asserts that two independent sets of project

alternative are required for each of the subareas. CEQA does not include language requiring
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multiple sets of alternatives for portions of a study area. The RDEIR’s analysis of

alternatives addresses the requirements of CEQA, including those related to analysis of a

range of reasonable alternatives to the project 2009 State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 states

“…An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location

of the project, that would feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of the project but

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate

the comparative merits of the project. Therefore, an alternatives analysis can include

alternatives that attain most but not all of the objectives of a project.” The City disagrees

with the commentor’s assertions that the alternatives analysis “severely limits the discretion

of decision makers” and that the RDEIR “limits the ability of decision makers and

responsible agencies to address significant environmental impacts and it undermines the

provisions of CEQA.” The Planning Commission and City Council retain complete

discretion to recommend and adopt plans as they see fit. At the point that recommendations

or decisions are made, it will be incumbent on the City staff and decision-makers to

determine if those recommendations and/or decisions are adequately covered by the

RDEIR’s analysis of the currently proposed projects.
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LETTER C.7 VENTURA LAFCO

Commentor: Ventura LAFCO, Kai Luoma (10-08-08)

Response

1. Subdivision of Parcels in Southern Subarea: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan

applicant has initiated a ministerial lot line adjustment with the County of Ventura that will

result in a lot configuration that follows the proposed annexation boundaries. The County

defines a ministerial lot line adjustment as “a boundary line adjustment between two or more

adjacent legal lots under the same or different ownership, wherein land taken from one lot is

added to an adjacent lot, and neither a greater nor lesser number of lots than originally

existed is created, not to exceed 4 lots, where all resulting lots meet the minimum zoning size

for the zone.” The proposed lot line adjustment would result in three lots, all of which would

exceed the County’s minimum lot size requirements.The lot line adjustment will result in a

lot configuration where no portion of the proposed development would be located within the

Coastal Zone. Thus, the Coastal Act will not be the standard of review for the project, and no

Coastal Commission Coastal Development Permit will be necessary for project

implementation.
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LETTER U.1 GOLD COAST TRANSIT

Commentor: Gold Coast Transit, Helene Buchman (08-20-08)

Responses

Note that these comments focus principally on design features of the two specific plans, rather

than the EIR analysis. Nonetheless, the City offers the following responses.

1. Transit Service to the Study Area: The City of Oxnard encourages and supports expanded

Gold Coast Transit service within and adjacent to the Study Area. Providing the residents of

the proposed projects access to bus transit is considered a high priority of the City.

2. SouthShore Layout: Note that these comments focus on the project layout, and not

specifically the EIR analysis. The proposed lake is intended, in part, to buffer the residential

areas of the project from roadway traffic noise and potential safety hazards along Hueneme

Road. Furthermore, Hueneme Road is a designated scenic corridor, so the landscape

treatment described in the specific plan is intended to provide aesthetic and open space

benefits consistent with that designation. The proposed community park is bounded on the

north by a transmission corridor, not a roadway, so it would not inhibit pedestrian access to

potential transit services. Also, the proposed SouthShore project provides internal connected

pathways and streets, multiple internal access points through its grid-based street pattern, and

sidewalks that would promote future alternative transportation modes. Finally, the traffic

calming features of the SouthShore plan, including the roundabout, are intended to enhance

community safety. Consistent with the discussion under Impact Trans-5 in the RDEIR, the

project developers will work with Gold Coast Transit throughout the engineering and

buildout of the specific plan, and the specific design of the public transportation system will

be determined based on the service providers’ routes and technical requirements. The City

and the project applicants are willing to discuss the details of these design features with Gold

Coast Transit as the project progresses.

3. South Ormond Beach Layout: The City appreciates Gold Coast Transit’s recommendations

concerning pedestrian access across the Hueneme Road greenbelt and looks forward to

discussing the details of such design features as the project progresses.

4. Transit Service to the Study Area/Wayfinding Signage: The City of Oxnard encourages

and supports expanded Gold Coast Transit service within and adjacent to the Study Area.

The proposed Projects would be required to comply with the City Code and public safety

provisions relative to internal and external signage location and design. These existing

regulations would ensure that internal sign configurations would provide adequate direction

for residents and guests.
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5. Circulator System: The City and applicants are open to adaptation of project layout to

accommodate circulator system and look forward to further discussion of such details with

Gold Coast Transit.

6. Street Layout: The traffic calming features of the SouthShore plan, including the

roundabout, are intended to enhance community safety. The City and the project applicants

are willing to discuss the details of these design features with Gold Coast Transit as the

project progresses.

7. Non-Vehicular Mobility: Both projects call for internal pathway systems that will enhance

pedestrian and bicycle mobility. City standards call for the landscaping design along road

corridors, which includes bus stop locations, to provide safe visibility for vehicles.

8. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program: The community facilities district

that will be established per the Development Agreements for the projects will support the

development and implementation of a TDM program.











RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

LETTER U.2 METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT

Commentor: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), Delaine W. Shane

(09-17-08)

Response

1. Annexation to MWD: As the commentor notes, the project will include annexation to

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and the Calleguas Municipal Water

District an MWD member agency.

2. MWD Property/Desalination Facility: The desalination plant is proposed to be developed

on 20 acres to the west of the 220 acres of the Southern Subarea that will remain in

agricultural use. The City anticipates working closely with MWD as it develops its plan for

this long-term water supply project.
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LETTER U.3 OCEAN VIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT

Commentor: Ocean View School District (OVSD), Nancy Carroll (08-21-08)

Response

1. School Mitigation: As the RDEIR states, for the purposes of the CEQA analysis, payment of

required new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 would reduce

potential school impacts to a level considered less than significant. The data used in the

RDEIR, as provided by OVSD, was current as of the date the analysis was drafted. Those

numbers have been updated in the FEIR to reflect the latest enrollment and student

generation rates provided by OVSD.

2. High Pressure Gas Line: The proposal to develop the liquefied natural gas (LNG) line to

which the commentor refers was withdrawn in early 2007.
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LETTER U.4 OCEAN VIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT

Commentor: Ocean View School District (OVSD), Janet Mueller, Miller Brown Dannis, (09-

18-08)

Response

1. Inaccurate Facts: The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the RDEIR’s

analysis is factually inaccurate and no specific inaccuracies are cited by the commentor. The

RDEIR’s evaluation of school impacts is consistent with both the CEQA statutes and

guidelines and case law concerning the analysis of the environmental impacts as they relate

to schools. As a condition of development, each project would be required to pay the

applicable required State-mandated school impact fees under the provisions of SB 50.

Pursuant to Section 65995 (3) (h), of the California Government Code, the payment of

statutory fees “.. is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any

legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or

development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or

reorganization.” Therefore, with payment of school impact fees, potential impacts to schools

resulting from the proposed projects would be less than significant.

2. Student Generation Rates/Construction Costs: The FEIR includes recalculated generation

rates and enrollment and capacity information reflecting information on OVSD’s February

2009 School Facilities Needs Analysis. This updated information does not, however, affect

the overall analysis or the conclusion of the RDEIR.

3. Impacts of Commercial/Industrial Development: The commentor suggests that the

RDEIR include estimates of enrollment increases that could result from the non-residential

development in the Study Area. There is no commonly accepted methodology for preparing

such estimates, the commentor does not provide one, and it is common practice to base

enrollment projections on housing numbers since employees travel to work and may live

outside of the OVSD service boundary. OVSD’s own facility analysis and needs assessment

projections is based upon residential dwelling units and does not utilize commercial and

industrial development projections for school pupil generation. The RDEIR nonetheless

acknowledges the responsibility of the project applicants to pay statutory development fees

that will provide mitigation for the potential impacts of their projects, for both residential and

commercial/industrial development.

4. Impacts of Project Alternative 1: The commentor asserts that there is a high likelihood that

Alternative 1 will be implemented and that the RDEIR should, thus, include a more extensive

analysis of that alternative. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following

guidance on the evaluation of alternatives:
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(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about

each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with

the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant

environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the

comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in

addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant

effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant

effects of the project as proposed.

The RDEIR complies with this requirement by focusing primarily on the impacts of the

project, which includes the high school site, and not on Alternative 1, which does not provide

for a high school. The level of analysis contained in the FEIR is suitable to address the

requirements of CEQA. Since state law allows for the payment of school impact fees to

constitute full mitigation, the mitigation measures would be the same if Alternative 1 was

selected as the preferred project.

5. Mitigation Agreement: The commentor notes that negotiations between OVSD and the

developer had been halted and that the RDEIR should not assume that such negotiations will

result in a manner that will mitigate the impacts of the project. The RDEIR’s conclusions are

not based on the outcomes of OVSD’s negotiations with the development; they are based on

the payment of required new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995

and an analysis of student generation, given project construction phasing and the

development of school facilities through the utilization of the impact fees. The payment of

such fees would ensure that adequate facilities and related services are provided for the

students potentially generated by the project which would reduce potential school impacts to

a less than significant level.

6. School Site/Location: As the SouthShore Specific Plan notes, “The precise size and

boundaries of the SouthShore Elementary School may vary depending upon the Ocean View

School District’s facilities and financing program.” Thus, the final amount of land will be

determined through OVSD’s negotiations with the applicant.

7. Siting of School in Northern Subarea: The RDEIR addresses the potential environmental

effects of development pursuant to the SouthShore Specific Plan, including the two schools

that are reflected in the Plan. The analysis is based on reasonable assumptions concerning the

location and size of the schools. As the commentor notes, the Specific Plan accounts for the

possibility that the site may need to be modified in response to the OVSD’s programming

needs. In preparing the SouthShore Specific Plan, the applicants considered restrictions

associated with existing overhead electrical transmission corridors and below ground gas

pipelines. The RDEIR’s conclusions recognize that Plan’s siting of schools is in compliance



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

with State requirements concerning appropriate setbacks and the proximity of school

facilities to electrical transmission lines and assumes that the proposed project will need to

comply with any restrictions or requirements established by State Law.

8. High Voltage Transmission Lines: The code citation provided by the commentor refers to

the following provision:

c. The property line of the site even if it is a joint use agreement as described in

subsection (o) of this section shall be at least the following distance from the edge

of respective power line easements:

1. 100 feet for 50-133 kV line.

2. 150 feet for 220-230 kV line.

3. 350 feet for 500-550 kV line.

The transmission line that runs along the west side of the site is 220kV (kilovolt) overhead

transmission line that is located approximately 250 feet from the edge of the proposed high

school site and approximately 600 feet from the edge of the proposed elementary school site.

Therefore, both of these setacks exceed those required by the California Department of

Education. Note also that Section 3.5 of the EIR (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) includes

a discussion of potential impacts associated with electrical transmission line-related

electromagnetic fields. That analysis concludes that the impacts are less than significant due

to the planned large setbacks of the schools away from electrical transmission lines.

9. High Pressure Gas Line: As the commentor notes, State law provides that school sites

“shall not be located … within 1500 feet of the easement of an above ground or underground

pipeline that can pose a safety hazard.” As the SouthShore Specific Plan specifies, the gas

line to which the commentor refers is more than 1,500 feet from the proposed school sites.

10. Roundabout/School Bus: The commentor’s comment that a school bus would be unable to

negotiate the roundabout is inaccurate. The dimensions of the roundabout as proposed would

accommodate the turning needs of a standard school bus and would be conditioned to meet

the dimensions required by the school district.

11. Impact Conclusion: The commentor states that the impact analysis conclusions are not

supported by the facts or the law. The City disagrees. The commentor further states that “the

District does not dispute that SB 50’s school impact constitute full and complete mitigation

of impacts.” The City appreciates this acknowledgment and looks forward to facilitating a

positive discussion between OVSD and the project applicants to ensure that school facility

and services needs are fully addressed. (Also, see response to comment number 1, above.)
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LETTER U.5 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

Commentor: Southern California Edison (SCE), Rudolph Gonzales (09-08-08)

Response

1. SCE as Electricity Provider: The EIR and the applicants’ specific plans acknowledge

SCE’s role in providing electricity to the projects and that the proposed project electrical

generation needs are within the planned projected load growth of SCE.. The details of how

such service will be extended to the projects will be determined at the design development

phases for each project.

2. SCE Transmission Lines: The City and the project applicants will work with SCE to ensure

that the proposed developments, including required grading and fill activities, do not

adversely affect SCE’s transmission facilities, rights of way, or easements.

3. California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) CEQA Requirements: The City is aware

of the CEQA requirements for new transmission facilities and will continue to work with

SCE and the CPUC to coordinate permitting and environmental review of such facilities as

required to serve the proposed project.
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LETTER U.6 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

Commentor: Southern California Edison, Rudolph Gonzales (09-19-08)

Response

1. SCE Property/Mitigation Southern Subarea: The proposed South Ormond Beach Specific

Plan does not contemplate or anticipate using SCE lands for mitigation. The portion of SCE

land that had been depicted for continuation as agricultural land (i.e., south of McWane and

immediately east of Edison) has been removed from the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan

project description.

2. SCE Property/Mitigation Northern Subarea: The proposed SouthShore Specific Plan does

not contemplate or anticipate using SCE land for mitigation. Please also see the response to

comment 1 above.

3. Continuation of Agricultural Uses: The portion of SCE land that had been depicted for

continuation as agricultural land (i.e., south of McWane and immediately east of Edison) has

been removed from the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan project description







RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

LETTER O.1 BEACON FOUNDATION

Commentor: Beacon Foundation, Lee Quaintance (09-22-08)

Response

1. Previous Comments/Recirculation: The City and its consultants carefully reviewed and

summarized all comments submitted on the May 2007 DEIR. A summary of these comments

was posted on the City’s website during the 60-day review period for the RDEIR. In

preparing the RDEIR, the City’s consultants relied on many of the previous comments to

guide and inform the updated sections of the RDEIR. Also, the City’s decision to request that

independent comments be submitted on the RDEIR is consistent with the provisions of

Section 21092.1 of the Public Resources Code, as outlined in Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the

CEQA Guidelines, which reads as follows:

When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the

lead agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases,

need not respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation

period. The lead agency shall advise reviewers, either in the text of the revised

EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, that although part of the

administrative record, the previous comments do not require a written response in

the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the revised EIR. The

lead agency need only respond to those comments submitted in response to the

recirculated revised EIR.

2. Southern 220 Acres of Southern Subarea: The applicants for the Southern Subarea are not

requesting annexation of the southernmost 220 acres of their property, so LAFCO’s review

of the project is not necessary for this area. . As described in the RDEIR and the South

Ormond Beach Specific Plan, this area, including the approximately five acres within the

coastal zone, is proposed to remain in agricultural use. Thus, the project proposal does not

constitute development as defined by the Coastal Act, so no Coastal Development Permit

(CDP) is required.

3. June 21, 2007 Comment Letter: Comment noted. See response to Comment #O.1.2.

4. Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC): The City appreciates and concurs with the

commentor’s concern for the importance of NBVC to the local economy. The City continues

to coordinate with NBVC concerning potential City actions that might affect its operations.

This includes responding to the comments of Captain C.B. Conners, Commanding Officer of

NBVC, on the RDEIR (submitted 09-22-08). The City’s responses to those comments can be

found on the response page for Letter F.2 of this document.
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5. NBVC Noise: Impact Noise-4 (Point Mugu Naval Air Station Noise) acknowledges the

potential noise impacts associated with aircraft overflight in both subareas of the Study Area.

Furthermore, in response to comments submitted by NBVC on the May 2007 DEIR, the City

added Mitigation Measure Noise-5, which reads as follows:

The project shall incorporate noise attenuation measures (e.g., double-paned

window or higher grade windows, HVAC) and shall disclose to purchasers the

potential for peak noise levels that exceed standards.

This mitigation requirement will help protect the interests of both future residents and

NVBC.

6. Cumulative Noise Impacts: The RDEIR’s noise impact analysis does consider cumulative

impacts for each of the sources evaluated. The commentor appears to misinterpret the

meaning of the term “cumulative” for CEQA analysis purposes as meaning the same thing as

“combined.”

7. NBVC Base Impacts (2005 Navy Letter attached): This attachment does not pertain to the

RDEIR. Note that Captain C.B. Conners, Commanding Officer of NBVC, did

submitcomments on RDEIR. The City’s responses to those comments can be found on the

response page for Letter F.2 of this document.
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LETTER O.2 CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

Commentor: California Native Plant Society, Richard Burgess (09-22-08)

Response

1. Plant Surveys: The RDEIR relies on a long history of research conducted within the Study

Area and adjacent areas, including studies completed by the commentor (see References

section in EIR). The field survey conducted by the City’s consultants was intended to

confirm the extensive body of research and studies upon which the RDEIR’s evaluation is

based, as cited in the document. It is not represented in the RDEIR as a comprehensive

assessment, but rather as a means to validate the accuracy of the baseline information that has

been gathered through at least 20 years of independent evaluation. The commentor failed to

note Table 3.6-6 within the RDEIR, which list the sensitive plant species with the potential

for occurrence in the Study Area and the adjacent areas. As noted in the table, the

information is based on a variety of surveys conducted within the past 20 years on the project

sites. The information provided in the RDEIR sufficiently establishes the baseline for the

impact assessment. Further, mitigation measures are identified to protect these resources as

identified in Section 3.6.3.5 of the RDEIR.

2. Locally Rare Plants: The commentor references a list/publication on the California Native

Plant Society’s website. The most current version of the referenced publication is the

Checklist of Ventura County Rare Plants, December 2008. As noted in the referenced

publication, CEQA requires that thresholds of significance for general use in a lead agency’s

environmental review process “must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation,

and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence.

(CEQA Guidelines §15064.7).” The publication further acknowledges that, for a list of

locally rare or sensitive species to function as a set of thresholds of significance, the list

should be adopted through a public review process. The City’s published thresholds do not

recognize the referenced publication.
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LETTER O.3 EARTH ALERT

Commentor: Earth Alert, Janet Bridgers (09-22-08)

Response

1. Transcription of Ormond Beach-Winter Wonderland: The City’s consultant viewed the

video material submitted with the May 2007 DEIR and the transcription submitted with this

comment. While the video and the transcription provide interesting information concerning

the history of the Ormond Beach area and the opinions of key stakeholders concerning local

natural resources, they do not include any comments on either the DEIR or the RDEIR.

2. Incorporation by Reference of other Comments: Comment noted. The City’s responses to

comments submitted on the RDEIR are included herein.
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LETTER O.4 ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER

Commentor: Environmental Defense Center, Karen Kraus (09-22-08)

Response

1. Project Description-Insufficient Detail: The CEQA Guidelines state that the project

description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review

of the environmental impact.” As the commentor notes partially, the Guidelines further

require the inclusion of a “general description of the project's technical, economic, and

environmental characteristics.” In light of the full CEQA Guidelines description regarding

project descriptions, the general description included in the RDEIR is sufficient.

Furthermore, with publication of the RDEIR, the City provided copies of the specific plans

and development agreements, which provide extensive details concerning the proposed

projects.

2. Project Description-Improperly Narrow: The RDEIR’s project description clearly

explains both the existing physical setting and the existing policy setting. Also, while the

commentor accurately asserts that the General Plan does not require that development occur,

it does establish, as a matter of City policy, the expectation that development will occur.

Thus, the RDEIR’s assumption that development will occur according to the General Plan is

reasonable.

3. Project Objectives Too Narrow: The Commentor cites language from the City’s existing

2020 General Plan that pertains to the “Ormond Beach Major Study Area,” which is a 2,789-

acre area that encompasses the Study Area for the Ormond Beach Specific Plans along with

other adjacent areas. The Study Area for the EIR consists of an approximately 917-acre area

within the Major Study Area, as identified in the General Plan. The balance of the Major

Study Area includes land that the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) has already acquired or

expects to acquire and approximately 1,500 acres that were added to SOAR following

adoption of the 2020 General Plan in 1990 (see RDEIR Figure 2-2). The Commentor asserts

that the EIR should cite all applicable principles and objectives. The General Plan objectives

for the Ormond Beach Major Study Area are intended to carry out the principles listed for the

Major Study Area. Thus, stating both the General Plan’s principles and the objectives would

be redundant. Given the designations on the General Plan Land Use Map for the EIR’s Study

Area, the project objectives as stated in the RDEIR cover those that are relevant to the project

analysis.

4. Project Objectives Described Inconsistently: The objectives stated in Section 4.2 (Table 4-

1) of the RDEIR are summations of those cited in Section 2.2 and do not vary in their

summation. They are consistently described in both sections of the RDEIR..
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5. RDEIR Fails to Identify All Necessary Actions: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan

does not propose any development within the Coastal Zone. Thus, there is no “project” as

defined in the Coastal Act that would invoke Coastal Commission jurisdiction, including a

coastal development permit. Note also that the City met with representatives of the Coastal

Commission as part of the EIR scoping process and the RDEIR was distributed to the Coastal

Commission. The Commission did not raise the concerns expressed by the commentor, either

during the scoping process or in response to the RDEIR.

6. Geology-Cumulative Impacts: In response to comments submitted, the discussion under

Impact GEO-7 in FEIR includes following language to clarify the basis for discussion of

cumulative impacts related to geology or geologic hazards:

“The potential cumulative impacts for geology do not generally extend far beyond

a project’s boundaries, since geological impacts are confined to discrete spatial

locations and do not combine to create an extensive cumulative impact

condition”.

7. Water Supply Assessment and Verification Inadequate: The City prepared a thorough

evaluation of water supply availability, including provisions accounting for the uncertainties

associated with future supplies and facility improvements. This evaluation is a suitable basis

for the evaluation of project-level water supply impacts.

8. Climate Change Effects on Water Supplies: The EIR’s analysis of water supply accounts

for fluctuations in supply resulting from all sources, including those that might result from

changes in global climate patterns (see RDEIR Section 3.3.1.2.7).

9. Water Resources Mitigation Measures: The commentor assumes that activities, including

project features or pre-development permitting requirements that serve to avoid or pre-empt

potentially adverse impacts, must be cited as “mitigation measures.” While these activities,

which are enforceable through City authorities independent of CEQA, have the effect of

mitigating environmental consequences that might otherwise occur, they are not, per se,

mitigation measures, and are thus not characterized in the RDEIR as such. Therefore, the

mitigation measures contained in Section 3.3.3.4.1 are sufficient.

10. Water Resources-Cumulative Impacts: As described in the EIR Section 3.3, the water

supply analysis is based on a thorough citywide analysis of water supply and demand. The

citywide analysis includes a consideration of demand associated with all major projects under

review by the City, including both Ormond Beach specific plans.

11. Flood Control and Stormwater Drainage-Cumulative Impacts: The RDEIR’s baseline

discussion under Section 3.3.1.6 (Stormwater Drainage and Water Quality) and Section
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3.3.1.7 (Flooding/Floodplain) and the impact analysis in Section 3.3.3 (Impacts Water-6, -7, -

8, -15, and -16) are sufficient to address CEQA requirements for the analysis of cumulative

impacts. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) includes an explanation of the

policies and programs and a list of the development projects that collectively constitute the

basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the RDEIR.

12. Wastewater Resources-Cumulative Impacts: As described in the RDEIR (Impact Water-

20), the cumulative analysis relies on the City’s Wastewater Collection System Master Plan

includes projections for the full build-out of the City’s 2020 General Plan, which is an

acceptable approach as described in the CEQA Guidelines (15130(b)(1)(B)). Also, Section

2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) includes an explanation of the policies and programs

and a list of the development projects that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative

impact discussions throughout the RDEIR.

13. Air Quality-Cumulative Impacts: As stated in the EIR Section 3.4, the cumulative analysis

relies on the AQMP’s findings for cumulative emissions, which is an acceptable approach as

described in the CEQA Guidelines (15130(b)(1)(B)). Also, Section 3.1.2 of the FEIR

includes a list of the development projects that collectively constitute the basis for the

cumulative impact discussions throughout the EIR.

14. Climate Change Analysis Methodology for Air Quality: The RDEIR’s analysis is not

intended to “minimize or discount” scientific research concerning climate change, as

suggested by the commentor. It includes an accurate representation of findings concerning

climate change, including the fact that there are uncertainties with respect to many aspects of

the issue. In response to the commentor’s suggestions for citation of updated sources, the

FEIR’s discussion includes references to recently published reports from the sources cited in

the RDEIR. Also, the References section of the FEIR includes the citations from the narrative

of the climate change analysis. See also Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.

15. Climate Change Effects on Project for Air Quality: As the commentor notes

appropriately, the RDEIR does acknowledge linkages between water supply uncertainty and

climate change. For other subjects evaluated in the RDEIR, such linkages would be more

difficult to establish, with considerable—and unwarranted—speculation required. See also

Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.

16. Project Impacts on Climate Change/Baseline for Air Quality: Neither CEQA statutes or

the CEQA Guidelines provides jurisdictions with a suggested climate change analysis

protocol or methodology. While such guidance may be in the works, it has not yet been

published. and therefore it would be speculative to develop arbitrary numbers. In an effort to

address this important issue, the City developed a response to this topic which is contained in
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the Master Response 3: Global limate Change at the beginning of this document with

supporting analysis and quantification contained in Section 3.4.3.6 of this FEIR.

17. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission Inventory: The RDEIR’s approach to characterizing

GHG emissions sufficiently addresses reasonable legal standards. The narrative that

introduces Tables 3.4-14 and 3.4-15 in the RDEIR explains how the URBEMIS 2007 model

results are interpreted to derive the results in the tables. Note that the RDEIR mistakenly

included the URBEMIS results from the May 2007 DEIR as Appendix C (Air Quality

Emissions Calculations). The FEIR includes the URBEMIS 2007 results that were the basis

for the RDEIR analysis. Note also that this information was provided to the commentor

during the public review period.

18. GHG Significance Determination: See Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.

19. Climate Change Impact Mitigation: See Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.

20. Hazards and Hazardous Materials-Cumulative Impacts: The commentor asserts

inaccurately that the RDEIR analysis is “without any information about hazards from other

projects, or information about hazards from this project.” The RDEIR Section 3.5 includes

information concerning both project-related hazards and conditions around the Study Area

that could affect the project. Thus, no revisions are warranted.

21. Identification of Biological Resources: Section 3.6 and Appendix A to the RDEIR cite the

presence and potential presence of a vast array of biological resources both within and near

the Study Area. These citations are based on years of research conducted by numerous

experts on biology and the Ormond Beach area, as well as limited direct field observation

during the preparation of the RDEIR. These sources provide an adequate baseline by which

the lead agency can assess the magnitude of project impacts. Also, see Master Response 2:

Indirect Impacts Sensitive Offsite Habitat and Sensitive Species.

22. Climate Change Impacts-Sea Level Rise: See Master Response 1: Sea Level Rise

23. Wetland Restoration Plan: The commentor asserts that the EIR fails to analyze the impacts

of the SCC’s wetland restoration plan. At the time of publication of the RDEIR, the SCC had

not adopted or published a wetlands restoration plan. Thus, the City is not in a position to

evaluate the consistency of the proposed specific plan with the SCC’s efforts.

24. Natural Resource Management Program: See Master Response 2: Indirect Impacts

Sensitive Offsite Habitat and Sensitive Species.
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25. Foraging Habitat Mitigation: The City continues to support the mitigation ratio of 0.1 to 1

recommended in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 of the RDEIR. The calculation of the mitigation

contribution associated with the development of the Southern Subarea has, however, been

modified. The equation used to determine the contribution no longer credits the applicants for

conserving the southernmost 220 acres.

26. Runoff Mitigation: The commentor appears to have misread Mitigation Measure BIO-5:

Wetland Runoff Control. It does not recommend bioswales. Instead, it proposes measures

that would supplement the benefit of the bioswales proposed by the applicant, which is

essentially what the commentor is suggesting.

27. Biological Resources-Cumulative Impacts: The commentor asserts that the EIR does not

consider past, present, and probable future projects in the assessment of impacts to biological

resources. As stated under the EIR analysis for Impact Bio-29 Cumulative Impacts, “In the

immediate vicinity of the proposed project site, no substantial development projects are

proposed that would be included in a cumulative impact analysis.” The absence of such

development projects is attributable to the SOAR program, which covers the area

immediately to the east of the Study Area. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project

Description) includes an explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the

development projects that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact

discussions throughout the RDEIR.

28. General Plan Consistency: The commentor accurately cites the CEQA Guidelines

requirement that EIRs discuss inconsistencies between a project and applicable plans. CEQA

does not require a point-by-point defense of project consistency; rather, it seeks cases where

the project clearly conflicts with adopted plans. Per the City’s adopted thresholds, the Land

Use and Planning analysis in the RDEIR (Section 3.7) relies heavily on a comparison of the

uses proposed in the specific plans with the General Plan land use map, as well as a review of

consistency with General Plan land use policies. As that analysis indicates, there are no

substantial conflicts or inconsistencies. For the subject matter covered by the Open

Space/Conservation Element, the EIR includes discrete impact discussions elsewhere in the

document that are keyed to the City’s thresholds. In cases where these thresholds are tied to

the General Plan land use map or policy, those discussions cite the appropriate General Plan

content (e.g., Visual/Aesthetic Resources analysis relies on policy statements from the Open

Space/Conservation Element).

29. Safety Element Consistency: See Master Response 1: Sea Level Rise.

30. Coastal Land Use Plan: The projects under consideration do not propose development

within the Coastal Zone. Thus, they do not invoke SCC jurisdiction or a coastal development
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permit. The City notes that City staff conferred with SCC staff early in the environmental

scoping process and invited the SCC to comment on both the May 2007 DEIR and the July

2008 RDEIR. Based on the early consultation, SCC staff did not determine that the proposals

constituted a project according to the Coastal Act. Also, the SCC submitted no comments on

either version of the DEIR.

31. Land Use Element: CEQA requires that EIRs discuss inconsistencies between a project and

applicable plans. CEQA does not require a point-by-point defense of project consistency.

Instead, the intent is to identify cases where the project clearly conflicts with adopted

policies. Per the City’s adopted CEQA thresholds, he and Use and Planning analysis in the

RDEIR (Section 3.7) provides an analysis of the projects consistency with General Plan land

use map, as well as a review of consistency with General Plan land use policies. That

analysis concluded that there are no substantial conflicts or inconsistencies. Furthermore,

City staff has conferred several times with representatives of Naval Base Ventura County

(NBVC) concerning the proposed projects, and NBVC’s Commanding Officer submitted

comments on both the May 2007 DEIR and the July 2008 RDEIR (see Letter F.2 and the

City’s response). Note also that, according to NBVC, the proposed Southern Subarea project

represents an improvement over the existing General Plan.

32. Land Use and Planning Cumulative Impacts: Impact Land-8’s description of the

cumulative setting is sufficient, particularly in light of analyses concerning LAFCO and

SCAG policy consistency, both of which are inherently cumulative in nature, although not

defined as such in the EIR. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) includes an

explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the development projects that

collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the EIR.

33. Agricultural Resources-Loss of Additional Acreage: The FEIR has been modified to

reconcile the inconsistency in the description of the 220 acres. References to the 220 acres

now clearly indicate that the applicants propose to maintain the land for agricultural uses.

34. Feasibility of Ag Mitigation: The discussion provided as part of Impact AG-7 (Direct

Farmland Conversion) in the RDEIR explains the basis for the findings of infeasibility and

the City stands by that explanation. As the discussion explains, feasibility is defined as

“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,

taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors,” per section

21061.1 of the California Public Resources Code. In preparing the RDEIR, the City reviewed

a variety of actions that might offset the effects of the loss of productive agricultural land,

including requirements for direct preservation of agricultural land elsewhere in the region

and/or financial contribution to efforts to acquire conservation easements or deed restrictions

on land currently used for production. The City has also considered imposition of other
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requirements such as stockpiling of high quality topsoil and offering it as soil amendments

for marginally viable agricultural land; converting nearby areas not used for farmland to

farmland (e.g., open space or industrial lands); and/or financially contributing to an

organization that performs agricultural conservation. Based on its evaluation of these and

other potential measures, the City concluded they would not be feasible for the Ormond

Beach Specific Plan projects.

35. Ag Land Values: The commentor mistakenly compares the RDEIR’s citation of costs for

land acquisition ($75,000 to $100,000 per acre) with those for easement acquisition ($33,750

to $65,000 per acre).

36. Ag Conservation Programs in Ventura County: Comment noted. The discussion in the

EIR is accurate concerning the availability of programs within Ventura County.

37. Ag Resources Cumulative Impacts: Section 3.8 of the RDEIR includes extensive citation

of the regional and local setting for agricultural resources.

38. Pub Facilities and Services Cumulative Impacts: The Existing Conditions and Regulatory

Framework discussions in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR establish the cumulative setting for each

of the subjects assessed. The subject-by-subject impact discussions then explain the

cumulative basis for the impact analyses, which generally relate to the service areas of the

service providers (in most cases citywide). Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project

Description) includes an explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the

development projects that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact

discussions throughout the FEIR.

39. Transportation Cumulative Impacts: The traffic analysis presented in the EIR is inherently

cumulative in nature. It covers 40 intersections in both incorporated and unincorporated

areas, some of which are over five miles from the project area. The City believes that the

analysis sufficiently captures the potential cumulative traffic impacts associated with the

projects. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) includes an explanation of the

policies and programs and a list of the development projects that collectively constitute the

basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the FEIR (or RDEIR).

40. Noise Cumulative Impacts: As highlighted in Table 3.11-8 from the RDEIR, evaluates

predicted traffic noise levels on 50 roadway segments within and around the Study Area.

This evaluation is based on the outputs of the travel demand model used to assess traffic

impacts. Thus, it considers the cumulative noise associated with traffic generated by the

proposed projects in combination with other projects that the travel demand model considers.

The impact analysis also assesses ambient noise impacts associated with sources outside of

the Study Area, including NBVC, operations on the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks,
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the Ormond Beach Generating Station, the SoCal Gas Company Pumping Station, and the

Pacific Vehicle Preparation Facility. The assessment of impacts associated with these

regional facilities inherently takes into account the cumulative noise setting and the

relationship of the projects to that setting. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description)

includes an explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the development projects

that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the

FEIR.

41. Cultural Resources Cumulative Impacts: Section 3.12.3 of the FEIR includes a discussion

of cumulative Cultural Resources impacts under Impact Cultural-3, noting that the project

will result in no significant impacts. Also, Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description)

includes an explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the development projects

that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the

EIR.

42. Visual and Aesthetic Resources Cumulative Impacts: Impact AES-12 on page 3.13-22

explains the basis for the RDEIR’s assessment of cumulative impacts on visual and aesthetic

resources. Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) includes an explanation of the

policies and programs and a list of the development projects that collectively constitute the

basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the FEIR.

43. Alternatives Analysis-Project Objectives: The alternatives analysis refers to the Project

Objectives presented in Section 2.2 of the EIR. Table 4-1 (Thematic Project Objectives)

distills those objectives, which are derived from the objectives from the City’s 2020 General

Plan for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Area, which includes the Specific Plan Study Area.

44. Alternatives Analysis-Offsite Alternatives: The EIR’s rationale for dismissal of alternative

sites for the proposed project is reasonable. Nonetheless, the FEIR’s discussion (Section 4.4)

elaborates the rationale with specific reference to the standards established in the Goleta

Valley case. Also, Alternative 1 does not relocate the high school as part of the project, as the

commentor asserts. Rather, it replaces the area occupied by the high school with residential

uses. The high school is not part of Alternative 1; the assumption that it will be relocated to

the east of the Study Area is stated for analytical purposes.

45. Alternatives Analysis-Coastal Development/Wetlands: As explained elsewhere in the

responses to Letter O.4, the premise of this comment (that the EIR does not address coastal

or wetland impacts) is flawed. Furthermore, the EIR addresses a reasonable range of

alternatives, including alternatives with features similar to those suggested by the

commentor, to allow for informed consideration of the proposed project.
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46. Alternatives Analysis-Combination of Alternatives: The alternatives presented in Section

4 of the RDEIR provide sufficient information to support City decisions concerning the

proposed projects. There is no need to mix-and-match features of the alternatives, as

suggested by the commentor.

47. Alternatives Analysis-Alternative 1: CEQA does not require that all alternatives considered

as part of the project review reduce impacts compared with the proposed project, as the

commentor implies. For instance, Alternative 2 (No Project/Existing City Plan) would result

in more development than the project. Thus, the consideration of Alternative 1 is an

appropriate part of the overall project review process.

48. Alternatives Analysis-Alternative 5: The FEIR includes additional information concerning

the difference in intensity associated with Alternative 5. Assuming a typical employment

density for light industrial uses (1,000 sf/employee), Alternative 5 would support

approximately 1,900 employees. This compares with approximately 4,400 under the

proposed project. The greater number of employees under the project would be attributable to

a higher percentage of the area being developed for business park uses, which have a higher

employment density (350 sf/employee).

49. Alternatives Analysis-Comparison: The RDEIR’s summary comparison of the implications

of the alternatives (Table 4-9) accurately characterizes the relationships among the

alternatives with respect to the project objectives.

50. Alternatives Analysis-Environmentally Superior Alternative: Section 4.7 of the FEIR has

been revised consistent with the commentor’s observations.

51. Growth-Inducing Impacts: CEQA requires that EIRs discuss the ways in which projects

could foster growth in the surrounding environment. As the EIR explains, the area

surrounding the Study Area is either developed or set-aside for conservation (through the

SCC and SOAR/CURB). Thus, as Section 5.5 of the RDEIR explains, the projects will not

induce growth in surrounding areas.

52. Public Participation-Public Notice: The City’s noticing complied with State law and the

City’s own procedural requirements. Furthermore, the City extended the public review period

from 45 to 60 days to provide additional opportunity for comment.

53. Public Participation-Availability of Documents: The City has not been made aware of the

difficulties that the reader claims were experienced by “the public,” and no other commentors

have corroborated such. Irrespective of those claims, the City extended the review period in a

manner that allowed opportunities to overcome such difficulties to the extent that they

existed.
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54. Public Participation-Format of Comments: CEQA Guideline Section 15202(a) states

“Public comments may be restricted to written communication.” The citation that the

commentor provides (Public Resources Code Section 21082.1(b)) pertains to the preparation

of the environmental document, not to the responses to comments. That citation reads, in full,

as follows: “This section is not intended to prohibit, and shall not be construed as prohibiting,

any person from submitting information or other comments to the public agency responsible

for preparing an environmental impact report, draft environmental impact report, negative

declaration, or mitigated negative declaration. The information or other comments may be

submitted in any format, shall be considered by the public agency, and may be included, in

whole or in part, in any report or declaration.”

55. Public Participation-Status of Sierra Club Comments on DEIR: The commentor’s

suppositions about the City’s considerations of the Sierra Club’s comments are inaccurate.

Furthermore, the City has communicated directly with the Sierra Club concerning the issues

that the commentor raises (see Response to Letter O.6).
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LETTER O.5 FRIENDS OF THE SANTA CLARA RIVER

Commentor: Friends of the Santa Clara River, Ron Bottorff (08-07-08)

Response

1. Request for Extension of Public Review Period: Comment noted. In response to multiple

requests for such, the City extended the review period for the RDEIR from 45 days to 60

days.
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LETTER O.6 SIERRA CLUB

Commentor: Sierra Club, Alan Sanders (09-21-08, 09-22-08)

Response

1. Second Revision and Recirculation: The commentor recommends that the City revise and

recirculate the DEIR a second time. Given that the Final EIR (FEIR) has not been

substantially revised from the RDEIR, and consistent with the provisions of Section 21092.1

of the Public Resources Code, as outlined in Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines,

recirculation is not necessary.

2. Truncated Analysis of Biological Impacts: The commentor feels that RDEIR’s analysis of

biological impacts is “truncated” and defers the necessary studies and surveys until after

Project approval. As explained below in Response to Comments O.6-33 to O.6-73, which

address the commentor’s specific comments on the RDEIR’s biologic impacts, the RDEIR’s

analysis addresses CEQA requirements for assessment of biological impacts in accordance

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 et seq.

3. Agricultural Resources Analysis: The commentor feels that the RDEIR’s analysis of

agricultural resource impacts is flawed. As explained in Response to Comments O.6-108 to

O.6-117, which address the commentor’s specific comments on the RDEIR’s agricultural

impacts discussions, the RDEIR’s analysis addresses CEQA requirements for assessment of

agricultural resource impacts in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 et seq.

4. Alternatives Analysis: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR fails to identify or analyze a

reasonable range of alternatives. The RDEIR’s analysis of alternatives addresses the

requirements of CEQA Section 15126.6, including those related to analysis of a sufficient

range of alternatives and the breadth of analysis in terms of issues evaluated. Compliance

with CEQA requirements regarding alternatives is further discussed under Response to

Comment O.6-142 below.

5. CEQA Procedural Requirements: The commentor claims that the City failed to comply

with several aspects of CEQA’s procedural requirements, including notification and

opportunity to comment. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR and public

record, the City complies with CEQA procedural requirements. Furthermore, partly in

response to the commentor’s request, the City extended the review period by 15 days, thus

allowing 60 days for submittal of comments.

6. Comment Period: The commentor requests extension of the comment period to 90 days and

renotification of the availability of the RDEIR. Partly in response to the commentor’s
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request, the City extended the review period by 15 days to allow 60 days for submittal of

comments. Particularly in light of the fact that the review period for the May 2007 DEIR was

also extended to 60 days, the public had sufficient time to provide comments on the RDEIR.

7. Sierra Club Comments on May 2007 DEIR: The commentor claims that the City lost or

misplaced the comments that the Sierra Club submitted on the May 2007 DEIR and that the

City’s failure to accept unwritten documentary evidence caused significant injury to the

Sierra Club. The City appreciates the comments that the Sierra Club submitted on the May

2007 DEIR. These comments, in part, served as the basis for development of the Natural

Resources Management Program (NRMP) cited in the RDEIR. In response to the first claim,

the City and its consultants carefully reviewed all comments submitted on the May 2007

DEIR, including the comments submitted by the Sierra Club. A summary of these comments

was posted on the City’s website during the 60-day review period for the RDEIR. In

preparing the RDEIR, the City’s consultants relied on many of the comments on the May

2007 DEIR to guide and inform the updated sections of the RDEIR. In response to the

concern regarding the submitted DVD documentaries, CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(a)

states “Public comments may be restricted to written communication.” Although the City had

no statutory obligation to review the DVD documentaries, it did review the material

submitted by the Sierra Club.

8. RDEIR Review Period: The commentor requests a 90-day review period in part because of

its efforts to comment on the McGrath Peaker Plant project. The City extended the review

period by 15 days to allow 60 days for submittal of comments. In light of the fact that the

review period for the May 2007 DEIR was also extended to 60 days, the commentor had

sufficient time to provide comments on the RDEIR.

9. Project Description: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR’s project description (Section

2) is inadequate because the RDEIR does not include details regarding urbanization of the

subject property, and justification for widening local roadways. Urbanization is discussed in

Section 3.7 (Land Use) of the RDEIR, and the necessity for road widening is discussed in

Section 3.10 (Transportation and Circulation) of the RDEIR. Many of the roadways subject

to widening are listed under Mitigation Measure Trans-2 in Section 3.10, which is designed

to eliminate the significant impact associated with development in accordance with City

Standards. In addition to the project details provided in the RDEIR, project details within the

Specific Plans are incorporated by reference in Section 2.3 of the RDEIR.

The commentor also felt that the project description was inadequate because it did not

include reference to amendments to the LCP or to coastal development permits (CDPs). The

project description accurately explains the actions covered by the RDEIR. Furthermore, the
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Study Area for the subject projects is entirely outside of the Coastal Zone, and therefore

does not require any amendments to the LCP or any CDPs.

10. Volume of Material/Two Projects: The commentor claims that the amount of information

covered by the RDEIR, in light of other ongoing projects, makes it impossible for the public

to provide informed comments within the period provided. As discussed in Response OS.6-6

above, with the extension of the review period for the RDEIR to 60 days and the extended

period for review of the May 2007 DEIR to 60 days, the public had sufficient opportunity to

prepare and submit meaningful comments. The commentor also recommends that the two

projects under consideration be subject to separate environmental evaluations to reduce the

amount of information that the public has to review. The City’s decision to prepare a single

EIR for the two projects reflects a long-standing commitment to address development in the

Ormond Beach Study Area as comprehensively as possible. The coincidental submittal of

applications by the proponents of the developments in the Northern and Southern Subareas

afforded the City the opportunity to consider the environmental implications of the two

projects at the same time, rather than segmenting the Study Area and assessing the

environmental implications in a piecemeal manner.

11. Conflict with General Plan Conservation Element: The commentor claims that the

proposed projects are in conflict with the Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan,

stating the General Plan is in conflict with itself. The commentor further suggests that

consideration of the projects be deferred until completion of the General Plan. The RDEIR’s

analysis appropriately evaluates the projects in light of the adopted General Plan. Also, the

projects under consideration were originally proposed in 2004; it would not have been

appropriate for the City to force applicants to put their projects on hold until completion of

the General Plan Update.

12. Environmental Setting: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR fails to adequately describe

the project’s environmental setting, largely due to the perception that the description of

biological resources is deficient, and that the RDEIR did not appear to include surveys of

sensitive species and their habitats. Each of the twelve subsections of Section 3

(Environmental Analysis) of the RDEIR begins with a description of the existing conditions

relevant to the impact being analyzed. These discussions accurately depict the essential

baseline conditions against which project impacts are evaluated. Section 3.6 of the RDEIR,

Biologic Resources, provides ample discussion on the regional setting of the study area,

including adjacent offsite sensitive habitats. Sections 3.6.1.5 and 3.6.1.6 of the RDEIR

discuss the findings of the reconnaissance field surveys conducted in 2004 in the Northern

Subarea and Southern Subarea of the project site. Please refer to Master Response 2 above

for additional response to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and

sensitive species.
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The also City notes that CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), which the commentor cites in

part, also requires, “The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is

necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its

alternatives.” The Environmental Setting provided in Sections 2.3 and 3.6.1 of the RDEIR

complies with this requirement.

13. Plan Consistency: The commentor claims that the RDEIR is deficient in assessing

consistency of the project proposals with relevant plans, including the General Plan

requirements for the Coastal Zone, as evidenced by “the need for the City to amend its LCP

as part of the Project.” The City believes that the RDEIR’s assessment of plan consistency

provided in Section 3.7 of the RDEIR addresses the requirements of CEQA. Further, the City

notes that the proposed development occurs entirely outside of the Coastal Zone, so no LCP

amendment is warranted.

14. Sensitive Habitat Areas: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR evaluation does not reach

far enough in evaluating potential impacts on sensitive habitat areas. The baseline

descriptions and the natural resources analyses in the RDEIR are sufficiently broad in terms

of both geographic and subject area coverage. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for

response to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species and

the Ormond Beach NRMP.

15. Discussion of Plans: The commentor claims that the RDEIR fails to address a variety of

relevant plans in detail. The RDEIR’s description of relevant plans and assessment of the

projects’ consistency with those plans in Section 3 of the RDEIR addresses the requirements

of CEQA.

16. Breadth and Depth of Analysis: The commentor provides citations from State law and

CEQA case law and asserts that the RDEIR does not properly address the standards

established through the law for adequate analysis and mitigations of the project’s

environmental impacts, including biological resources, aesthetics, air and water quality,

traffic, noise and public safety. The balance of the comments in the letter elaborates upon this

claim. Comment noted. See the responses below to comments regarding specific impacts.

17. Planned Road Widening: The commentor states that the RDEIR should conclude that the

planned widening of roads would have direct impacts on various biological resources. The

RDEIR’s assessment of impacts on biological resources does consider the direct impacts

associated with implementation of the proposed specific plans, which include road widening

as part of the project. These biologic impacts of the proposed specific plans were determined

to be less than significant with mitigation. Roadways subject to widening are listed under

Mitigation Measure Trans-2 in Section 3.10.
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18. Biological Analysis: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR’s biological analysis does not

meet established legal standards because it does not address the consequences to the area’s

endangered, threatened and rare species; address habitat loss as a result of the project; or

provide a comprehensive analysis of impacts to the areas myriad biological resources.

Impacts to the area’s sensitive habitat and endangered, threatened and rare species are

discussed in Section 3.6 of the RDEIR under Biology Impacts BIO-7 through BIO-12 and

BIO-19 through BIO-29. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for response to comments

regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, and the Ormond Beach

NRMP. The NRMP was designed to reduce or avoid indirect impacts to sensitive natural

resources, particularly federal and state listed species and their habitats at Ormond Beach.

Please also see the responses below (Comments O.6-36 to O.6-76) to specific comments

regarding the RDEIR’s analysis of the above listed impacts.

19. Land Use Analysis: The commentor claims that the proposed specific plans will conflict

with the City’s adopted General Plan and LCP, and the City’s policy relating to habitat

protection from the General Plan and LCP. The assessment under Land-1 in Section 3.7 of

the RDEIR discusses the consistency of the projects with the General Plan; this section

complies with the requirements of CEQA. CEQA does not require a point-by-point defense

of project consistency; rather, it seeks cases where the project clearly conflicts with adopted

plans. Per the City’s adopted thresholds, the Land Use and Planning analysis in RDEIR

(Section 3.7) relies heavily on a comparison of the uses proposed in the specific plans with

the General Plan land use map, as well as a review of consistency with General Plan land use

policies. As that analysis indicates, there are no substantial conflicts or inconsistencies. For

the subject matter regarding sensitive habitat areas, wildlife and impacts to public views, the

F or RD? EIR includes discrete impact discussions elsewhere in the document. Further, the

City notes that the proposed development occurs entirely outside of the Coastal Zone, and

thus is not subject to the LCP.

The commenter also asserts that the project will have a significant environmental effect on

established recreation uses. No existing recreational uses are presently located in the

development area (note that the southernmost 220 acres of the Study Area will remain in the

unincorporated area of the county, and is not part of the project development area).

Additionally, the project will include multi-use trails for improved access to Ormond Beach.

As discussed under Public Facilities Impact-14 in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR, the proposed

projects meet or exceed park and recreation QUIMBY requirements, and impacts to parks

and recreational resources are considered less than significant.

20. Naval Base Conflicts: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR does not consider potential

effects at Naval Base Ventura County Point Mugu (NBVC Point Mugu), which the

commentor refers to as NBPM. Comment noted. The City continues to coordinate with
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NBVC concerning potential City actions that might affect its operations. This includes

responding to the comments of Captain C.B. Conners, Commanding Officer of NBVC, on

the RDEIR (submitted 09-22-08). The City’s responses to those comments can be found on

the response page for Letter F.2 of this document.

21. Significance Thresholds—Division of Community and Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP): The commentor challenges the RDEIR’s statements that the projects would not

divide an established community and that there are no habitat conservation plans in place for

the Study Area. These statements in the RDEIR are accurate. The projects do not divide any

established communities and there are no habitat conservation plans in place within the Study

Area. The commentor also notes that the United Sates Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

advised that an HCP would be necessary to avoid unpermitted take of federally listed species.

As discussed in Response to Comment Letter F.1 to the USFWS, the City and the project

applicants will continue to coordinate with USFWS concerning permitting requirements,

including an incidental take permit and a HCP if such are deemed necessary.

22. City Land Use Significance Thresholds: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s

conclusions regarding the City’s CEQA thresholds for land use compatibility and impacts to

offsite biological resources. Comment noted. Land Use compatibility is discussed in Impact

Land-4 (Land Use Compatibility) in Section 3.7 of the RDEIR. Compatibility with the

NBVC as it related specifically to noise impacts on the study area is discussed in Section

3.11of the RDEIR under Impact Noise-2 (Point Mugu Naval Air Station); the impact was

determined to be less than significant after mitigation. Please refer to Master Response 2

above for response to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive

species.

23. Impact Land-1, Consistency with General Plan Land Use Policy: The commentor’s

challenges the RDEIR’s conclusion under Impact Land-1, which the City determined to be

Class III less than significant. The commentor bases his claim that the impact should be Class

I significant and unavoidable, in part, on the argument that the City’s General Plan

designations are not meant to have the same weight as zoning designations; this is an

inaccurate interpretation of State planning law (both statutes and case law). The commentor

further states that the impact analysis should be based on the County’s plans, as well as the

City’s. Because the Study Area falls entirely within the City’s sphere of influence, the

RDEIR’s focus on City general plan policy is appropriate. Finally, the commentor states that

the City’s General Plan Land Use Map conflicts with the General Plan’s goals of protecting

sensitive habitat areas. This comment relates to the City’s current General Plan, not the

RDEIR.
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24. Impact Land-2, Consistency with General Plan Land Use Map: The commentor states

that the RDEIR’s impact analysis should be based on the County’s plans, as well as the

City’s; that the City’s General Plan designations are not meant to have the same weight as

zoning designations; and that the projects should be compared with habitat maps that are

“currently being developed.” First, as discussed above under Response O.6-23, the Study

Area falls entirely within the City’s sphere of influence, so the RDEIR’s focus on City

general plan policy is appropriate. In response to the second assertion, California state law

(both statutory and case law) clearly establishes the general plan as the primary expression of

land use and development policy, with zoning serving as an implementation tool that must be

consistent with the general plan. Finally, the City is under no obligation to evaluate the

projects with maps that have no official status, or maps that have not been completed.

25. Impact Land-3, Consistency with Zoning Ordinance and Map: The commentor reiterates

concern that the RDEIR should base its impact analysis on the County’s General Plan. As

discussed above under Responses O.6-23 and O.6-24, the Study Area falls entirely within the

City’s sphere of influence, so the RDEIR’s focus on City general plan policy is appropriate.

26. Impact Land-4, Land Use Compatibility: The commentor claims that the projects will lead

to the destruction of agricultural land and sensitive habitat and the closure of NBVC Point

Mugu. The RDEIR addresses the potential for effects on these subjects under separate

analyses under agricultural resources, biological resources, and noise (DEIR Sections 3.8, 3.6

and 3.11, respectively). The environmental analysis for these impacts are not intended to be

addressed under Impact Land-4. Please also refer to Response O.6-20 for additional

response regarding NBVC. Comment noted.

27. Impact Land-5, Consistency with the Housing Element: The commentor mistakenly states

that the projects will not be required to fulfill the requirements of the City’s Affordable

Housing Ordinance. As discussed in Impact Land-5 in Section 3.7 of the DEIR, the specific

plan for the Northern Subarea includes a policy commitment to comply with the City’s

Affordable Housing Ordinance. The number of affordable units will be ten percent of the

total residential units within the project as required by the City of Oxnard. The commentor

also incorrectly states that since the City’s Housing Element does not consider the Study

Area in its evaluation of sites suitable for affordable housing, that the Study Area is not

designated for housing in the General Plan. This assumption is incorrect. Comments noted.

28. Impact Land-6, Consistency with Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO) Policy:
The commentor offers a variety of observations supporting his contention that the Study Area

should not be annexed to the City. The Study Area has been within the City of Oxnard

Sphere of Influence (SOI) since 1981, and the City’s 2020 General Plan has designated the
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area for broad mix of urban uses since 1990. Comment noted. (Please also refer to Ventura

LAFCO submitted comments, which are included in Letters C.6 and C.7 of this document.)

29. Impact Land-6 (LCP): The commentor advises that the RDEIR should consider the City’s

LCP in its analysis. The development proposed under the specific plans occurs entirely

outside of the Coastal Zone, and thus is not subject to the LCP.

30. Impact Land-6 (General Plan): The commentor argues that the City’s General Plan

Conservation Element does not support development of the Study Area and that the RDEIR

should have based its conclusions on that assumption. This is incorrect; the City’s 2020

General Plan has designated the area for a broad mix of urban uses since 1990.

31. Impact Land-7, Consistency with SCAG Goals and Policies: The commentor states that

since some of SCAG’s policies conflict with one another regarding protection of biological

resources while accommodating development, the protectionist policies in the LCP shall

therefore prevail. Comments noted. Perceived conflicts in SCAG’s policies are immaterial to

the RDEIR. Additionally, as discussed above under Response O.6-29, the development

proposed under the specific plans occurs entirely outside of the Coastal Zone, and thus is not

subject to the LCP.

32. Impact Land-8, Long-Term Changes in Land Use Patters and Growth: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s analysis of potential growth-inducement as Class III less than

significant. As explained in Sections 1.2 (Summary of the Proposed Projects), 3.7.1.1.4

(CURB) and 3.7.3.3 (Land Use, Cumulative Impacts) of the RDEIR, the area surrounding the

Study Area is either developed or set-aside for conservation (through the SCC and

SOAR/CURB). Thus, the projects will not induce growth in surrounding areas. Comment

noted.

33. SCC Wetland Restoration Project: The commentor claims that the RDEIR inaccurately

characterizes the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) wetland restoration efforts, specifically

with respect to SCC’s acreage requirements. The acreage references in the RDEIR date back

to information published in 2003 by the SCC concerning Ormond Beach acquisitions (as

follows):

The reservation of funds is also proposed for the acquisition of the adjoining 220 acres of

former wetlands that are currently owned and farmed by Southland Sod.

A critical mass of 750 acres of restored wetlands and associated habitat at Ormond

Beach is expected to create a self-sustaining biological system and enough tidal prism

and flushing action to maintain health and hydrologic function.
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As requested by the SCC in its comment letter (S.1, herein), the FEIR has been updated to

delete reference to specific acreage needs.

34. Biological Reports: The commentor states that the Sierra Club provided the City with

several biological reports. The reports included an analysis completed by Dr. Patricia Baird

for a 10-acre RV park in Port Hueneme, over a mile from the Ormond Beach Study Area.

The commentor errantly states that Dr. Baird’s analysis is relevant to the RDEIR. The

commentor also cites a report prepared by Mary Lou Ferrer that estimates the location of

historical wetlands in the Ormond Beach area. While these reports are of historical interest,

the past location of wetlands is not, and should not, be the basis for evaluation of impacts on

existing wetlands, none of which occur within the Study Area.

35. Biological Baseline: The commentor claims that the RDEIR does not establish a sufficient

baseline for evaluation of biological impacts, and does not include review of wildlife species

and sensitive habitat in the surrounding area. The RDEIR relies on a long history of research

conducted within the Study Area and adjacent areas, including some of the reports provided

by the commentor. The field survey conducted by the City’s consultants reflects a snapshot

of conditions during the period in which the baseline assessment was being prepared; it is not

represented in the RDEIR as a comprehensive assessment. The information provided in the

RDEIR sufficiently establishes the baseline for the impact assessment. Please refer to Master

Response 2 above for response to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and

sensitive species.

36. Impact BIO-1, Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation – Invasive Species: The

commentor disagrees with the impact conclusion of less than significant after mitigation. The

RDEIR appropriately recognizes the difficulty of controlling invasive species, which is why

the issue is addressed both as a mitigation measure (BIO-1, Invasive Species Control) and as

a feature of the Ormond Beach NRMP. Furthermore, between the time that the DEIR was

prepared and the RDEIR was prepared, the applicants for the Northern Subarea modified the

SouthShore Specific Plan to exclude the species listed under Impact BIO-1. The discussion in

the FEIR removes specific reference to these species, while drawing the same impact

conclusion (i.e., less than significant).

37. Impact BIO-2, Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation Stormwater Runoff: The

commentor disagrees with the impact conclusion of less than significant. The RDEIR cites

project design features, such as replacement of the agricultural ditches with bioswales and a

lake, that will address stormwater quality in compliance with City standards. In addition,

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) proposes measures that would

supplement the benefit of the onsite measures proposed by the applicants. As a result, the

RDEIR accurately concludes that the impact will be Class III less than significant.
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38. Impact BIO-3, Direct Impact to Habitat and Vegetation – Waters of the U.S.: The

commentor challenges the RDEIR’s conclusion that development of the northern subarea

will not significantly result in beneficial impacts for waters of the US. The conclusion of the

impact analysis is based on the benefits associated with replacement of agricultural ditches

with bioswales that will capture runoff into the proposed lake. The lake and bioswales will

be vegetated with native wetland species and include 12 acres of lake, which would improve

the habitat quality and increase the quantity of U.S. lakes from 6.5 to 12 acres. The impact

was determined to be beneficial.

39. Impact BIO-4, Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species: The commentor claims that

the proposed development of the Northern Subarea will result in significant unavoidable

impacts to the foraging habitat of common bird species and that there is no way to mitigate

such impacts. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR, the City disagrees.

Mitigation BIO-2 requires the restoration or enhancement of coastal native grassland/dune

foraging habitat in the vicinity of the project site at a mitigation ratio of 0.1 to 1.

Implementation of this mitigation will result in a residual impact of less than significant.

Comment noted.

40. Impact BIO-5, Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species – Displacement/Mortality of
Wildlife: The commentor claims that the proposed development of the Northern Subarea will

result in significant unavoidable impacts due to displacement of and/mortality to wildlife and

that there is no way to mitigate such impacts. Based on the documentation provided in the

RDEIR, the City disagrees. The impact was determined to be Class III less than significant

because the wildlife species that would be displaced or inadvertently destroyed by

construction activities are relatively common and low in number, and implementation of the

proposed project is not expected to reduce current populations of common wildlife species in

the region to below self-sustaining levels or otherwise substantially affect common fish or

wildlife species populations on or adjacent to the project site. Comment noted.

41. Impact BIO-6, Direct Impacts to Wildlife Species - Nesting Birds: The commentor claims

that the proposed development of the Northern Subarea will result in significant unavoidable

impacts to the nesting areas of common birds and that there is no way to mitigate such

impacts. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR, the City disagrees. Mitigation

BIO-3 requires that a qualified biologist conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds

prior to construction or site preparation activities. Implementation of this mitigation will

result in a Class II impact of significant but feasibly mitigated. Comment noted.

42. Impact BIO-7 (a-m), Direct Impacts to Special Status Wildlife: The commentor claims

that the proposed development of the Northern Subarea will result in significant unavoidable

impacts to the foraging habitat of special-status bird species and that there is no way to
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mitigate such impacts. The commentor further states that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is

neither adequate nor feasible. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR, the City

disagrees. Mitigation BIO-2 requires the restoration or enhancement of coastal native

grassland/dune foraging habitat in the vicinity of the project site at a mitigation ratio of 0.1 to

1. Implementation of this mitigation will result in a residual impact of significant but

feasibly mitigated (Class II). Comment noted.

43. Impact BIO-8, Direct Impact to Special Status Wildlife – Burrowing Owl: The

commentor challenges the conclusions of the RDEIR, claiming that impacts to burrowing

owls would be significant and unavoidable. The commentor further asserts that Mitigation

Measure BIO-2 (Foraging Habitat Creation/Restoration) is neither adequate nor feasible. The

City disagrees with the commentor’s opinion on the level of significance and notes that the

analysis also calls for application of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Pre-Construction Survey for

Burrowing Owl) to address the potentially significant impact. Implementation of these

mitigations will result in a Class II impact of significant but feasibly mitigated.

44. Impact BIO-9, Wildlife Corridor: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s conclusion

that impacts of development the Northern Subarea on wildlife corridors would be less-than-

significant. The impact was determined to be Class III less than significant due to the

location of the Northern Subarea adjacent to residential development and bordered by a

major road to the south, which substantially limits connectivity to other wildlife habitat south

of Hueneme Road. Comment noted.

45. Impact BIO-10, indirect Impacts to Sensitive Offsite Habitats: The commentor

challenges the RDEIR’s assessment of potential impacts to offsite habitats, stating that

mitigation of such impacts would be infeasible. Based on the documentation provided in the

RDEIR, the City disagrees. Mitigation BIO-5 requires the implementation of additional

measures to minimize runoff and pollution from entering nearby wetlands, such as trash traps

and other storm water cleaning devices. Implementation of this mitigation, along with

bioswales incorporated into the project design and Mitigation Measure Water-10 that

requires long term water quality monitoring will result in a residual impact of significant but

mitigable. Please also refer to Master Response 2 above for additional response to comments

regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat.

46. Impact BIO-11, Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife Western Snowy Plover: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the western

snowy plover, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) and the Ormond Beach NRMP. The

description included as part of Impact BIO-11 in the RDEIR properly acknowledges the
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status of the western snowy plover within and adjacent to the Study Area. The description

explains that, while snowy plovers are present at Ormond Beach, they are not expected to

occur in the Northern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR concludes that there are no direct impacts as

a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR does, however, recognize that there could be

indirect impacts associated with increased human presence and identifies measures that

would reduce the level of significance to Class II status (significant but feasibly mitigated).

The City thus disagrees with the commentor.

Please refer to Master Response 2 above for additional response to comments regarding

impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the two federally

protected species: the California least tern and the western snowy plover. Master Response 2

also addresses concerns regarding the Ormond Beach NRMP.

47. Impact BIO-12 Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife California Least Tern: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the California

least tern, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) and the Ormond Beach NRMP. The

description included as part of Impact BIO-12 in the RDEIR properly acknowledges the

foraging and breeding tendencies of the least tern, including the fact they have been known

to rely on areas near, but not within, the Northern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR concludes that

there are no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR does, however,

recognize that there could be indirect impacts associated with increased human presence and

identifies measures that would reduce the level of significance to Class II status (significant

but feasibly mitigated). The City thus disagrees with the commentor.

Please refer to Master Response 2 above for additional response to comments regarding

impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the two federally

protected species: the California least tern and the western snowy plover. Master Response 2

also addresses concerns regarding the Ormond Beach NRMP.

48. Range of Species Analyzed: The commentor feels that the RDEIR’s indirect impact analysis

inappropriately focuses on too few species, claiming that there are others that should be

included. The RDEIR’s analysis considers those special-status species that inhabit or rely on

areas within reasonable proximity to the Study Area. The City, thus, disagrees with the

commentor’s claim.

49. Impact BIO-13, Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation – Invasive Species: The

commentor disagrees with the impact conclusion. The RDEIR appropriately recognizes the

difficulty of controlling invasive species, which is why the issue is addressed through
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implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 for invasive plant species control, and

implementation of the Ormond Beach NRMP. Furthermore, at the request of the City, the

applicants for the Southern Subarea modified their specific plan prior to preparation of the

RDEIR to exclude invasive species. Implementation of Mitigation BIO-1, along with the

NMRP and the project omission of invasive species, will result in a residual impact of

significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II).

50. Impact BIO-14 Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation – Stormwater: The commentor

disagrees with the impact conclusion. The RDEIR cites project design features that will

address stormwater quality in compliance with City standards. In addition, Mitigation

Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) proposes measures that would supplement the

benefit of the onsite measures proposed by the applicants, including the proposed bioswales

that will be vegetated with native wetland species and will be part of a proposed open

space/greenbelt area at the southern edge of the developed portion of the Southern Subarea.

As a result, the RDEIR accurately concludes that the impact will be Class III less than

significant.

51. Impact BIO-15, Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation – Waters of the U.S.: The

commentor challenges the RDEIR’s conclusion that development of the Southern Subarea

will not significantly result in beneficial impacts for waters of the U.S. The conclusion of the

impact analysis is based on the benefits associated with the replacement of agricultural

ditches with the proposed bioswales that capture runoff and establishment of open

space/greenbelt area at the southern edge of the developed portion of the Southern Subarea.

The bioswales will be vegetated with native wetland species and will be part of a 51-acre

open space/greenbelt area. This would improve the habitat quality and increase the acreage

of wetlands and waters of the U.S. from 5 to over 50 acres. The impact was determined to be

beneficial. Comment noted.

52. Impact BIO-16, Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species – Bird Foraging Habitat:
The commentor claims that the proposed development of the Southern Subarea will result in

significant unavoidable impacts to the foraging habitat of common bird species and that there

is no way to mitigate such impacts. The City disagrees with the commentor concerning the

impacts foraging habitat for common bird species. Mitigation BIO-2 requires the restoration

or enhancement of coastal native grassland/dune foraging habitat in the vicinity of the project

site at a mitigation ratio of 0.1 to 1. Implementation of this mitigation will result in a residual

impact of significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II).

The commentor also points out discrepancies in the RDEIR’s characterization of the wetland

restoration prospects for the southernmost 220 acres of the Southern Subarea. In response to

the comment, Section 3.6 of the FEIR has been modified to reconcile the inconsistency in the
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description of the 220 acres. References to the 220 acres now clearly indicate that the

applicants propose to maintain the land for agricultural uses, as opposed to conversion to

wetland as part of a third-party restoration project.

53. Impact BIO-17, Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species – Displacement/Mortality
of Wildlife: The commentor claims that the proposed development of the Southern Subarea

will result in significant unavoidable impacts due to displacement of and/mortality to wildlife

and that there is no way to mitigate such impacts. Based on the documentation provided in

the RDEIR, the City disagrees. The impact was determined to be Class III less than

significant because the wildlife species that would be displaced or inadvertently destroyed by

construction activities are relatively common and low in number, and implementation of the

proposed project is not expected to reduce current populations of common wildlife species in

the region to below self-sustaining levels or otherwise substantially affect common fish or

wildlife species populations on or adjacent to the project site. Comment noted.

54. Impact BIO-18, Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species – Nesting Birds: The

commentor claims that the proposed development of the Southern Subarea will result in

significant unavoidable impacts to the nesting areas of common birds and that there is no

way to mitigate such impacts. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR, the City

disagrees. Mitigation BIO-3 requires that a qualified biologist conduct a pre-construction

survey for nesting birds prior to construction or site preparation activities. Implementation of

this mitigation will result in a Class II impact of significant but feasibly mitigated. Comment

noted.

55. Impact BIO-19 (a-u), Direct Impacts to Special Status Wildlife: The commentor claims

that the proposed development of the Southern Subarea will result in significant unavoidable

impacts to the foraging habitat of special-status bird species and that there is no way to

mitigate such impacts. The commentor further states that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is

neither adequate nor feasible. Based on the documentation provided in the RDEIR, the City

disagrees. The RDEIR individually analyzes impacts to 22 distinct special status species,

and recommends two mitigations (in addition to site design and implementation of the

Ormond Beach NRMP). Mitigation BIO-2 requires the restoration or enhancement of coastal

native grassland/dune foraging habitat in the vicinity of the project site at a mitigation ratio

of 0.1 to 1. Additionally, Mitigation BIO-3 requires that a qualified biologist conduct a pre-

construction survey for nesting birds prior to construction or site preparation activities.

Implementation of these mitigations will result in a residual impact of significant but feasibly

mitigated (Class II). Comment noted.

56. Impact BIO-20 Direct Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – Burrowing Owl: The

commentor challenges the conclusions of the RDEIR, claiming that impacts to burrowing
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owls would be significant and unavoidable. The commentor further asserts that Mitigation

Measures BIO-2 and BIO-4 are neither adequate nor feasible. The City disagrees with the

commentor’s opinion on the level of significance. Mitigation BIO-2 requires the restoration

or enhancement of coastal native grassland/dune foraging habitat in the vicinity of the project

site at a mitigation ratio of 0.1 to 1. Mitigation BIO-4 requires that a qualified biologist

conduct a pre-construction survey for Burrowing Owl prior to construction or site preparation

activities. Mitigation BIO-4 also requires a 250-foot buffer area where no construction

activities will occur. Implementation of these mitigations will result in a residual impact of

less than significant. Comment noted.

57. Impact BIO-21, Direct Impacts to Wildlife Corridors: The commentor disagrees with the

RDEIR’s conclusion that impacts on wildlife corridors would be Class III less-than-

significant. The City disagrees with the commentor’s opinion on the level of significance. As

discussed in Section 3.6 of the RDEIR under Impact BIO-21, the impact was determined to

be Class III less than significant due to the location of the Southern Subarea adjacent to

existing development, and proposed open space/agriculture for the southern portion of the

Southern Subarea, which limits connectivity. Comment noted.

58. Impact BIO-22, Indirect Impacts to Offsite Sensitive Habitats: The commentor

challenges the RDEIR’s assessment of potential impacts to offsite habitats, stating that

mitigation of such impacts would be infeasible. Based on the documentation provided in the

RDEIR, the City disagrees. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for response to

comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species.

59. Impact BIO-23, Indirect Impacts to Special Status Plants: The commentor feels that the

RDEIR’s indirect impact analysis inappropriately focuses on too few plant species, claiming

that there are others that should be included. The RDEIR’s analysis considers those special-

status species that occur within reasonable proximity to the Study Area. Since most of the

project area is dominated by non-native plant species, potential indirect impacts are limited to

only two sensitive species – the spiny rush and salt marsh bird’s beak. Implementation of

Mitigations BIO-1 (Invasive Species Control) and BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) and the

Ormond Beach NRMP will result in a Class II impact of significant but feasibly mitigated.

60. Impact BIO-24, Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – Tidewater Goby: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the tidewater

goby, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control). The City disagrees with this

assessment. The description included as part of Impact BIO-24 in the RDEIR properly

acknowledges the status of the tidewater goby near the Study Area. The description explains
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that, while tidewater goby is present at the J Street Drain at Ormond Beach 1.3 miles west of

the Southern Subarea, they are not expected to occur in the Southern Subarea. Thus, the

RDEIR concludes that there are no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The

RDEIR further concludes that any potential indirect impacts associated with the project, such

as increased pollution and runoff, would be avoided through implementation of bioswales

and stormwater detention areas that are proposed as part of the project design and identified

in the specific plan for the Southern Subarea. Mitigation BIO-5 would additionally limit

impact by requiring implementation of additional measures to minimize runoff and pollution

from entering nearby wetlands, such as trash traps and other storm water cleaning devices.

61. Impact BIO-25 Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – Threespined Unarmored

Stickleback: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on

the threespined unarmored stickleback, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the

project would violate the Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also

discounts the benefits of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control). The

description included as part of Impact BIO-24 in the RDEIR properly acknowledges the

status of the threespined unarmored stickleback near the Study Area. The description

explains that, while threespined unarmored stickleback is present in the drainage ditch at

Ormond Beach, they are not expected to occur in the Southern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR

concludes that there are no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR

further concludes that any potential indirect impacts associated with the project would be

avoided through implementation of bioswales and stormwater detention areas that are

proposed as part of the project design and identified in the specific plan for the Southern

Subarea. Mitigation BIO-5 would additionally limit impact by requiring implementation of

additional measures to minimize runoff and pollution from entering nearby wetlands, and

Mitigation Measure Water-10 will require long term water quality monitoring.

62. Impact BIO-26 Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – Western Snowy Plover:
The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the western

snowy plover, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Invasive Plant Species Control) and BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff

Control) and the Ormond Beach NRMP. The description included as part of Impact BIO-26

in the RDEIR properly acknowledges the status of the western snowy plover within and

adjacent to the Study Area. The description explains that, while snowy plovers are present at

Ormond Beach, they are not expected to occur in the Southern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR

concludes that there are no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR

does, however, recognize that there could be indirect impacts associated with increased

human presence and identifies Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-5 that would reduce the

level of significance to Class II status (significant but feasibly mitigated). Please refer to
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Master Response 2 above for additional response to comments regarding impacts to sensitive

offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the Western Snowy Plover.

63. Impact BIO-27 Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – California Least Tern: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the California

least tern, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland Runoff Control) and the Ormond Beach NRMP. The

description included as part of Impact BIO-27 in the RDEIR properly acknowledges the

foraging and breeding tendencies of the least tern, including the fact they have been known

to rely on areas near, but not within, the Southern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR concludes that

there are no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR does, however,

recognize that there could be indirect impacts associated with increased human presence and

identifies Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Invasive Plant Species Control) and BIO-5 (Wetland

Runoff Control) that would reduce the level of significance to Class II status (significant but

feasibly mitigated). Please refer to Master Response 2 above for additional response to

comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species, including the

California Least Tern.

64. Impact BIO-28, Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – White-faced Ibis: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s description of potential impacts on the white-faced

ibis, stating that the mitigation is not feasible and that the project would violate the

Endangered Species Act and the Coastal Act. The commentor also discounts the benefits of

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (presumably a errant reference to Mitigation Measure BIO-5,

which is cited in the analysis). The description included as part of Impact BIO-28 in the

RDEIR properly acknowledges the status of the white-faced ibis near the Study Area. The

description explains that, while white-faced ibis may be present at the Mugu Lagoon, they

are not expected to occur in the Southern Subarea. Thus, the RDEIR concludes that there are

no direct impacts as a result of the proposed project. The RDEIR further concludes that any

potential indirect impacts associated with the project would be avoided through

implementation of the Ormond Beach NRMP and Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (Wetland

Runoff Control).

65. Impact BIO-29, Cumulative Impacts: The commentor challenges the characterization of

potential cumulative impacts in the RDEIR, which is Class III less than significant. The

commentor argues that the RDEIR fails to acknowledge or analyze “the totality of all that

urbanization will bring into the rural area.” The commentor would like the project to be

evaluated as a cumulative impact to other projects in the coastal area that displace similar

habitat, such as Seabridge and Northshore. The commentor also lists a few other properties

that may potentially have a cumulative impact on the area, such as the Metropolitan Water
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District property across Edison drive which may be developed as a desalination plant, water

agency pipelines, a potential regional airport at NBVC, and Pacific Vehicle Processors

request to be able to use agricultural lands at Ormond Beach. The cumulative analysis was

conducted in accordance with CEQA requirements. As discussed in Section 3.6.3.4.3 of the

RDEIR, the cumulative impact to biologic resources from the proposed project was

determined to be Class III less than significant because of the relatively fragmented nature of

remaining natural habitat areas in the immediate region, and because little or no substantial

development projects are proposed in the immediate vicinity that would be included in the

cumulative impact analysis. The sites listed by the commentor are speculative in nature, or

are not within proximity to be considered within the cumulative analysis.

66. Impact BIO-25 Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – Threespined Unarmored
Stickleback: See response to Comment 0.6-61.

67. Impact BIO-28, Indirect Impacts to Special Status Wildlife – White-faced Ibis:: See

response to Comment 0.6-64.

68. Impact BIO-29, Cumulative Impacts: See response to Comment 0.6-65.

69. Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Invasive Plant Species Control: The commentor questions the

potential benefit of the mitigation measure in controlling the adverse consequences of

invasive species. The RDEIR recognizes the difficulty of controlling invasive species, which

is why the issue is addressed both as a mitigation measure and as a feature of the Ormond

Beach NRMP.

70. Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Foraging Habitat Creation/Restoration: The commentor

questions the sufficiency of the 0.1 to 1.0 mitigation ratio along with other aspects of the

mitigation measure. As the RDEIR explains, the basis for the 0.1 to 1.0 mitigation

requirement is the marginal habitat value of the highly developed agricultural lands in the

Study Area. The RDEIR’s observation that “this mitigation ratio is smaller than desired from

a habitat standpoint” is intended to acknowledge that there are those in the environmental

community who would desire a greater ratio, including the commentor. With respect to land

values, the commentor refers to the discussion under Impact AG-5 in Section 3.8.4.2.2 of the

RDEIR. That discussion cites cost ranges for fee title purchase of land and for acquisition of

conservation easements. The agricultural land value discussion under Mitigation Measure

BIO-2 in Section 3.6.3.5 of the RDEIR refers to the upper end of the range of costs for

acquiring a conservation easement (i.e., $65,000), not to the cost of purchasing land, which

would range from $75,000 to $100,000, as explained under Impact AG-5 in the RDEIR.

71. Mitigation Measure BIO-3, Pre-Construction Survey for Nesting Birds: The commentor

feels that the pre-construction survey required by this mitigation measure would be
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insufficient and inadequate. As written, the Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in Section 3.6.3.5 of

the RDEIR addresses standards of practice determined to be sufficient for such projects. Note

that neither the USFWS nor the CDFG took issue with the proposed mitigation approach.

72. Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Pre-Construction Survey for Burrowing Owls: The

commentor feels that the pre-construction survey for Burrowing owls required by this

mitigation measure would be insufficient and inadequate. As written, the Mitigation Measure

BIO-4 in Section 3.6.3.5 of the RDEIR addresses standards of practice determined to be

sufficient for protection of Burrowing owl nests. Note that neither the USFWS nor the CDFG

took issue with the proposed mitigation approach.

73. Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Wetland Runoff Control: The commentor feels that the runoff

controls required by this mitigation measure (installation and maintenance of trash traps at

entrances to bioswales) would be insufficient and inadequate, even in combination with the

water quality monitoring called for in Mitigation Measure Water-10. These measures will

ensure that the bioswales proposed as part of the subject projects will be effective.

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 also calls for additional measures to be instituted

should the water quality monitoring indicate higher than acceptable levels of pollutants (i.e.,

stormwater cleaning devices such as continuous deflective separation units, grease traps,

ultraviolet radiation units appropriate for treating the specific pollution problem identified).

74. Residual Impacts: In this comment, the commentor reiterates several of the comments that

are otherwise provided in conjunction with specific impact analyses. Those comments and

the City’s responses are provided elsewhere throughout this response section. Please refer to

Master Response 2 above for response to comments regarding the Ormond Beach NRMP and

potential Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

75. Figure 3.6-3: The commentor states that the figure is not of sufficient scale or clarity to

exhibit elevation changes. Figure 3.6-3 is not intended to depict such information. As

explained in Section 3.6.1.5.4 of the RDEIR, Figure 3.6-3 it is intended to show “the Study

Area in relation to nearby Ormond Lagoon, Mugu Lagoon, Oxnard Canal No. 3, J Street

Drain, and the Oxnard Industrial Drain.”

76. Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program (NRMP) and United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Consultation: The commentor claims that the NRMP

is non-compliant with CEQA because it is outside the scope of this CEQA document, and

that the RDEIR ignores activities already being undertaken. The intent of the Ormond Beach

NRMP is to reinforce and supplement the activities that the commentor mentions by

establishing an ongoing funding source to support them. Note that through development

agreements and specific plans, the NRMP is considered part of the project, and therefore,
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under CEQA, is within the scope of CEQA. The NRMP consciously outlines activities that

have been initiated by other entities, including those that the commentor mentions, with the

intent of avoiding “reinvention of the wheel.” The commentor further suggests that several

individual features of the NRMP would be ineffective. While this could be true if those

features were proposed in the absence of the other aspects of the NRMP, the intent of the

NRMP is to realize the synergistic effect of multiple initiatives. Finally, the commentor notes

that “the USFWS has already opined that a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) must be done.”

Actually, the USFWS comment letter (Comment Letter F.1) recommends that the project

“seek an incidental take permit through the HCP process.” It does not state that an HCP must

be done. As noted under Master Response 2 above, the City acknowledges that USFWS and

CDFG exercise independent jurisdiction to protect federally-listed species under the ESA and

state-listed species under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), respectively, and

the City encourages the project proponents and the resource agencies to discuss possible

application of the ESA and CESA to these projects. For purposes of CEQA, however, the

City has determined that with respect to sensitive offsite habitat and species they support, all

direct impacts have been avoided and any potential indirect impacts have been mitigated to a

less-than-significant level. Please refer to Master Response 2 above for additional response

to comments regarding impacts to sensitive offsite habitat and sensitive species and the

Ormond Beach NRMP. The commentor also provides an opinion regarding the Predator

Management Plan and Invasive Plant Control Program listed in the NRMP. As discussed in

Section 3.6.3.3 of the RDEIR, the Predator Management Plan lists control of trash and litter

through use of animal proof lids on trash receptacles as a primary deterrent to discourage

predators such as gulls, crows, ravens, skunks and raccoons; any necessary removal of a

predator animal by animal control would be in consultation with appropriate agencies such as

DFG, and would not necessarily result in the “kill” of a predator animal. Please refer to

Response O.6-69 above regarding BIO-1 (Invasive Species Control).

77. Impacts AES-1 through AES-7, Visual Quality/ Scenic Vistas: The commentor challenges

the RDEIR’s findings concerning the potential impacts to scenic vistas from the roadways in

and around the Study Area, which were determined to be Class III less than significant for

Impacts AES-1 through AES-7. The RDEIR’s analyses supporting these findings are

consistent with the City’s established thresholds and adopted City policy concerning scenic

resources. Thus, no revision to the RDEIR is warranted. The commentor also asserts that the

mitigation measures for biological impacts conflict with the graphics of landscaping shown

in Section 3.13 of the RDEIR, indicating that the graphics include invasive plant species, and

that the landscaping program rests largely on this type of invasive and nonnative landscaping.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Invasive Plant Species Control) already recognizes the

discrepancy noted by the commentor, and requires that the landscaping plan for the Northern

and Southern subareas be revised so as to exclude invasive plants, and replace them with

non-invasive species, preferably locally native species, examples of which can be found in



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

the plant palette in the specific plan for the Southern Subarea. Similar effects of visually

pleasing landscaping can be obtained through use of native species, including use of native

grasses, shrubs, and trees. The project is not dependent upon the use of invasive species to

retain the determination of Class III less than significant for Impacts AES-1 through AES-7.

78. Impact AES-8, Scenic Highways: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s findings,

which were determined to be Class III less than significant. The analysis is based on the

City’s established thresholds and acknowledges the status of Hueneme Road and Pleasant

Valley Road as scenic roadways according to the City’s General Plan. Comment noted; no

revision to the RDEIR is required.

79. Impact AES-9, Visual Character: The commentor claims that the analysis fails to consider

views from locations outside of the Study Area. In fact, the RDEIR’s analysis concludes that

the loss of visual character associated with conversion of the agricultural lands in Study Area

to urbanized land uses is a Class I significant and unavoidable impact, irrespective of the

point of view. Please note that point of view is not a material aspect of the City’s threshold or

policy position on the status of agricultural land as an important visual resource.

80. Impact AES-10 and AES-11, Light and Glare: The commentor challenges the RDEIR’s

findings concerning light and glare, which were determined to be Class III less than

significant. As noted in the RDEIR, all development in the Study Area will have to comply

with City development standards and regulations related to lighting. In addition, both the

SouthShore Specific Plan and the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan include provisions to

limit or avoid light spillage onto adjacent properties, as indicated in the RDEIR’s discussion

of this subject in Section 3.13.3.2.2.

81. Impact AES-12, Cumulative Impacts: The commentor asserts that the analysis of impacts

is too limited and, in particular, should consider nighttime views from the locations

evaluated. The RDEIR’s analysis of scenic vistas is not limited to daytime views. The

RDEIR does recognize the cumulative visual impact as Class I significant and unavoidable

due to the change in the visual character of the area from rural to urbanized. Views at

specific times of day or night would not alter this Class I determination, and there is no

feasible way to mitigate for the loss of the visual resource value associated with the

conversion of agricultural land.

82. AES Mitigation Measures: The commentor questions the RDEIR’s discussion of mitigation

for aesthetic and visual impacts, which does not recommend mitigation measures. As the

analysis in Section 3.13.3.3 of the RDEIR explains, several City standards otherwise address

potential visual impacts, and there is no feasible way to mitigate for the loss of the visual

resource value associated with the conversion of agricultural land.
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83. Air Quality—Project/Combined Effects: The commentor claims that the RDEIR’s analysis

does not comply with legal requirements for air quality analysis, particularly the

consideration of project versus combined effects. As discussed under the individual air

quality impact discussions in Section 3.4.3 of the RDEIR, the RDEIR does employ methods

that consider the relationship between individual projects contributions and the cumulative

setting, based on standards established by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control

District’s Air Quality Management Plan and Clean Air Plan.

84. Air Quality Analysis: The commentor incorrectly claims that the RDEIR fails to quantify

the potential contributions of the projects to pollutant emissions. Tables 3.4-6 through 3.4-12

in the RDEIR present quantified analyses of the potential project-related effects for a variety

of category pollutants. The commentor also claims that the RDEIR fails to deal with

greenhouse gas and carbon emissions, both of which are addressed in the RDEIR (Please

refer to Master Response 3 above for response to comments regarding Global Climate

Change).

85. Air Quality Effects of Widened Roadways: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR’s air

quality analysis ignores the air quality impact of widening roadways. While it is true that the

RDEIR does not include a specific impact category referring to widened roadways, it does

consider the air quality effects of increased traffic resulting from each of the development

projects under impact discussions AQ-4 and AQ-7 in Section 3.4 of the RDEIR, and the

cumulative impacts of vehicle trips under impact discussions AQ-9 and AQ-10 of the

RDEIR.

86. Air Quality—Diesel Emissions: The commentor states his impression that the air quality

analysis does not account for diesel emissions in the Southern. In fact, the RDEIR’s analysis

assumes that the vehicle mix for traffic generated by the projects includes diesel-fueled

vehicles. The computer model used to calculate air quality emissions takes into account land

uses by acreage and number of dwelling units to determine type and quantity of projected air

emissions. A copy of the Air Quality Emissions Calculations report is provided in Appendix

C of the RDEIR.

87. Impact AQ1, Soil Import in the Northern Subarea: The commentor questions the breadth

of the analysis of air quality effects related to importing soil and requests that the EIR include

a health risk assessment for soil transport. The assessment of air quality impacts associated

with soil transport addresses the potential effects of movement of the soil to the site and

disturbance at the site. Also, as mentioned in the Impact AQ-1 analysis in Section 3.4 of the

RDEIR, the proposed haul route for soil does not pass close to sensitive receptors; and

consequently the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District is not requesting a health risk

assessment for the transport of the fill.
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88. Impacts AQ-2 through AQ-8: For each of these impacts, the commentor repeats his opinion

that the impact should be categorized as Class 1 significant and unavoidable, without offering

support for his assertions. The RDEIR’s conclusions regarding air emissions are based on

compliance with the City’s thresholds. The commentor also states that possible mitigations

must be included in the RDEIR, which they are (Please refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1

through AQ-4 in Section 3.4.3.4 of the RDEIR).

89. Impact AQ-9, Cumulative Impacts: The commentor disagrees with the use of AQMP

consistency as a threshold for determining the severity of cumulative impacts. Appendix G of

the CEQA Guidelines supports reliance on local air quality district standards, stating “Where

available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air

pollution control district may be relied upon ….” Thus, the RDEIR’s approach is consistent

with CEQA.

90. Global Warming: The commentor takes issue with the RDEIR’s discussion of climate

change impacts. Please refer to Master Response 3 above for response to comments

regarding Global Climate Change.

91. Ocean Acidification/Carbon Emissions: The commentor requests that the ocean

acidification and oceanic impacts of carbon emissions be evaluated in the EIR. No local,

state or federal thresholds have been established for ocean acidification resulting from project

carbon emissions.

92. Sea Level Rise: Please refer to Master Response 1 above for response to comments

regarding Sea Level Rise.

93. Traffic Impact Analysis: The commentor challenges the findings of the traffic analysis in

Section 3.10 and Appendix B of the RDEIR based largely on his disagreement with the

threshold of significance that underlies the analysis. The commentor provides an opinion that

the analysis must use existing conditions as the baseline for impact assessment, rather than

the 2020 conditions without the project as the baseline, and that the impact threshold should

be to achieve Level of Service (LOS) C, consistent with the City’s General Plan goal. The

methodology employed for the traffic analysis is consistent with the requirements of CEQA

and appropriately isolates the contributions of the projects to roadway congestion in a

manner that allows for the identification of project-specific mitigation measures.

The commentor expresses concern regarding funding for the identified off-site

transportation projects in the County. The City’s traffic impact fee is structured to cover the

cost of interchange improvements and some auxiliary capacity on State highways.

Applicants are required to pay in to the City’s traffic impact fee, thereby funding these

improvements. Additionally, as a standard condition of project approval, the City of Oxnard
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works with the Ventura County Public Works Agency Transportation Department to ensure

that the applicant for each project pays applicable County of Ventura traffic impact fees

based on the average daily trip (ADT) calculation for each project.

The commentor also claims that the RDEIR does not provide justification for the need for

roadway projects. The necessity for roadway improvements and road widening is discussed

in Section 3.10 (Transportation and Circulation) of the RDEIR. Many of the roadways

subject to widening are listed under Mitigation Measure Trans-2 in Section 3.10, which is

designed to eliminate the significant impact associated with development in accordance with

City Standards.

94. Impact Trans-3, Northern Subarea Soil Import Traffic: The commentor claims that this

analysis does not consider changes in traffic conditions that occurred following the initial

study, which could discount some new traffic. The analysis for impact from soil import does

assume that baseline conditions reflect existing conditions, and assesses the temporary trips

associated with the proposed 11-week soil haul operation (See Table 3.10-16 in the RDEIR).

The analysis additionally describes the effects on specific intersections that the incremental

trips associated with soil hauling will have on travel conditions (See Table 3.10-17 in the

RDEIR). Based on this analysis, two intersections would experience Class II significant but

feasibly mitigated impact due to the temporary soil import-related vehicle trips. To address

this impact, the RDEIR recommends Mitigation Measure Trans-3 that would require

temporary traffic signals at two intersections, and contribution of pro-rata funds to repave or

rehabilitate Hueneme Road. Implementation of this measure would reduce the impact to

Class III less than significant. This methodology and the resulting findings address CEQA’s

requirements for assessment of temporary traffic impacts resulting from soil import.

95. Impact Trans-4, Freight Movement: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s findings

regarding freight movement, which were determined to be Class III less than significant. The

commentor list port activities and traffic, and transportation of passenger vehicles as issues

that should be considered under this impact analysis. The commentor also noted that

mitigation was not recommended for this impact. As discussed in Section 3.10.3.3 of the

RDEIR, the City of Oxnard has designed Hueneme and Arnold Roads and Edison Drive as

truck routes, and these roadways are expected to continue to serve existing freight movement

needs, including those for the port, and accommodate freight for the commercial and light

industrial uses in the proposed projects. Further discussion on the freight needs of the port is

provided in Section 3.10.1.2.2 of the RDEIR. With the proposed roadway improvements

identified in the specific plans, and implementation of Mitigation Measures Trans-1

(Northern Subarea Traffic) and Trans-2 (Combined Subarea Traffic), the impacts of the

proposed specific plans on freight movement are considered less than significant. The
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transportation analysis is consistent with the requirements of CEQA, and no revision to the

RDEIR is required

96. Impact Trans-5, Transit Services: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s findings

regarding impact to transit services, which were determined to be Class III less than

significant, and claims that the RDEIR does not sufficiently analyze the impact. The

commentor quotes the RDEIR as an example, stating that “the public transportation system

will be determined based on the service providers routes and technical requirements.” The

commentor opines that these details should be part of the environmental review. The City of

Oxnard encourages and supports expanded transit service within and adjacent to the Study

Area, and the project developers will work with transit providers such as Gold Coast Transit

(see comment letter U.1) on the engineering details of the public transportation system based

on the service providers routes. However, as noted in letter U.1 from Gold Coast Transit, at

this time there is no Gold Coast Transit route along Hueneme Road east of Perkins Road in

the vicinity of the proposed developments, and no route is proposed for the near future unless

sufficient demand developed in the area. Therefore, specific engineering details such as

location and quantity of transit stops cannot be finalized at this time. The proposed Projects

would be required to comply with the City Code and public safety provisions relative to

internal and external signage location and design and other right-of-way requirements.

97. Impact Trans-6, Non-Motorized Transportation – Bike and Pedestrian: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s findings, which were determined to be Class III less than

significant. The commentor asserts that the development will alter Hueneme Road so that it

is no longer attractive to bicyclists partially due to the increase in vehicles in the area. Both

projects call for perimeter and internal pathway and bikeway systems that will enhance

pedestrian and bicycle mobility, including a Class I bicycle trail that will be located within

the public right-of-way on the south side of Hueneme Road between Edison Drive and

Arnold Road. This trail will be constructed as part of the Pacific Bicycle and Hiking Trail

identified in the Circulation Element of the Oxnard 2020 General Plan. Class II bikeways

will also be provided in the public right of way on other public streets. A description of the

bicycle circulation system is provided in Section 2.3.3.3 of the RDEIR. Bicycle and

Pedestrian circulation plans are also provided in each of the specific plans for the two

subareas.

98. Project Build-out/Vehicle Speeds: The commentor refers to an observation from the Noise

analysis in Section 3.11.1.3 (Traffic Noise) of the RDEIR that speculates that vehicle speeds

are likely to be reduced as the project builds out. This anecdote is an accurate observation

concerning travel behavior in built-up areas compared with undeveloped areas. Also, it is

immaterial to the findings of either the traffic analysis in Section 3.10 or the noise analysis in

Section 3.11 of the RDEIR. Comment noted.
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99. Oxnard Traffic Initiative: The commentor refers to the failed Oxnard Traffic Initiative

(November 2008) and discussions that occurred during the election season. These comments

are immaterial to the RDEIR.

100. Noise General: The commentor challenges the methodology for assessment of noise

impacts, and expresses concern that the noise sampling does not consider sensitive receptors

in the sensitive habitat area and east of the project area, and does not consider noise

generate by the project’s industrial uses on this area. As described in Section 3.11.3 of the

RDEIR, the City’s environmental consultants employed methods and applied thresholds

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s Noise Ordinance, and the Federal

Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON). Impacts on sensitive off-site habitat area,

including noise, light, and human intrusion, are predominately addressed in the RDEIR

under Section 3.6 Biologic Resources. As discussed under Impact BIO-22 Sensitive Offsite

Habitat, the proposed project incorporates some measures to reduce indirect impacts such as

light, noise, and human intrusion by including a 200-foot wide greenbelt to serve as buffer

between the development and the 220-acre open space/agricultural area. A 150-foot

buffer/setback with a vegetative screen is also required between the non-agricultural uses on

the subject property and the agricultural uses east of the study area. Additionally, the City

zoning ordinance and South Ormond Beach Specific Plan restrict light industrial uses to

those that do not generate noise, smoke, gas, odor, dust and vibration1. As discussed under

the Land Use Designations section in Chapter Two of the South Ormond Beach Specific

Plan, to protect the environmentally sensitive areas adjacent to the site, development

standards and permitted uses in the Light Industrial zone parallel to the buffer area adjacent

to the 200 acre area will be more restricted than those allowed in the City’s M-1 zone.

101. Impact Noise-1, Northern Traffic Noise: The commentor claims that the methods used for

the traffic-related noise analysis are inadequate because they do not consider noise impacts

outside of the Study Area. As described in Section 3.11.3 of the RDEIR, the City’s

consultants employed methods and applied thresholds consistent with the CEQA

Guidelines, the City’s Noise Ordinance, and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise

(FICON). Please refer to Response O.6-100 for additional discussion regarding noise at

sensitive offsite habitat and noise east of the study area.

102. Impact Noise-2, Northern Subarea Point Mugu Naval Air Station (NAS): The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding impact from the Point Mugu

NAS, which was determined to be Class II significant but feasibly mitigated, and points out

that air missions related to the base should not be altered due to noise impacts upon the new

1 Oxnard Municipal Code, Section 16-220(B)
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residents in the Northern Subarea. There is no evidence that the NAS would alter its flight

patterns in response to the Northern Subarea development, as suggested by the commentor.

Thus, no revisions to the RDEIR are required.

103. Impact Noise-4, Southern Subarea Point Mugu NAS: The commentor challenges the

RDEIR’s finding regarding impact from the Point Mugu NAS, which was determined to be

Class III less than significant, and points out that air missions related to the base should not

be altered due to noise impacts upon the new residents or businesses in the Southern

Subarea. There is no evidence that the NAS would alter its flight patterns in response to the

Southern Subarea development, as suggested by the commentor. Also, the RDEIR discloses

the potential for periodic noise impacts resulting from aircraft overflight. Furthermore, the

commentor’s speculation centers on potential changes in NAS operations, not on the

potential environmental consequences of the project. Thus, no revisions to the RDEIR are

required.

104. Impact Noise-7, Combined Traffic Noise: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s

finding regarding impact from traffic noise, which was determined to be Class II significant

but feasibly mitigated, and claims that the methods used for the traffic-related noise analysis

are inadequate because they do not consider noise impacts outside of the Study Area. As

described in Section 3.11.3 of the RDEIR, the City’s consultants employed methods and

applied thresholds consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s Noise Ordinance, and

the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON). Please also refer to Response O.6-

100 for additional discussion regarding noise at sensitive offsite habitat and noise east of the

study area.

105. Impact Noise-8, Pacific Vehicle Preparation Facility (PVP) Noise: The comment focuses

on the potential for noise generation from the project, not on potential exposure to noise

associated with PVP operations, which is the subject of this impact discussion.

106. Noise Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measure cited in the RDEIR are targeted at

impacts identified in the analysis, which addresses thresholds of significance derived from

the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s Noise Ordinance, and the Federal Interagency Committee

on Noise (FICON). The RDEIR does not conclude that noise associated with the

development of the project would affect sensitive receptors at Ormond Beach, as suggested

by the commentor. Thus, no mitigation measures related to such would be warranted.

Please also refer to Response O.6-100 for additional discussion regarding noise at sensitive

offsite habitat.

107. Public Safety Sea Level Rise: Please refer to Master Response 1 above for response to

comments regarding Sea Level Rise..
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108. Ag Land Loss: The commentor claims that the RDEIR cites the goal of the projects as

proposed rather than identifying feasible mitigation measures capable of minimizing

impacts. The discussion provided as part of Impact AG-7 (Direct Farmland Conversion) in

Section 3.8 of the RDEIR explains the basis for the findings of infeasibility. As the

discussion explains, feasibility is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,

social, and technological factors,” per section 21061.1 of the California Public Resources

Code. In preparing the RDEIR, the City reviewed a variety of actions that might offset the

effects of the loss of productive agricultural land, including requirements for direct

preservation of agricultural land elsewhere in the region and/or financial contribution to

efforts to acquire conservation easements or deed restrictions on land currently used for

production. The City has also considered imposition of other requirements such as

stockpiling of high quality topsoil and offering it as soil amendments for marginally viable

agricultural land; converting nearby areas not used for farmland to farmland (e.g., open

space or industrial lands); and/or financially contributing to an organization that performs

agricultural conservation. Based on its evaluation of these and other potential measures, the

City concluded that they would not be feasible for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan

projects. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a Class I significant and

unavoidable impact.

109. Impact AG-1, Agricultural Zoning: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding

regarding impact from agricultural zoning, which was determined to be Class III less than

significant. As explained under Impact AG-1 in Section 3.8.4.2.1 of the RDEIR, the Study

Area has been within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence since 1981, and the City’s

2020 General Plan has designated the area for a broad mix of urban uses since 1990. The

adoption of the specific plans and the other approvals required for implementation will

reconcile the City’s General Plan and zoning with the proposed projects. This would

establish consistency of zoning with the General Plan, as required by State law, not the

other way around (i.e., general plan consistency with zoning), as suggested by the

commentor.

110. Impact AG-2, Induced Farmland Conversion: The commentor disagrees with the

RDEIR’s finding regarding impact from induced farmland conversion, which was

determined to be Class III less than significant, because the Project Alternative 1 plan could

place a school on adjacent farmland east of Olds Road As explained under Impact AG-2 in

Section 3.8.4.2.1 of the RDEIR, the proposed project is not expected to directly or indirectly

result in conversion of adjacent farmlands to non-agricultural use. Agricultural lands east of

the Study Area would be protected from conversion to urban or other uses by the existing

SOAR ordinance. Although the existing SOAR ordinance expires on December 31, 2020,

the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan indicates that the area at the southeast corner of
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Hueneme Road and Arnold Road, between the Study Area and Naval Air Station Point

Mugu, is considered a potential greenbelt expansion area, which would further protect this

area from conversion to urban uses.

111. Impact AG-3, Agricultural Water Supply: The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s

finding regarding agricultural water supply, which was determined to be Class III less than

significant. While the proposed projects would result in conversion of agricultural water

allocations to urban uses, they would not affect the allocations for land remaining in

agricultural uses.

112. Impact AG-4, Dust Impacts to Local Crops: The commentor claims that the

characterization of impacts to crops associated with dust from construction activities is

inaccurate, but provides no substantive support for his assertion. Thus, no revisions to the

RDEIR are required.

113. Impact AG-5, Northern Subarea Direct Farmland Conversion: The commentor

accurately cites the analysis under Impact AG-5 in Section 3.8.4.2.2 of the RDEIR, then

suggests that future policy actions could change the outcome of the analysis. In the absence

of suggested policy commitments, the RDEIR’s analysis remains accurate. Thus, no

revisions are required. Also, the commentor’s reference to the LCPP is not relevant, since

the proposed development is entirely outside of the coastal zone

114. Impact AG-6, Northern Subarea Land Use Conflicts: The commentor disagrees with the

RDEIR’s finding regarding land use conflicts for the Northern Subarea, which was

determined to be Class III less than significant. The discussion under Impact AG-6 in

Section 3.8.4.2.2 of the RDEIR explains the relationship between proposed development in

the Northern Subarea and continuing agricultural operations to the east, citing required 150-

foot wide “shelter belt” agricultural buffering and buyer notification disclosure

requirements. Thus, the RDEIR’s analysis addresses the commentor’s concerns for potential

impacts on new occupants of the area. The RDEIR also cites project features that will allow

the existing agricultural operators to continue their operations without adverse effects

associated with the proximity of new development. Finally, the commentor’s concerns with

respect to potential chemical deposits are addressed in Section 3.5 (Hazards and Hazardous

Materials) under RDEIR Section 3.5.3.2, Project Impacts.

115. Impact AG-7, Southern Subarea Direct Farmland Conversion: The commentor

accurately cites the analysis under Impact AG-7 in Section 3.8.4.2.3 of the RDEIR, then

suggests that future policy actions could change the outcome of the analysis. In the absence

of suggested policy commitments, the RDEIR’s analysis remains accurate. Thus, no
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revisions are required. Also, the commentor’s reference to the LCPP is not relevant, since

the proposed development is entirely outside of the coastal zone.

116. Impact AG-8, Southern Subarea Land Use Conflicts: The commentor disagrees with the

RDEIR’s finding regarding land use conflicts for the Southern Subarea, which was

determined to be Class III less than significant. The discussion under Impact AG-8 in

Section 3.8.4.2.3 of the RDEIR explains the relationship between proposed development in

the Southern Subarea and continuing agricultural operations to the east, citing buffering and

disclosure requirements. Thus, the RDEIR’s analysis addresses the commentor’s concerns

for potential impacts on new occupants of the area. The RDEIR also cites project features

that will allow the existing agricultural operators to continue their operations without

adverse effects associated with the proximity of new development. Finally, the

commentor’s concerns with respect to potential chemical deposits are addressed in Section

3.5 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) under RDEIR Section 3.5.3.2, Project Impacts.

117. Impact AG-9, Cumulative Conversion of Agricultural Land: The commentor suggests

that the City’s General Plan might not support conversion of agricultural land in the Study

Area. In fact, the General Plan calls for conversion of the Study Area to urban uses, and has

done so since 1990. Also, the commentor’s reference to the CLUP is not relevant, since the

proposed development is entirely outside of the coastal zone.

118. Light Pollution: The commentor claims that light pollution is more physical in nature than

an aesthetic impact, and that the ambient light has an adverse impact on sensitive habitat

areas. As explained under Impact AES-11 (Nighttime Light and Glare) in the RDEIR, the

development of the specific plans would introduce new sources of nighttime light and glare

(e.g., vehicle headlights and lights used within buildings located throughout the project

site). The specific plans include provisions to limit or avoid light spillage onto adjacent

properties. See discussion of Lighting starting on page 7.56 in the South Ormond Beach

Specific Plan (July 1, 2008) and Section 7.3.5, Landscape and Development Area Lighting,

on page 7-24 of the SouthShore Specific Plan (July 11, 2008). Additionally, impacts on

sensitive off-site habitat area, including noise, light, and human intrusion, are predominately

addressed in the RDEIR under Section 3.6 Biologic Resources. As discussed under Impact

BIO-22 Sensitive Offsite Habitat, the proposed project incorporates measures to reduce

indirect impacts such as light, noise and human intrusion by including a 200-foot wide

greenbelt to serve as buffer between the development and the 220-acre open

space/agricultural area.

119. Hydrology and Water: The commentor suggests that the discussions of various water-

related subjects be reorganized within the EIR. When preparing the EIR, the City’s

consultants considered an organization similar to that suggested by the commentor, but
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determined that keeping all subjects related primarily to water together in the Water

Resources Section 3.3 would allow readers to navigate the EIR document more easily.

Additionally, the organization is more in keeping with CEQA environmental checklist

(CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). Please refer to Master Response 1 above for response to

comments regarding Sea Level Rise.

120. Figure 3.3-4: The figure in question has been updated to depict accurate information.

121. Perkins and Oxnard Drains: The narrative in question has been updated to reflect the

information provided by the commentor.

122. Ormond Lagoon Estuary: The commentor states that breaching of the Lagoon berm is tied

to rainfall, rather than to the season (i.e., winter). The RDEIR states in Section 3.3.1.6.2

(Ormond Lagoon) that the berm breaches “when sufficient storm flows occur and/or wave

energy increases in the winter.” Thus, breaching can be prompted by storm flows (which are

not necessarily seasonal) or by wave energy (which typically increases during the winter).

Thus, no revisions are required.

123. Lagoon Berm: The commentor provides some history concerning the mechanical

breaching of the Ormond Lagoon Berm. Comment noted. We appreciate receipt of this

historical data.

124. Water Levels: As noted in the narrative that the commentor cites, the information in

question is an accurate description of analysis included in 1996 environmental impact report

prepared by Impact Sciences for the J Street Drain, Oxnard Industrial Drain and Hueneme

Drain Improvement Project.

125. Impact Water-1, Northern Subarea Water Supply Availability: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding water supply availability for the Northern

Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than significant. The commentor lists

seven reasons why the North Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July

2008) is not valid. In conjunction with the development of the RDEIR, the City prepared a

comprehensive citywide analysis of water supply and demand that took into consideration

all ongoing projects in Oxnard, as well as all current and anticipated sources of supply.

This information was further refined in November 2009 in an addendum to the July 2008

WSA. Also, as stated in the Section 3.3.1.3 of the FEIR, the City Council, at its January 15,

2008, and October 19, 2009, meetings, directed staff to require that all new projects defined

as discretionary and not exempt from CEQA be water demand neutral to the City’s water

system. Project proponents are required to can contribute water rights, water supplies, or

financial or physical offsets to achieve water neutrality. Typical options open to project

proponents include transfers of FCGMA groundwater allocations to the City through
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agricultural conversion or otherwise, participation in expansions of the City’s GREAT

Program recycled water system through physical or financial contributions, and

participation in water conservation projects that produce quantifiable, sustainable water

savings.

126. Impact Water-2, Northern Subarea Water Facility Construction: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding water facility construction for the Northern

Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than significant. The commenter

specifies that construction of water facilities such as GREAT has growth inducing impacts

and effects upon wetlands. As the discussion under Impact Water-2 in Section 3.3.3.3.1 of

the RDEIR explains, the City approved EIR/EIS for the GREAT program includes a

Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) which addresses the construction

impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the program, including facilities that will serve

development in the Northern Subarea. As further discussed under Impact Water-2, the

wetland element could be covered under the EIR/EIS for the GREAT program at a program

level and developed to project specific level.

127. Impact Water-3, Northern Subarea Wasteful Use of Water: The commentor disagrees

with the RDEIR’s finding regarding the wasteful use of water in the Northern Subarea,

which was determined to be Class III less than significant. The commentor considers the

proposed Lake SouthShore a wasteful use of water, in spite of the functions that it will serve

to retain stormwater, control contamination, and provide wildlife habitat benefits. As the

RDEIR suggests, the City does not consider these uses wasteful.

128. Impact Water-4, Northern Subarea Construction-Related Surface Water Quality: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding water supply availability for the

Northern Subarea, which was determined to be Class II significant but feasibly mitigated

with implementation of Mitigation Measures Water-7 (Dewatering), Water-8 (Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan) & Water-9 (Stormwater Pollution Control Plan) The comment

focuses on the potential effects of soil-borne contaminants. This subject is addressed in

Section 3.5 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) under Section 3.5.3.2, Project Impacts.

129. Impact Water-5, Northern Subarea Post Construction Surface Water Quality: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding post construction surface water

quality for the Northern Subarea, which was determined to be less than significant but

feasibly mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure Water-10 [Stormwater

Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP)] As the discussion under Impact Water-5

in Section 3.3.3.3.1 of the RDEIR explains, the design, construction, and operation of Lake

SouthShore will employ best management practices to ensure that any stormwater runoff

that is discharged into the Oxnard Industrial Drain will have been treated to minimize
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residual pollutants. Furthermore, as noted by the commentor, the developers of the project

will be bound by a variety of requirements that are administered by several permitting and

regulatory agencies [e.g., the City of Oxnard, the Regional Water Quality Control Board

(RWQCB), the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)]. These requirements will

serve to avoid the types of impacts the commentor warns about. Finally, as Impact Water-5

points out, the reduction in irrigated land within the Study Area will reduce the amount of

infiltration of any contaminants from historic agricultural activities into the shallow

groundwater or migration of these potential contaminants to downstream lagoons.

130. Impact Water-6, Northern Subarea Flood Control and Stormwater: The commentor

challenges the findings of the flood control and stormwater drainage analysis for the

Northern Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than significant, and asserts

that the baseline data is “fatally flawed.” As required by the City, the SouthShore Specific

Plan commits to project design features that will address the requirements of the Ventura

County Watershed Protection District for 10 and 100 year events, as explained in the

discussion of Impact Water-6 in Section 3.3.3.3.1 of the RDEIR. Please refer to Master

Response 1 above for response to comments regarding Sea Level Rise.

131. Impact Water-9, Northern Subarea Wastewater Collection and Treatment: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding wastewater collection and

treatment for the Northern Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than

significant. The commentor states that the City may not have adequate treatment capacity

to accommodate the project. As described under Impact Water-9 in Section 3.3.3.3.1 of the

RDEIR, the City’s 2005 Wastewater Master Plan Update anticipates development of the

Study Area, so future infrastructure improvements have been accounted for. Thus, no

revision of the analysis is required.

132. Impact Water-10, Southern Subarea Water Supply Availability: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding water supply availability for the Southern

Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than significant. The commentor lists

seven reasons why the North Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July

2008) is not valid. In conjunction with the development of the RDEIR, the City prepared a

comprehensive citywide analysis of water supply and demand that took into consideration

all ongoing projects in Oxnard, as well as all current and anticipated sources of supply. This

information was further refined in November 2009 in an addendum to the July 2008 WSA.

Also, as stated in the Section 3.3.1.3 of the FEIR, the City Council, at its January 15, 2008,

and October 19, 2009, meetings, directed staff to require that all new projects defined as

discretionary and not exempt from CEQA be water demand neutral to the City’s water

system. Project proponents are required to can contribute water rights, water supplies, or

financial or physical offsets to achieve water neutrality. Typical options open to project
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proponents include transfers of FCGMA groundwater allocations to the City through

agricultural conversion or otherwise, participation in expansions of the City’s GREAT

Program recycled water system through physical or financial contributions, and

participation in water conservation projects that produce quantifiable, sustainable water

savings.

133. Impact Water-11, Southern Subarea Water Facility Construction: The commentor

disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding water facility construction for the Southern

Subarea, which was determined to be Class III less than significant. As the discussion

under Impact Water-11 in Section 3.3.3.3.2 of the DEIR explains, the City approved and

EIR/EIS for the GREAT program includes a Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan

(MMRP) which addresses the construction impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the program,

including facilities that will serve development in the Southern Subarea.

134. Impact Water-12, Southern Subarea Wasteful Use of Water: The commentor disagrees

with the RDEIR’s finding regarding the wasteful use of water in the Southern Subarea,

which was determined to be Class III less than significant. The commentor refers to his

comments on Impact Water-3, which focus on his contention that the proposed Lake

SouthShore (which is in the Northern Subarea, not Southern Subarea) is a wasteful use of

water. The comment is not relevant to Impact Water-12.

135. Impact Water-13, Southern Subarea Construction-Related Surface Water Quality:
The commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding the construction-related

surface water quality in the Southern Subarea, which was determined to be Class II

significant but feasibly mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measures Water-7

(Dewatering), Water-8 (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) and Water-9 (Stormwater

Pollution Control Plan) The commentor refers to his comment on Impact Water-4, which

relate principally to the potential for release of soil-borne contaminants into the natural

water system. This subject is addressed in Section 3.5 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials)

under Section 3.5.3.2, Project Impacts.

136. Impact Water-14, Southern Subarea Post Construction Surface Water Quality: The

commentor disagrees with the RDEIR’s finding regarding post construction surface water

quality in the Southern Subarea, which was determined to be Class II significant but

feasibly mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure Water-10 (SQUIMP). The

commentor refers to his comment on Impact Water-5. As the discussion under Impact

Water-5 in Section 3.3.3.3.1 of the RDEIR explains, the design, construction, and operation

of stormwater collection, retention, and discharge facilities will employ best management

practices to ensure that any stormwater runoff that is discharged into the Oxnard Industrial

Drain, Ormond Lagoon, and Mugu Lagoon will have been treated to minimize residual
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pollutants. The detention/biofilter buffer zone in the Southern Subarea will separate the

open space area from industrial uses, and the project will also use bioswales to address post-

construction water quality issues. Furthermore, as noted by the commentor, the developers

of the project will be bound by a variety of requirements that are administered by several

permitting and regulatory agencies (e.g., the City of Oxnard, the RWQCB, CDFG). These

requirements will serve to avoid the types of impacts the commentor warns about. Finally,

as discussed above under Response O.6-29 regarding Impact Water-5, the reduction in

irrigated land within the Study Area will reduce the amount of infiltration of any

contaminants from historic agricultural activities into the shallow groundwater or migration

of these potential contaminants to downstream lagoons.

137. Impact Water-17, Southern Subarea Changes in Flow: The commentor disagrees with

the RDEIR’s finding regarding the changes in flow in the Southern Subarea, which was

determined to be Class II significant but feasibly mitigated with implementation of

mitigation measure Water-15 (down-gradient sewer study) The commentor refers to his

comments on Impact Water-9, in which he states that the City may not have adequate

treatment capacity to accommodate the project. As described under Impact Water-17 in

Section 3.3.3.3.2 of the RDEIR, the City’s 2005 Wastewater Master Plan Update anticipates

development of the Study Area, so future infrastructure improvements have been accounted

for. Thus, no revision of the analysis is required.

138. Impact Water-18, Cumulative Water Supply: The commentor disagrees with the

RDEIR’s finding regarding cumulative water supply, which was determined to be Class III

less than significant. The commentor refers to his comments on Impact Water-1. See above

response to Comment O.6-125 (Impact Water-1). The commentor also refers to cumulative

impact assessments for stormwater runoff, flooding and drainage, which are addressed

under Impact Water-19 in Section 3.3.3.3.3 of the RDEIR.

139. Cumulative Impacts Generally: The commenter claims that the DEIR does not adequately

analyze the cumulative impacts of the project. Partially in response to this comment,

Section 2.0 of the FEIR (Project Description) has been augmented to include an explanation

of the policies and programs and a list of the development projects that collectively

constitute the basis for the cumulative impact discussions throughout the EIR. Also, the

commentor claims that the RDEIR does not include an assessment of cumulative impacts to

biological resources. Please refer to Impact BIO-29, Cumulative Impacts, in Section

3.6.3.4.3 of the RDEIR for a review of cumulative impacts on biological resources.

140. Growth Inducement: The commentor asserts that the DEIR does not adequately identify or

analyze the project’s growth inducing impacts, and focuses his comments in part on his

concern that the “planned widening of the road network could have growth-inducing
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effects.” This concern is not relevant to the subject of project-related growth inducement, as

required by CEQA, which states that EIRs must discuss the ways in which projects could

foster growth in the surrounding environment. On this matter, the RDEIR explains in

Sections 1.2 (Summary of the Proposed Projects), 3.7.1.1.4 (CURB) and 3.7.3.3 (Land Use,

Cumulative Impacts) that the area surrounding the Study Area is either developed or set-

aside for conservation (through the SCC and SOAR/CURB). Thus, as concluded in Section

5.5 (Growth Inducing Impacts) of the RDEIR, the projects will not induce growth in

surrounding areas.

141. Mitigation Measures Generally: The commentor expresses a broad opinion that the

RDEIR’s mitigation measures are inadequate, and he elaborates by referring to mitigation

measures that do not appear anywhere in the RDEIR (e.g., mitigations regarding working

hours, a “negation program”, and a “promise to reduce potential impacts”). He also refers

to “the County” in his comments. It appears that the commentor has mistakenly included

comments prepared for another EIR.

141.5Social and Economic Impacts: The commentor states that the RDEIR fails to consider

and mitigate social and economic impacts, specifying that encroachment on the NBVC

Point Mugu could potentially cause the base to lose its competitive edge in competing with

other military bases to avoid base closure or reductions. This prediction is speculative on

the part of the commentor, and was not expressed as a concern in the comment letter from

Captain C.B. Conner, the U.S. Navy Commanding Officer for NBVC (Letter F.2). The

commentor also points out that the DEIR does not discuss agricultural jobs losses.

Although economics of the area are important factor for decision makers and must be

carefully considered within the review of a project, economic factors by themselves are not

considered environmental impacts under CEQA2. In accordance with CEQA Guideline

15131(c), information regarding agricultural jobs will be discussed within the staff report to

allow the City Council to consider this factors in reaching a decision on the project

142. Alternatives: The commentor claims that the RDEIR does not adequately describe a

reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines Section

15126.6 provides the following guidance on the evaluation of alternatives:

(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each

alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the

proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant

2
CEQA Guideline 15064 (e) & 15131(a) - Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated

as significant effects on the environment.
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environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the

comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in

addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant

effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant

effects of the project as proposed.

The RDEIR complies with this requirement by focusing primarily on the impacts of the

project, with comparative assessments of the other alternatives considered. This includes

Alternative 4 (Conservation), which is based on the land use map included in the Ormond

Beach Task Force’s “Consensus Plan” to which the commentor refers. The level of analysis

contained in the RDEIR is suitable to address the requirements of CEQA.

143. Ormond Beach Task Force Consensus Plan: The commentor provides a summary of the

Ormond Beach Task Force’s “Consensus Plan.” Comment noted.

144. Conceptual Management Plan for Ormond Beach: The commentor provides a summary

of Mary Lou Furrer’s “Conceptual Management Plan for Ormond Beach,” stating his

opinion that it should have been considered as an alternative in the RDEIR. The City’s

environmental consultants reviewed Ms. Furrer’s document, which covers a much larger

area than that covered by the specific plans under consideration, as part of their efforts to

consider historical documents relevant to the Study Area. The commentor’s citation of the

content of the document does not constitute a comment on the RDEIR, so no response is

required.

145. Sierra Club DVDs: The commentor refers to a DVD submitted in conjunction with his

comments. As discussed above under Response O.6-7, the City’s environmental consultant

viewed the video material submitted with the May 2007 DEIR and the transcription

submitted during the review period for the RDEIR. While the video and the transcription

provide interesting information concerning the history of the Ormond Beach area and the

opinions of key stakeholders concerning local natural resources, they do not include any

comments on either the DEIR or the RDEIR. Thus, no response is required.

146. Proposed Habitat Restoration Acreage: The commentor repeats his earlier expressed

concern (Comment O.6-33) with the RDEIR’s repeated citation of 220 acres as the area that

might be acquired for habitat restoration, claiming that more land would be required. Please

refer to Response to Comment O.6-33.

147. Sustainable Agriculture Alternative: The commentor claims that the RDEIR does not

include an alternative that would sustain agricultural uses in the Study Area. In fact,

Alternative 3, as presented in the RDEIR, would result in the continuation of agricultural
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uses pursuant to the County of Ventura General Plan and zoning (please refer to RDEIR

Section 4.5.4).

148. NBPM Sustainability: The commentor claims that the RDEIR fails to consider an

alternative that would make NBVC Point Mugu sustainable into the future. The proposed

project for the Southern Subarea is actually designed to respond to concerns expressed by

the Navy. As their comments on the RDEIR (Letter F.2) indicate, the Navy sees the

proposed project as an improvement over the City’s existing land use plan.

149. Alternatives Analysis: The commentor complains that the alternatives considered in the

RDEIR were not developed to the same level as the proposed project. This is consistent

with the requirements of the CEQA statutes and guidelines Section 15126.6(d), which states

that an “EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful

evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” There is no requirement

that the alternatives be described at the same level of detail as the proposed project.

150. Alternatives to the Automobile: The commentor states that the RDEIR has an important

opportunity to present a more balanced approach to land use development and

transportation planning. This statement misconstrues the purpose of the RDEIR, which is

not itself a plan or project, but rather the environmental evaluation of a proposed project and

alternatives to that project. Thus, this comment pertains more to the City’s planning

practices than it does to the RDEIR.

151. Comparison of Alternatives: The commentor claims that the RDEIR fails to identify and

analyze a credible range of alternatives. Section 4.0 of the RDEIR presents five alternatives

to the proposed project, which is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines’ direction that “the

range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the

EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice3.

3
CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(a), Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic

objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a

project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed

decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The

lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its

reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives

to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d

553 and Laurel HeightsImprovement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

152. General Plan Update: The commentor expresses his opinion that the City’s ongoing

General Plan Update should identify parcels in the city to remain undeveloped. This

comment does not pertain to the RDEIR and, thus, requires no response.

153. Quantitative Comparison of Alternatives: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR’s

comparison of alternatives is based on false assumptions and flawed methodology, but he

provides no support for this assertion. In the absence of more information concerning the

assertion, no response is possible.

154. Redraft and Recirculate: The commentor states his opinion that, in light of his comments,

the RDEIR should be redrafted and recirculated. Because the City’s responses to his and

others’ comments do not constitute “significant new information,” no such redrafting and

recirculation is warranted.
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LETTER O.7 VENTURA AUDUBON SOCIETY

Commentor: Ventura Audubon Society, Inc., Reed Smith (08-24-08)

Response

1. Ormond Beach Deserving of Special Attention: As expressed in the General Plan and the

specific plans under consideration, the City concurs that the Ormond Beach area is rich in

natural resources and is, therefore, requiring project specific mitigation measures to protect

these resources.

2. Insufficient Analysis of Least Tern and Snowy Plover Impacts: The RDEIR discloses the

potential for offsite impacts to these species and cites the commitment of the applicants and

the City to contributing to a program that would minimize such potential impacts.

3. Belding’s Savannah Sparrow: The FEIR narrative has been updated to remove references

to the Belding’s savannah sparrow’s reliance on grassland for foraging. The impact analysis

(BIO-19) has also been revised to reflect the absence of direct impacts. Note that the FEIR

includes mitigation measures that would benefit the wetland and saltmarsh areas near the

Study Area (BIO-5 and Water-10). Finally, the study that the commentor cites (A Survey of

the Belding’s Savannah Sparrow in California, 2001) does not assert that the bird’s

population had decreased “from habitat degradation and human trespass of their nesting

areas.” That study, which relied on a two-hour, two-person investigation, cited an increase

since between 1973 and 2001 from 0 to 33 pairs. Note also that the same study observed an

increase in the Belding’s savannah sparrow in the Mugu Lagoon area from 175 pairs in 1973

to 809 pairs in 2001.

4. Effectiveness of Open Space/Greenbelt Buffer: Note that, in addition to mentioning the

benefit of the buffer provided within the developed area of the Southern Subarea and the

benefit of the separation provided by the 220 acres of agricultural land, the RDEIR also

describes the Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program (NRMP), which

includes several measures designed to avoid disturbance of offsite sensitive habitat areas.

5. Mitigation Measure BIO-5: The RDEIR accurately cites Mitigation Measure BIO-5 as

having a beneficial effect on least tern and snowy plover habitat.

6. Natural Resource Management Program (NRMP): The FEIR has been revised to list

DFG and the Audubon Society as organizations that will be consulted in the implementation

of the NRMP. Also, the City welcomes the continued involvement of the Audubon Society in

efforts to protect offsite sensitive resources. The commentor presumes that the docent

coordinator mentioned will not be qualified to conduct the activities described. The City
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intends to ensure that this will not be the case and looks forward to conferring with the

Audubon Society to identify suitable resources. Finally, the language describing the period of

enforcement has been revised to reflect a year-round emphasis, as deemed appropriate.

7. Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Mitigation: Comment noted; see response to comment #0.7-

3 above.

8. Wintering Shorebirds and Migratory Waterfowl: Contrary to the commentor’s assertions,

the EIR does acknowledge potential effects on wintering shorebirds and migratory

waterfowl.

9. Park Ranger: The commentor is correct; the reference to the ranger in the discussion of the

NRMP is anecdotal. The NRMP does, however, commit the City to enforcement through a

combination of the docent program oversight and local law enforcement agencies. Also, the

development agreement has been updated to clarify the application of funding contributions

as they relate to the Snowy Plover and the Wetland Conservation Area.

10. Preferred Alternative: Comment noted.

11. Alternative 5: Assuming a typical employment density for light industrial uses (1,000

sf/employee), Alternative 5 would support approximately 1,900 employees. This compares

with approximately 4,400 under the proposed project. The greater number of employees

under the project would be attributable to a higher percentage of the area being developed for

business park uses, which have a higher employment density (350 sf/employee).

12. Preferences for Development of Study Area: Comments noted.
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LETTER A.1 BROWN WINFIELD CANZONERI ABRAM

Commentor: Brown Winfield Canzoneri Abram Inc., Mark Steres (South Ormond) (09-22-08)

Response

1. Foraging Habitat Quality: The commentor asserts that “the Southern Subarea’s sod farm is

very poor habitat for birds.” The commentor then states that the sod fields “do not provide

any habitat for birds.” The RDEIR’s analysis and proposed mitigation reflect the former

statement. That is, the mitigation ratio stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (0.1 to 1.0)

accounts for the fact that the foraging quality is degraded, in part by the pest control

measures cited by the commentor. As the analysis in section 3.6.1.6.2 shows, birds were

observed foraging in the Southern Subarea. Note that the FEIR reflects a minor revision in

response to the observation of the commentor’s consultant; it no longer refers to the habitat

value of sod farms in terms relative to row crop fields. This change does not result in any

change in mitigation measures or change the conclusions or analysis.

2. Transportation Mitigation: The mitigation requirements (Mitigation Measure Trans-2:)

described in the RDEIR were developed by the commentor’s consultant and verified by City

staff. The manner in which the project applicants decide to share the cost of the mitigation

requirements is subject to negotiation between the two parties.

3. Foraging Habitat Quality: Comment noted. See response to Comment #1.

4. Transportation Mitigation: Comment noted. See response to Comment #2.
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LETTER A.2 MANATT PHELPS PHILLIPS

Commentor: Manatt Phelps Phillips, Susan Hori (SouthShore) (09-21-08)

Response

1. Biological Resources-Summation: Comment noted. See responses to more specific

comments contained in Comments 3 through 9 below.

2. Agricultural Resources: Comment noted.

3. Biological Resources-Significance Criteria: The RDEIR lists a variety of threshold

features that assist in articulating the City’s core thresholds for biological impacts. As the

commentor states, in some cases the relationship between the thresholds and the impact

analyses is not well established. The FEIR discussion and impact analyses include additional

language to better establish the relationships. This additional language clarifies the analysis,

but does not change any of the RDEIR’s conclusions. Note also that the threshold relating to

agricultural land conversion was inadvertently inserted in this section (verbatim).

4. Impact BIO-1 (Invasive Species): The commentor accurately surmises that Impact BIO-1 is

intended to address the potential for exotic species to adversely affect sensitive native

vegetation. Note that between the time that the DEIR was prepared and the RDEIR was

prepared, the applicants for the Northern Subarea modified the SouthShore Specific Plan to

exclude from their planting palette (?) the species listed under Impact BIO-1. The discussion

in the FEIR removes specific reference to these species, while drawing the same impact

conclusion (i.e., less than significant).

5. Impact BIO-4 (Bird Foraging Habitat--Common Species): Impact BIO-4 describes the

loss of foraging habitat for common bird species, which—by definition—are neither rare or

endangered. Thus, the impact should not have been classified as significant but feasibly

mitigated (Class II). Instead, it should be classified as less than significant (Class III),

consistent with the commentor’s remarks.

6. Impacts BIO-2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12: Commentor observes that the impact analyses for

these impacts appear to reach reasonable conclusions. Comment noted.

7. Impacts Bio-7 and BIO-8: The commentor questions the conclusion that the loss of

foraging habitat for special-status bird species (BIO-7) and potential effects on Burrowing

Owls (BIO-8) constitute significant impacts. He states that there is not sufficient support for

a finding that these impacts rise to the level of substantial, as stated in the significance

thresholds. Table 3.6-3 (Potential for Sensitive Wildlife Species to Occur within the Northern
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Subarea) lists those species that have been observed in the area or that have a high potential

to occur in the area. Based on this information, which is derived from a variety of sources,

the RDEIR concludes that the impacts are significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II). The

required mitigation recognizes the degraded value of the habitat (see response to Comment

#8 below).

8. Biological Mitigation Measures: The commentor acknowledges that Mitigation Measures

BIO-3 and BIO-4 are appropriate, but takes issue with Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which

addresses the loss of foraging habitat resulting from conversion of the Study Area from

agricultural to urban uses. The commentor states that BIO-2 is “neither warranted nor

commensurate with the level of impact,” which—as noted above—the commentor contests.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 outlines a reasonable strategy to offset the direct loss of foraging

habitat for the special status bird species described under Impact BIO-7.

9. Biological Resources-Impact Intensity and Context: The commentor explains his

approach to determining the level of impact for wildlife species, which relies on an

evaluation of “impact intensity and context.” He argues that impacts should be stated in

relative, rather than absolute, terms—taking into consideration the extent of habitat suitable

for the species in the region. The RDEIR acknowledges the presence of nearby habitat the

impact conclusions (namely Impact BIO-7) and the proposed mitigation (Mitigation Measure

BIO-2) address the potential indirect impacts of the project on offsite habitat.
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LETTER I.1 KARINE ADALIAN

Commentor: Karine Adalian (09-18-08)

Response

1. Offsite Alternatives: Comment noted. The RDEIR includes a discussion of potential offsite

alternatives.

2. Resource Protection: Comment noted. The commentor opposes the projects as defined. The

decision-makers will be provided with the FEIR and will have the opportunity to see the

commentor’s position as identified in the FEIR.
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LETTER I.2 JEAN ANKER

Commentor: Jean Anker (09-19-08)

Response

1. Opposition to Development of Study Area: Comment noted. The commentor opposes

development of the Study Area, but provides no comments on the EIR. The decision-makers

will be provided with the FEIR and will have the opportunity to see the commentor’s

position as identified in the FEIR.
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LETTER I.3 LORIE BAKER AND CASEY BURNS, ET AL.

Commentor: Lorie Baker and Casey Burns, et al. (09-22-08)

Response

1. Comments on May 2007 DEIR-Legal Questions: The commentor asserts that the RDEIR

does not respond to the comments that they submitted on the May 2007 DEIR and suggests

that the City is legally obliged to do so. The RDEIR cites the City’s rationale for revising and

recirculating the RDEIR. It also cites Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, which

reads as follows: “When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is

recirculated, the lead agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such

cases, need not respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation period.”

2. Alternatives Analysis Inadequate: With the exception of Alternative 5, which was added to

the RDEIR in response to comments on the DEIR, all of the alternatives analyzed have been

under consideration and part of the public discussion of the since the initiation of the

environmental review process in 2004. With the addition of Alternative 5, the RDEIR

describes a sufficient range of potential alternatives to the projects. The commentor

incorrectly suggests that all alternatives must avoid or substantially lessen any of the

significant effects of the project. The commentor also mistakenly states that Alternative 5

does not reduce the footprint of development.

3. Foraging Habitat Mitigation Ratio: The commentor asserts that the proposed mitigation

ratio is “grossly insufficient” and questions the credit that the RDEIR granted for the

southernmost 220 acres of the Southern Subarea. The 0.1. to 1.0 ratio reflects the marginal

value of the foraging habitat given the highly controlled agricultural use of the land.

However, the City does concurs that the Southerly applicant should not be granted mitigation

credit for the southernmost 220 acres. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the FEIR reflects this

change

4. Habitat Mitigation: The commentor correctly points out that the City may require a variety

of mitigation approaches. In the case of Impact BIO-2, the City has chosen to require that the

applicants contribute financially to an as-yet-undetermined entity to compensate for the loss

of marginal habitat value.

5. Bird Surveys: The commentor claims that the mitigation measures referring to bird surveys

are “not scientifically accurate.” The commentor is referring to Mitigation Measures BIO-3

and BIO-4, which require pre-construction surveys for nesting birds and burrowing owls,

respectively. The provisions of these mitigation measures are appropriate given the nature

and circumstances of the project and the species being addressed.
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6. Natural Resource Management Program (NRMP): The commentor questions the

potential effectiveness of the proposed NRMP because of concerns over the enforcement

authority of the applicants and the City. In part in response to this comment, the description

of the NRMP has been revised to more clearly state implementation roles and

responsibilities.

7. Cumulative Impact Analyses: The commentor claims that the RDEIR does not clearly

establish the basis for the document’s cumulative impact analyses, particularly for biological

and agricultural resources. Partially in response to this comment, Section 2.0 of the FEIR

(Project Description) includes an explanation of the policies and programs and a list of the

development projects that collectively constitute the basis for the cumulative impact

discussions throughout the EIR.
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LETTER I.4 ARCHIE BARD

Commentor: Archie Bard (08-07-08)

Response

1. Drainage Capacity: Comment noted. Section 3.3 of the EIR discusses potential drainage

and flooding impacts and presents mitigation measures that will ensure that the historical

flooding problems described by the commentor will not reoccur. Specifically, Impacts

Water-6, -8, -16, and -19 discuss the potential effects of development and Mitigation

Measures Water-11, -12, -13, and -14 outline mitigation requirements. Also, both specific

plans include drainage plans to address drainage infrastructure needs.
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LETTER I.5 BARBARA BERNS

Commentor: Barbara Berns (08-07-08)

Response

1. Request for Extension of Public Review Period: Comment noted. In response to multiple

requests for such, the City extended the review period for the RDEIR from 45 days to 60

days.
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LETTER I.6 MR. AND MRS. BRADEN, ET AL.

Commentor: Mr. and Mrs. Braden, et al. (08-23-08)

Response

1. OVSD Impacts: As the RDEIR states, for the purposes of the CEQA analysis, payment of

required new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 would reduce

potential impacts on schools to a level considered less than significant. Therefore, the

conclusion in Section 3.9.3.2 are sufficient.

2. Demand for Housing: The RDEIR focuses on issues related to the potential environmental

consequences of the proposed projects. It does not evaluate the merits of the projects based

on issues such as market demand, as suggested by the commentor. This topic is outside of

the purview of CEQA and is a policy level discussion which will occur at the decision-

making level.

3. Extension of Rose Avenue-Safety: As proposed, the roadway network for the SouthShore

project will be built to City standards for safety and emergency access.

4. Olds Road Congestion: The traffic analysis assumes that the primary north-south access to

the SouthShore project will be from Rose Avenue, not Olds Road. Nonetheless, the project

will include capacity enhancements at the intersection of Olds and Hueneme Roads that will

help manage the flow of traffic on Olds Road. .

5. Demand for Industrial: The RDEIR focuses on issues related to the potential environmental

consequences of the proposed projects. It does not review the merits of the projects based on

issues such as market demand, as suggested by the commentor. This topic is outside of the

purview of CEQA and is a policy discussion that will occur at the decision-making level.

6. Study Area as Open Space: This comment relates to the merits of the projects as proposed,

not to the environmental analysis. This topic is outside of the purview of CEQA and is a

policy level discussion which will occur at the decision-making level.

7. Two Separate Projects: When the two project applicants initiated the development process,

the City determined that it would be appropriate to consider the environmental implications

of the projects in concert so as to avoid “piecemeal processing,” which is discouraged under

CEQA. Note that the RDEIR’s analysis is structured in a manner that will allow the Planning

Commission and City Council to consider the implications of the projects independently.
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LETTER I.7 RICHARD BURGESS

Commentor: Richard Burgess (09-01-08)

Response

1. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Invasive Plants): As the commentor notes, the RDEIR

recognizes the difficulty of controlling invasive species, which is why the issue is addressed

both as a mitigation measure and as a feature of the Natural Resource Management Program

(NRMP).

2. Natural Resource Management Program: The commitment to funding the NRMP is

included in the development agreements for the two projects and will be part of the

community financing districts for the projects. These mechanisms are sufficient to ensure

that the projects are addressing their contribution to the potential offsite biological impacts.

Therefore, the conclusions are sufficient.

3. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Foraging Habitat/Restoration): As the RDEIR explains, the

basis for the 0.1 to 1.0 mitigation requirement is the marginal habitat value of the highly

developed agricultural lands in the Study Area. The RDEIR’s observation that “this

mitigation ratio is smaller than desired from a habitat standpoint” is intended to acknowledge

that there are those in the environmental community who would desire a greater ratio,

including the commentor. Also, the ratio is not based on studies undertaken in San Diego, as

the commentor asserts. Instead the ratio was based upon an analysis or habitat and financing

of mitigation of these resources in Ventura County. Finally, the commentor refers to “habitat

found at Ormond Beach,” which Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is not intended to address.

4. Exclusion of 220 Acres from BIO-2: The calculation of the mitigation contribution

associated with the development of the Southern Subarea has been modified. The City

concurs that the applicant for development of the Southern Subarea should not be granted

mitigation credit for the southernmost 220 acres. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the FEIR

reflects this change. The revised discussion in the FEIR does not change any conclusion or

significance criteria contained in the FEIR.

5. Adequacy of Biological Impact Analysis: Comment noted. The impact analysis and

mitigation measures included in the RDEIR sufficiently address project-related impacts.
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LETTER I.8 EDWARD M. CASTILLO, ET AL.

Commentor: Edward M. Castillo, et al. (09-15-08)

Response

1. Previously Submitted Comments on May 2007 DEIR: TThis submittal consists of 106

pages of comments submitted on the May 2007 DEIR in July 2007. With the exception of the

two comments described below, all of the resubmitted comments originated from individuals

or organizations not involved in the resubmittal. In most cases, those individuals and

organizations submitted separate comments on the July 2008 RDEIR. In those cases, the new

comments and responses to them are included in this document. For the others, pursuant to

Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code, and Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the

CEQA Guidelines, since the RDEIR has been substantially revised and recirculated, the City

is under no legal obligation to respond to comments submitted on the May 2007 DEIR.

2. Linda Calderon DEIR Comments (June 11, 2007): The commentor expressed opposition

to both of the proposed development projects. These comments are noted, but do not pertain

to the RDEIR and are not comments on the sufficiency of the environmental document. The

commentor then listed a number of general environmental consequences that she believes

could result from the projects. To the extent relevant and required by CEQA, these issues are

addressed in the RDEIR. The FEIR will be provided to the decision making body and

therefore, these bodies will be apprised of Ms. Calderon’s position.

3. E.D. Ellis DEIR Comments (July 12, 2007): In his comments on the May 2007 DEIR (to

which this letter refers), the commentor listed several concerns, including (1) AB 32, (2)

hazardous materials, (3) septic tanks, (4) traffic, and (5) air quality related to dirt hauling. All

of these items are addressed in the RDEIR, see Sections 3.4.3.6 (AB 32 and air quality),

3.5.3.2 (hazardous materials and septic tanks), and 3.10.3.3 (traffic), to the extent required by

CEQA.
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LETTER I.9 DIANE DELANEY

Commentor: Diane Delaney (08-09-08)

Response

1. Request for Copy of RDEIR and Extension of Public Review Period: Comment noted.

Printed copies of the RDEIR were made available at City Hall and electronic copies were

posted on the City’s website. Also, in response to multiple requests for such, the City

extended the review period for the RDEIR from 45 days to 60 days.
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LETTER I.10 PATRICIA EINSTEIN

Commentor: Patricia Einstein (09-13-08)

Response

1. Separate EIRs for Two Projects: When the two project applicants initiated the

development process, the City determined that it would be appropriate to consider the

environmental implications of the projects in concert so as to avoid “piecemeal processing,”

which is discouraged under CEQA. Note that the RDEIR’s analysis and associated mitigation

measures are structured in a manner that will allow the Planning Commission and City

Council to consider the implications of the projects independently.

2. Against Loss of Open Space: The commentor opposes loss of open space in wetland areas.

As stated in the RDEIR, the proposed projects would not directly affect any wetlands

because there are no wetlands within the Study Area. Therefore, the analysis is sufficient.

3. Opposes Development in the Southern Subarea: The comment pertains to the

commentor’s preference with respect to development, which is not a CEQA matter. The

FEIR will be provided to the City Council and Planning Commission, so these bodies will be

apprised of the commentor’s position.
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LETTER I.11 HAROLD EPSTEIN

Commentor: Harold Epstein (08-04-08)

Response

1. Wetlands: The commentor supports an “Ormond Beach Wetland Ecological Reserve” in lieu

of the proposed projects. Comment noted but does not change any conclusion or significance

criteria in the FEIR.





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

LETTER I.12 BRIAN FOSTER

Commentor: Brian Foster (Avian Research Associates) (09-22-08)

1. Conservation/Restoration: The commentor supports the creation of a large

conservation/restoration area at Ormond Beach in lieu of the proposed projects. Comment

noted but does not change any conclusion or significance criteria in the FEIR.
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LETTER I.13 LARRY GODWIN

Commentor: Larry Godwin (08-27, 28, 29, 30, and 31-08; 09-01, 02, and 03-08)

Response

1. 2020 General Plan Ormond Beach Area: The commentor refers language from the City’s

existing 2020 General Plan that pertains to the “Ormond Beach Major Study Area,” which is

a 2,789-acre area that encompasses the Study Area for the Ormond Beach Specific Plans

along with other adjacent areas. The Study Area for the RDEIR consists of an approximately

917-acre area within the Major Study Area, as identified in the General Plan. The balance of

the Major Study Area includes those which the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) has already

acquired or expects to acquire and approximately 1,500 acres that were added to SOAR

following adoption of the 2020 General Plan in 1990 (see FEIR Figure 2-2). Comment noted.

The commentor calls for the specific plans and FEIR to be based on a plan (“SCC Wetland

Restoration Feasibility Plan”) that has not been completed. This plan is not a final plan and

has not been adopted by the City Council or SCC.

2. Coastal Zone and Coastal Commission Approval: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan

applicant has initiated a lot line adjustment with the County of Ventura that will result in a lot

configuration that clearly avoids any development within the Coastal Zone. Thus, in

accordance with the California Coastal Act, there is no “project or action” that would invoke

Coastal Commission jurisdiction, including a coastal development permit. Note also that the

RDEIR was distributed to the Coastal Commission, and this agency did not provide an y

comments on the REDEIR document. Further, when meeting with this agency during the

scoping process, the Coastal Commission did not indicate that a coastal permit would be

required.

3. High Pressure Gas Line: State law provides that school sites “shall not be located … within

1500 feet of the easement of an above ground or underground pipeline that can pose a safety

hazard.” As the SouthShore Specific Plan specifies, the gas line to which the commentor

refers is over 1,500 feet from the proposed elementary school sites.

4. Provisional EIR/Specific Plan Contents: The commentor provides several suggestions for

inclusion of information in the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan and the RDEIR.

Comments concerning the specific plan will be considered as part of the review process.

With respect to the RDEIR, the analysis included in the RDEIR sufficiently addresses the

areas that the commentor mentions.

5. Detention Basin: This comment refers to design features of the South Ormond Beach

Specific Plan, not the RDEIR. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure Water-12 (Stormwater
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Control Structures and Devices) calls for both projects to construct detention basins to

attenuate peak stormwater runoff flows and to provide large enough footprints to provide

enough volume to perform their desired function.

6. Permeable Surfaces: This comment refers to design features of the South Ormond Beach

Specific Plan, not the RDEIR. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure Water-10 (Stormwater

Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP) Development Guidelines) will require the

applicants to provide site planning, pollution prevention/source control, and treatment control

measures. Therefore, the analysis and conclusions in the FEIR or RDEIR is sufficient.

7. Greenhouse Gases (GHG): The RDEIR addresses GHG, including calculations of estimated

GHG emissions associated with the project (which are less than half the estimate of the

commentor). Also, see Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.

8. Wetland/Upland Habitat Impacts: The RDEIR evaluates the potential effects of the

proposed project on the existing environment within the Study Area, which does not include

any wetland habitat. The RDEIR also evaluates the potential for offsite impacts on sensitive

habitat areas and the resources they support. Therefore, the analysis and conclusions in the

RDEIR are sufficient.

9. Harbor Overlay/Air Pollution: The EIR’s air quality analysis is based on the traffic

analysis, which accounts for the type of vehicle trip activity normally associated with light

industrial uses. This analysis is sufficient to address the potential impacts of the project, as

defined.

10. Vehicle Processing Impacts: First, the commentor presumes that the Harbor Overlay area

will support vehicle processing operations. This has not been established within the specific

plan; and in fact, the specific plan allows for a variety of uses within the subject area.

Second, the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan. Where a regulation is specified within the

specific plan, the applicant will have to comply with regulations contained in the city’s

Municipal Code. Both the specific plan and the Municipal Code contain regulations to

address impacts to light and glare.

11. Urban Heating: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan includes provisions to avoid heat

island effects and to buffer developed areas from adjacent agricultural and/or wetland areas.

Therefore,

12. Outdoor Storage, Predators, and Trash: The developers of the Southern Subarea will be

required to comply with City standards for outdoor storage and management of waste, which

will limit the attraction of cats and other predators to the area.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

13. M-1-PD Zone Permitted Uses: The RDEIR evaluates the implications of the land use

proposals contained in the July 2008 South Ormond Beach Specific Plan. The omission of

the language cited by the commentor will not relieve the applicants and/or the ultimate

developers of the Southern Subarea of their responsibilities to implement measures that

would protect basic health, safety, and welfare.

14. Ocean Rise: The FEIR includes an expanded analysis of sea level rise as it relates to tsunami

hazards and associated coastal flooding (see Impact GEO-5). See Master Response #1, Sea

Level Rise.

15. Fill Dirt for Southern Subarea: The specific plan for the Southern Subarea (South Ormond

Beach Specific Plan) has been updated to clarify the applicants intent with respect to fill

material required for project construction. Rather than assuming that such material will

originate from within the Study Area (specifically the southernmost 220 acres), the

applicants will identify a source of material prior to submittal of development permit

applications. At that time, the City will require a separate analysis to determine the potential

environmental consequences of the identified source, including any stockpiling and transport

required for project construction. The FEIR has been updated to reflect the soil proposal,

including clarification that the applicant does not intend to borrow soil from the 220 acres

that will remain in the unincorporated county. Thus, none of the actions to which the

commentor refers will be required. The analysis and conclusions in the FEIR or RDEIR are,

therefore, sufficient.
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LETTER I.14 SHIRLEY GODWIN

Commentor: Shirley Godwin (09-03, 05, 06-08)

Response

1. Alternative 5: The Commentor asserts that Alternative 5 must be subjected to full

environmental review. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following

direction concerning this issue:

(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about

each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with

the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and

significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize

the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in

addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant

effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant

effects of the project as proposed.

The EIR’s discussion of Alternative 5 and its comparative impacts vis-à-vis the project is

consistent with the statutes pertaining to the level of required CEQA review

2. Project Description-Pleasant Valley Drive: The Commentor clarifies that East and West

Pleasant Valley Road are incorrectly identified. The reference has been updated to read East

Pleasant Valley Road, rather than West Pleasant Valley Road. The FEIR has been revised to

reflect this correction. This modification does not change the conclusions or significance

criteria contained in the RDEIR.

3. Aerial Photography: Figures 2.1 and ES-5 in the RDEIR have been updated with more

recent aerial imagery.

4. Public Scoping Meeting: Both the May 2007 DEIR and the July 2008 RDEIR describe the

June 2004 scoping meeting on page 4-3, under the discussion of the alternatives selection

process.

5. Hazardous Materials-Southern Subarea: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan

explicitly prohibits “Manufacturing, processing or storage that could result in any discharge,

intentional or otherwise, of hazardous material into the storm drain.” The Specific Plan is

more restrictive than the zoning code regarding limitations on generation and storage of

hazardous materials. Also, in addition to the provisions of the Specific Plan, as described in

the RDEIR under Impact HM-11, any facilities using hazardous substances will have to be
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designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with applicable regulations. Furthermore,

businesses that handle hazardous materials or generate hazardous waste would need a

Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) permit from the City of Oxnard Fire Department.

6. Aesthetics/Visual Resources: Comments noted. The RDEIR’s analysis accurately

characterizes the projects’ impacts on aesthetics and visual resources.

7. Farmland Conservation Easement: The commentor suggests that the RDEIR include

analysis of a conservation easement over the Southern Subarea. Because such an easement is

not part of the project under consideration or any other known project, there is no basis for

the suggested analysis. The discussion provided as part of Impact AG-7 (Direct Farmland

Conversion) in the RDEIR explains the basis for the findings of infeasibility of several

potential agricultural mitigation measures. As the discussion explains, feasibility is defined

as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,

taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors,” per section

21061.1 of the California Public Resources Code. In preparing the RDEIR, the City reviewed

a variety of actions that might offset the effects of the loss of productive agricultural land,

including requirements for direct preservation of agricultural land elsewhere in the region

and/or financial contribution to efforts to acquire conservation easements or deed restrictions

on land currently used for production. The City has also considered imposition of other

requirements such as stockpiling of high quality topsoil and offering it as soil amendments

for marginally viable agricultural land; converting nearby areas not used for farmland to

farmland (e.g., open space or industrial lands); and/or financially contributing to an

organization that performs agricultural conservation. Based on its evaluation of these and

other potential measures, the City concluded that they would not be feasible for the Ormond

Beach Specific Plan projects.
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LETTER I.15 KENDRA GONZALES

Commentor: Kendra Gonzales (08-07-08)

Response

1. Request for Extension of Public Review Period: Comment noted. In response to multiple

requests for such, the City extended the review period for the RDEIR from 45 days to 60

days.
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LETTER I.16 JEAN HARRIS

Commentor: Jean Harris (08-22-08)

Response

1. Upland Required for a 750-acre Wetland: The commentor would like to know how much

upland acreage would be required to support a 750-acre wetland. Such a question is beyond

the purview of the RDEIR and varies depending upon the jurisdiction.

2. Sea Level Rise: The FEIR includes an expanded analysis of sea level rise as it relates to

tsunami hazards and associated coastal flooding (see Impact GEO-5). See Master Response

#1, Sea Level Rise for additional explanation.

3. Arcturus Road Spill: The commentor inquires about the potential effect of a spill on

Arcturus Road, which is outside of the Study Area. Thus, the issue falls outside of the

purview of this RDEIR.

4. Fill Requirements: Both specific plans and the EIR acknowledge the need to import fill

material to make the Study Area suitable for development. Also, Section 3.3 of the EIR

includes analyses of various aspects of the Study Area’s soil conditions, including

evaluations of the implications of collapsible and sensitive soils in the area.
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LETTER I.17 CYNTHIA HARTLEY

Commentor: Cynthia Hartley (09-22-08)

Response

1. Assessment of Nesting Shorebirds: The commentor opines that the potential offsite impacts

on nesting birds are not adequately addressed. See Master Response 2: Indirect Impacts

Sensitive Offsite Habitat and Sensitive Species.

2. Recreational Beach Use/ Shorebirds: The RDEIR acknowledges the potential for

disturbance of shorebirds resulting from increased human presence associated with the

development of the projects under consideration. See Master Response 2: Indirect Impacts

Sensitive Offsite Habitat and Sensitive Species.

3. Leash Law Non Compliance: Comment noted. The Ormond Beach Natural Resource

Management Program (NRMP), to be funded by the project applicants, addresses both leash

laws and effective enforcement .

4. Effects of Noise on Avian Communication: The commentor posits the theory that noise

could affect shorebird nesting areas, based in part of the presence of the Ormond Beach

Generating Station. The commentor further suggests that noise originating from development

in the Southern Subarea would increase the noise level at the beach. Since the generating

station lies between the Southern Subarea and the beach, it is improbable that noise from the

light industrial and office uses would exacerbate any existing problems.

5. Leash Law Enforcement: The commentor provides helpful information concerning leash

law enforcement. The City will take this information into consideration as it works with other

stakeholders to structure and implement monitoring and enforcement activities at Ormond

Beach. The comment does not change any conclusion or significance criteria. Therefore, the

analysis is sufficient.

6. Night Time Beach Access: The commentor suggests that beach access roads be closed at

night. The City will consider this suggestion as it works with other stakeholders to structure

and implement monitoring and enforcement activities at Ormond Beach. Note that no beach

access roads are proposed as part of either project under consideration. The comment does

not change any conclusion or significance criteria. Therefore, the analysis is sufficient.

7. Independence Day Beach Closure: The commentor suggests that beach access be restricted

during the Independence Day holiday. The City will consider this suggestion as it works with

other stakeholders to structure and implement monitoring and enforcement activities at
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Ormond Beach. The comment does not change any conclusion or significance criteria.

Therefore, the analysis is sufficient.

8. Winter Activity at Beach: The commentor suggests that the activities described in the

NRMP be extended into the winter months to provide protection for wintering shorebirds and

migratory waterfowl. The City will consider this suggestion as it works with other

stakeholders to structure and implement monitoring and enforcement activities at Ormond

Beach. The comment does not change any conclusion or significance criteria. Therefore, the

analysis is sufficient.

9. Preference for Alternative 4: The commentor prefers Alternative 4, which calls for

conservation of the land in the Study Area for agricultural and open space uses. Comment

noted. The comment will be transmitted as part of the FEIR to the decision making body.

















RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

Responses to Comments

LETTER I.18 DAVID MAGNEY

Commentor: David Magney (09-22-08)

Response

1. Hazardous Waste-DDT: These comments are consistent with the RDEIR’s finding that

further site investigation and detailed soil analysis will be required as mitigation. The

comment does not change any conclusion or significance criteria. Further, substantial

evidence supports the RDEIR’s conclusions. Therefore, the analysis is sufficient.

2. Figure 3.6-1: The map has been updated per the commentor’s suggestions.

3. State Coastal Conservancy Plan: The acreage references in the RDEIR date back to

information published in 2003 by the SCC concerning Ormond Beach acquisitions (as

follows):

The reservation of funds is also proposed for the acquisition of the adjoining 220

acres of former wetlands that are currently owned and farmed by Southland Sod.

A critical mass of 750 acres of restored wetlands and associated habitat at

Ormond Beach is expected to create a self-sustaining biological system and

enough tidal prism and flushing action to maintain health and hydrologic

function.

Thus, the RDEIR’s citations are not “inaccurate and misleading,” as the commentor claims.

Nonetheless, the FEIR updates acreage references to reflect SCC’s evolving perspective on

its acreage needs.

4. Botanical Survey: The RDEIR relies on a long history of research conducted within the

Study Area and adjacent areas. The field survey conducted by the City’s consultants was

intended to confirm the extensive body of research and studies upon which the RDEIR’s

evaluation is based, as cited in Section 3.6.1 of the document. It is not represented in the

RDEIR as a comprehensive assessment, but rather as a means to validate the accuracy of the

baseline information that has been gathered through at least 20 years of independent

evaluation.

5. Locally Rare Plants: As the commentor’s publication, Checklist of Ventura County Rare

Plants (December 2008), notes, CEQA requires that thresholds of significance for general use

in a lead agency’s environmental review process “must be adopted by ordinance, resolution,

rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by
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substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7).” The publication further acknowledges

that, for a list of locally rare or sensitive species to function as a set of thresholds of

significance, the list should be adopted through a public review process. The City’s published

thresholds do not recognize the publication to which the commentor refers.

6. Ventura marsh milk vetch (RDEIR Table 3.6-7): The citations in Table 3.6-7 have been

updated to read “near coastal salt marsh.”

7. Osprey (RDEIR Table 3.6-9): The note in Table 3.6-9 has been updated to read, “Not likely

to occur at the project site due to degraded absence of suitable habitat.”

8. JSA Study Date: The referenced citation has been updated.

9. Special-Status Plant Species: The commentor states that, based on his research, special

status plant species “could” occur in the Study Area. The City’s consultants concluded based

on documentary research and site observations that such species do not exist within the Study

Area. Thus, the RDEIR finds that there are no significant impacts.

10. Foraging Habitat Mitigation: The City continues to support the mitigation ratio

recommended in the RDEIR but concurs with the commentor that the applicant for

development of the Southern Subarea should not be granted mitigation credit for the

southernmost 220 acres. The calculation of the mitigation contribution associated with the

development of the Southern Subarea has, thus, been modified . The equation used to

determine the contribution no longer excludes the southernmost 220 acres from

consideration. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the FEIR reflects this change.

11. Cumulative Impacts-State Coastal Conservancy Proposal: The SCC has not published a

wetlands restoration plan. Thus, the City is not in a position to account for such a plan in its

cumulative assessment. Also, the commentor asserts that the project proposed for the

Southern Subarea would preclude habitat restoration. This statement is contrary to the

applicant’s publicly expressed willingness to sell the southernmost 220 acres of its property

to the SCC. The acreage total that the applicant is willing to sell dates back to information

published in 2003 by the SCC concerning Ormond Beach acquisitions (as follows):

“The reservation of funds is also proposed for the acquisition of the adjoining 220 acres

of former wetlands that are currently owned and farmed by Southland Sod. A critical

mass of 750 acres of restored wetlands and associated habitat at Ormond Beach is

expected to create a self-sustaining biological system and enough tidal prism and

flushing action to maintain health and hydrologic function.”
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12. Wildlife Linkages/Corridors: The RDEIR accurately characterizes the potential impacts in

light of the threshold, which will “interfere substantially with the movement of any native

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory

wildlife corridors.” The City is familiar with the map and considered this resource document

as part of its RDEIR analysis. Substantial evidence supports the RDEIR’s conclusions which

finds that the projects will not adversely affect wildlife corridors. Therefore, no evidence is

provided by the commentor that would change the conclusions contained in the RDEIR.

13. Mugu Lagoon Impacts: At its nearest point to the proposed development within the

Southern Subarea, Mugu Lagoon is over two miles downstream, on the other side of the

NBVC runway. Also, Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Wetland Runoff Control, does not

recommend bioswales. Instead, it proposes measures that would supplement the benefit of

the bioswales proposed by the applicant, which is essentially what the commentor is

suggesting.

14. Ag Land Value: The RDEIR estimate value of agricultural land was accurate as of the date

of preparation of the document and the valuation was explained in the Section 3.8.1.1 of this

document

15. Wetland Restoration Needs: See response to comment #11.

16. Sea Level Rise: The FEIR includes an expanded analysis of sea level rise as it relates to

tsunami hazards and associated coastal flooding (see Impact GEO-5). See Master Response

3: Global Climate Change.

17. Out of Kind Mitigation: The equation used to determine the mitigation contribution no

longer credits the applicant for development of the Southern Subarea for the southernmost

220 acres, which eliminates the commentor’s concern that the City is permitting out-of-kind

mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the FEIR reflects this change.
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LETTER I.19 BILL MILEY

Commentor: Bill Miley (09-19-08)

Response

1. South Ormond SP Premise is Flawed: As stated within the comment letter, the

commentor’s observations are based on conjecture concerning the genesis of the plan

proposed for the Southern Subarea. Therefore, the analysis and conclusions contained in this

section are sufficient.

2. Unofficial Proposed Zoning: The commentor states that the zoning for the Southern

Subarea will have to be changed. This is true and the project includes a request for such a

rezone.

3. State Coastal Conservancy Restoration Plan: The State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) has

not published a wetland restoration plan. Thus, the City is not in a position to evaluate the

consistency of the proposed specific plan with the SCC’s efforts. Also, the 750 acre

requirement that is cited in the RDEIR originates from the SCC, not the City, the applicant,

or the City’s consultants.

4. Impact Water-10: The RDEIR’s findings are based on an extensive analysis of a broad

variety water supply and demand factors.

5. Impact Ag-7: The RDEIR’s analysis includes a clear explanation of its findings with respect

to agricultural land impacts. The commentor simply disagrees with those findings.

6. Visual Impacts: The RDEIR’s analyses of visual impacts are consistent with the City’s

established thresholds and adopted City policy concerning scenic resources. Thus, no

revision to the RDEIR is warranted.

7. Foraging Habitat Mitigation: The City continues to support the mitigation ratio

recommended in the EIR. As the RDEIR explains, the basis for the 0.1 to 1.0 mitigation

requirement is the marginal habitat value of the highly developed agricultural lands in the

Study Area.

8. Biological Survey: The RDEIR relies on a long history of research conducted within the

Study Area and adjacent areas. The field survey conducted by the City’s consultants was

intended to confirm the extensive body of research and studies upon which the RDEIR’s

evaluation is based, as cited in the document. It is not represented in the RDEIR as a
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comprehensive assessment, but rather as a means to validate the accuracy of the baseline

information that has been gathered through at least 20 years of independent evaluation.

9. General Plan Consistency: The commentor accurately cites the CEQA Guidelines

requirement that EIRs discuss inconsistencies between a project and applicable plans. CEQA

does not require a point-by-point defense of project consistency; rather, it seeks cases where

the project clearly conflicts with adopted plans. Per the City’s adopted thresholds, the Land

Use and Planning analysis in EIR (Section 3.7) relies heavily on a comparison of the uses

proposed in the specific plans with the General Plan land use map, as well as a review of

consistency with General Plan land use policies. As that analysis indicates, there are no

substantial conflicts or inconsistencies. For the subject matter covered by the Open

Space/Conservation Element, the RDEIR includes discrete impact discussions elsewhere in

the document that are keyed to the City’s thresholds. In cases where these thresholds are tied

to the General Plan land use map or policies, those discussions cite the appropriate General

Plan section (e.g., Visual/Aesthetic Resources analysis relies on policy statements from the

Open Space/Conservation Element).

10. Consistency with Land Use Map: The commentor’s observations are not substantiated by

fact retarding the genesis of the plan proposed for the Southern Subarea.

11. Consistency with Zoning: The commentor appears to misunderstand the relationship

between the City’s General Plan and the County’s zoning. The Study Area has been

designated for urban uses in the City’s General Plan since 1990. Upon annexation, which is

proposed as part of the plan, the land will be zoned consistent with the proposed project and

specific plan. At that point, land use jurisdiction will pass from the County to the City, which

has been anticipated since the area was included within the City’s sphere of influence.

12. Visual Character: See response to comment #6.

13. Noise Impacts on Wildlife: Comments noted. The City understands that some wildlife

species may be sensitive. The RDEIR analysis concludes that the projects as proposed will

not result in any noise-related impacts to wildlife species.

14. Nighttime Light and Glare: Any businesses operating in the Southern Subarea will have to

comply with City development standards and regulations related to lighting, as well as the

provisions of the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan, including those related to control of

light and glare.
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LETTER I.20 PATRICIA MUNRO

Commentor: Patricia Munro (09-22-08)

Response

1. Public Facilities-Fire Station: The commentor states that the applicant’s contribution to the

cost of a new fire station should be paid earlier (at 100 units, rather than 1,250). The

applicant’s Development Agreement calls for the contribution of $2,000,000 to fund a new

fire station upon issuance of the 750th building permit.

2. Mitigation Bio-2: The City continues to support the mitigation ratio recommended in the

RDEIR. The calculation of the mitigation contribution associated with the development of

the Southern Subarea has, however, been modified. The equation used to determine the

contribution no longer credits the Southern Subarea applicant for not developing the

southernmost 220 acres of the Study Area, so the requirement for the Southern Subarea is no

longer 15.5 acres. Also, the mitigation measure calls for the applicants to contribute funding

that would go to a suitable conservation organization or combination of organizations to

implement a project or projects. The City will work with such organization(s) to ensure that

the funding will be applied in a manner that offsets the impact of the projects.

3. Noise: Note that the introduction to the description of noise mitigation measures (Section

3.11.3.3) and Mitigation Measure Noise-2 both mention berms as potential features of noise

mitigation strategies; they do not specifically prescribe them as mitigation solutions.

Comment noted. Furthermore, the noise attenuation analysis conducted evaluated noise

without construction of the berms and appropriate mitigation measures were developed.

Installation of berming will improve noise attenuation.

4. Southern Subarea Port Overlay: The port overlay zone in the Southern Subarea was

established to provide opportunities for the location of businesses serving the growing needs

of Port Hueneme and the Harbor District.

5. Sea Level Rise Maps: The FEIR includes an expanded analysis of sea level rise as it relates

to tsunami hazards and associated coastal flooding (see Impact GEO-5). See Master

Response 3: Global Climate Change.

6. Water Supply Analysis: The City prepared a comprehensive citywide analysis of water

supply and demand that took into consideration all ongoing projects in Oxnard, as well as all

current and anticipated sources of supply. As stated in the RDEIR’s analysis, the City is

confident that the water supply sources upon which the projects are expected to rely will be

available. Nonetheless, as outlined in the RDEIR, the City’s program for monitoring citywide
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supply and demand includes provisions that would suspend project approvals until sufficient

supplies of water are available to support the anticipated project demand.

7. Ormond Beach Task Force Consensus (January 2004): Comment noted. The City’s

General Plan, which governs all land use and development decisions, has designated the area

south of Hueneme Road for development since it was adopted in 1990.
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LETTER I.21 ROGER PARISEAU

Commentor: Roger Pariseau (09-22-08)

Response

1. Foraging Species: The City’s biological consultants have found no published documentation

of the presence of clapper-rail species foraging in the Southern Subarea. Section 3.6.1.6.7 of

the RDEIR does, however, acknowledge there is a low-to-moderate potential for light-footed

clapper rail (Rallus longirostris) to occur in Oxnard Canal #3.

2. Species Lists: Section 3.6.3.1 of the RDEIR explains the methods employed in preparing the

assessment of biological impacts, including an explanation of the literature reviewed in

establishing the lists cited in the RDEIR. Note that the commentor observes correctly that the

narrative that accompanies Table 3.6-8 is inaccurate; the citation of the numbers of special

status species should have been updated to correspond with Table 3.6-8 (which was updated

between the May 2007 DEIR and July 2008 RDEIR). As the commentor notes and the

RDEIR states, “no comprehensive wildlife surveys of use or distribution appear to be on

record for the Southern Subarea.” In the absence of such a survey, the RDEIR relies on other

sources as cited in the document to determine potential direct impacts on special status

wildlife species (Impact BIO-7 for the Northern Subarea and Impact BIO-19 for the Southern

Subarea). Note also that the RDEIR describes both the Burrowing Owl and White Faced Ibis

as species of concern (not Federally or State listed), consistent with the commentor’s

comment.

3. California Brown Pelican: The commentor’s observations are consistent with the

description in the RDEIR.

4. Bald Eagle: The commentor’s observations are consistent with the description in the

RDEIR.

5. Project Re-Study/Deferral: The RDEIR establishes a sound baseline for evaluation of

project impacts and presents sound analysis to support conclusions of significance

concerning wildlife species. Thus, there is no need to re-study these impacts or to defer

decisions concerning the proposed projects.
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LETTER I.22 NANCY PEDERSEN

Commentor: Nancy Pedersen (09-22-08)

Response

1. Water Supply Source: The City prepared a citywide analysis of water supply and demand

that took into consideration all ongoing projects in Oxnard, as well as all current and

anticipated sources of supply. As stated in the RDEIR analysis, the City is confident that the

water supply sources upon which the projects are expected to rely will be available.

Nonetheless, as outlined in the RDEIR, the City’s program for monitoring citywide supply

and demand includes provisions that would suspend project approvals until sufficient

supplies of water are available to support the anticipated project demand.

2. Demand for Housing: The RDEIR focuses on issues related to the potential environmental

consequences of the proposed projects. It does not evaluate the merits of the projects based

on issues such as market demand.

3. Ocean View School District: As section 3.9.3.2 of RDEIR explains, development within the

Study Area will be subject to new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section

65995. Under State law, payment of the developer fees provides full and complete mitigation

of the project’s impacts on school facilities. The RDEIR includes an assessment of school

impacts consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and the requirements of State law.

4. Parks: The projects as proposed meet the City’s adopted standards for park land, which call

for approximately 7.5 acres of neighborhood parkland and 7.5 acres of community parkland

per thousand residents. See Section 3.9.3.5 of the RDEIR.

5. Cats and Dogs: The Ormond Beach NRMP, as described in Section 3.6.3.3 of the RDEIR,

includes several measures that would address potential problems associated with increased

human presence in the Study Area, including measures to control disturbance by household

pets.

6. Wildlife: The RDEIR assessment of potential impacts to wildlife species is based on years of

documented observations and knowledge concerning the type and quality of habitat available

within the Study Area. It would be inappropriate to introduce the type of anecdotal evidence

of species presence in or reliance on the Study Area that the commentor cites.

7. Port Overlay: The commentor’s opinion is based on speculation about the proposed port

overlay; the speculation is not supported by the project description (i.e., proposed the

Specific Plan).
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8. Truck-related Air Pollution: The RDEIR’s air quality analysis is based on assumptions

concerning the type and amount of vehicle traffic associated with the uses proposed in the

Study Area.

9. Parking and Storm Runoff: The project design proposed for the Southern Subarea includes

measures to control stormwater runoff and the EIR requires mitigation that will further

address such runoff.

10. Light Pollution: Any businesses operating in the Southern Subarea will have to comply with

City development standards and regulations related to lighting, as well as the provisions of

the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan, including those related to control of light and glare.

11. Water Supply: See response to Comment #1.

12. Fill Dirt: The South Ormond Beach Specific Plan has been updated to provide additional

clarification concerning the source of fill material required for its proposed development. The

FEIR analysis has been updated accordingly, with a description of the steps necessary to

ensure suitable mitigation to address the potential impacts associated with developing and

transporting fill material.
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LETTER I.23 JULIE PENA

Commentor: Julie Pena (09-16-08)

Response

1. Coastal Protection/Wetland Area: Comment is an expression of the commentor’s opinion

concerning the development of the Study Area. It is not focused on the EIR.
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LETTER I.24 REBECCA RALPH

Commentor: Rebecca Ralph (09-29-08)

Response

1. Neighborhood Impact/Community Input: The commentor is concerned that there has not

been enough opportunity for community input. The RDEIR analysis addresses a variety of

impacts that could affect the community and adjacent neighborhoods. The commentor is

concerned that there has not been enough opportunity for community input. The City has

sponsored several community meetings and conducted a variety of public meetings since the

project was initiated in 2004. In addition, the development applicants have met with

neighborhood groups and the Ormond Beach Task Force has been tracking the projects

closely since the EIR process commenced in 2004.

2. Traffic Impacts: The EIR’s traffic analysis assesses the potential impacts of the project at 40

intersections within the city, including several of the areas that the commentor mentions.
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LETTER I.25 E. GLORIA ROMAN

Commentor: E. Gloria Roman (09-22-08)

Response

1. Leach Lines: The RDEIR (Impacts HM-1 and HM-7) assesses the potential for soil

contamination resulting from historical agricultural operations, including the use of septic

systems (of which leach lines would have been a component). The RDEIR also includes a

mitigation measure (HM-1) that will require thorough analysis of soil conditions prior to

construction, with a specific mention of septic tanks and the potential for associated

contamination.

2. AB 32: In response to comments submitted on the May 2007 DEIR (including the

commentor’s), an analysis of climate change impacts was added to the RDEIR. Also, see

Master Response 3: Global Climate Change.
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LETTER I.26 JACK SCHIENBEIN

Commentor: Jack Schienbein (08-09-08)

Response

1. Availability of EIR/Notification: Printed copies of the RDEIR were made available at City

Hall and electronic copies were posted on the City’s website. Also, in response to multiple

requests for such, the City extended the review period for the RDEIR from 45 days to 60

days.
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LETTER I.27 CHRISTINE SIMMONS

Commentor: Christine Simmons (09-16-08)

Response

1. Coastal Protection/Wetland Area: Comment is an expression of the commentor’s opinion

concerning the development of the Study Area. It is not focused on the EIR given that the

comment is not related to CEQA it is outside of the purview of CEQA.
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LETTER I.28 WILLIAM L. TERRY

Commentor: William L. Terry (09-22-08)

Response

1. Fill Material: As noted in the RDEIR, the fill material for the Northern Subarea will come

from the Ventura County Watershed Protection District’s Calleguas Creek existing permitted

maintenance dredging program. The material, which is stockpiled at the County’s stockpile

site located near the intersection of Hueneme Road and Laguna Road, has been tested for

contamination and determined to meet applicable standards. The specific plan for the

Southern Subarea (South Ormond Beach Specific Plan) has been updated to clarify the

applicants intent with respect to fill material required for project construction. Rather than

assuming that such material will originate from within the Study Area (specifically the

southernmost 220 acres), the applicants will identify a source of material prior to submittal of

development permit applications. At that time, the City will require a separate analysis to

determine the potential environmental consequences of the identified source, including any

stockpiling and transport required for project construction. The RDEIR has been updated to

reflect the updated content of the Specific Plan, including clarification that the applicant does

not intend to borrow soil from the 220 acres that will remain in the unincorporated county.

2. Water Resources: In response to the requirements of State law, water supply assessments

(WSAs) have been prepared for both the Northern and Southern Subareas. They are included

as Appendix E to the RDEIR. In addition, the City has prepared a detailed analysis of

citywide water supply and demand. The findings of the WSAs and the City’s supply-demand

analysis are reflected in the EIR.

3. Visual/Aesthetic Resources: The RDEIR includes an analysis of the potential visual and

aesthetic impacts of the proposed projects that addresses the City’s thresholds for such

impacts. Note that the proposed development does not fall within the Coastal Zone, so the

provisions of the Coastal Act do not apply.

4. Transportation and Circulation-Access to Coastal Resources: The proposed projects do

not include any coastal access restrictions or limitations limitations given that they are not

subject to the Coastal Act.

5. Northern Subarea High School: The RDEIR’s analysis of alternatives (Section 4)

addresses the comparative impacts of an alternative that would replace the project’s proposed

high school with homes (Alternative 1).
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LETTER I.29 SALLIE WILLIAMS & ROBERT NEUBAUER

Commentor: Sallie Williams & Robert Neubauer (09-22-08)

Response

1. Conversion of Farmland (FMMP): The southern and coastal areas of Ventura County,

including the Study Area, are covered by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

(FMMP). The mountainous northern part of the county is not. Therefore, this comment is not

relevant for the project site.

2. Connectivity between Ormond Beach and Mugu Lagoon: The RDEIR acknowledges the

relationship between the Study Area and nearby natural resources, including Ormond Beach

and Mugu Lagoon.

3. Plant and Animal Species: As observed by the commentor, the RDEIR addresses federally

protected plant and animal species.

4. Burrowing Owl and Large Billed Savannah Sparrow: The RDEIR assesses potential

impacts to both of these bird species.

5. Other Birds/Appendices: An electronic version of EIR Appendix A-1, which lists the birds

to which the commentor refers, was included with the printed version of the RDEIR and was

also posted on the City’s website.

6. Wildlife Survey: The RDEIR relies on a long history of research conducted within the Study

Area and adjacent areas. The field survey conducted by the City’s consultants was intended

to confirm the extensive body of research and studies upon which the EIR’s evaluation is

based, as cited in the document. It is not represented in the EIR as a comprehensive

assessment, but rather as a means to validate the accuracy of the baseline information that has

been gathered through at least 20 years of independent evaluation. The information provided

in the RDEIR sufficiently establishes the baseline for the impact assessment.

7. Mitigation Measure BIO-2: The City continues to support the mitigation ratio

recommended in the RDEIR. The calculation of the mitigation contribution associated with

the development of the Southern Subarea has, however, been modified. The equation used to

determine the contribution no longer credits the applicants for conserving the southernmost

220 acres, so the requirement for the Southern Subarea is no longer 15.5 acres. Also, the

mitigation measure calls for the applicants to contribute funding that would go to a suitable

conservation organization or combination of organizations to implement a conservation
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project or projects. The City will work with such organization(s) to ensure that the funding

will be applied in a manner that offsets the impact of the proposed projects.

8. Mitigation Measure BIO-5: As noted above in response to comment #6, the RDEIR relies

on a long history of research conducted within the Study Area and adjacent areas. The

information provided in the RDEIR sufficiently establishes the baseline for the impact

assessment.

9. Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The provisions outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 provide

sufficient protection for birds that might nest in the Study Area.

10. Mitigation Measure BIO-4: The provisions outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-4 provide

sufficient protection for the Burrowing Owl.

11. Domestic Cats: The Ormond Beach NRMP, which is described in the RDEIR, includes

provisions that would reduce the potential for domestic cats to disturb offsite sensitive

habitats.

12. Domestic Cats: See response to comment #11.

13. General Plan Open Space Buffer/SOAR: As explained in the RDEIR, the projects would

not violate either the City’s General Plan policies or the provisions of SOAR (which do not

apply to the Study Area).

14. Scenic Vistas: The RDEIR (under Impact AES-9) discloses that the loss of visual character

associated with the conversion of agricultural lands will constitute a significant and

unavoidable impact.

15. Project Objectives: The proposed projects, in combination with historical and proposed

projects in adjacent areas, comply with the objectives stated in the City’s 2020 General Plan.

16. Alternative 5: Comment noted. It is an expression of the commentor’s opinion concerning

the development of the Study Area.
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LETTER I.30 JIM YARBROUGH

Commentor: Jim Yarbrough (09-08-08)

Response

1. Consensus Plan: Comment noted. It is an expression of the commentor’s opinion

concerning the development of the Study Area.

2. Sierra Club Comments: Comment noted. The City’s response to comments submitted by

the Sierra Club (Letter O.6) is included in this document.
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LETTER I.31 JOY ZEDLER

Commentor: Joy Zedler, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Department of Botany (09-16-08)

Response

1. Ormond Beach Conservation/Restoration: Comment noted. The commentor cites a variety

of reasons for supporting the restoration and conservation of both wetland and upland areas

within the Study Area. This is an expression of the commentor’s opinion concerning the

development of the Study Area and does not refer to the analysis included in the RDEIR.
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SECTION 2.0 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS

This section shows the substantive changes made to the EIR based on the public comments

received on the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) (see Section 1.0, Responses to Comments).

For revised text, deletions are indicated by strikethrough text and insertions are indicated by

underlined text.

In addition to changes shown in this section, the City also made numerous minor corrections,

minor technical edits, and other administrative edits that were also made but do not affect the

conclusions of the EIR. These changes are reflected in the Final EIR sections (Volume I).
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1.1.3 Responses to Comments on the RDEIR

In accordance with Chapter 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Guidelines, the City of Oxnard, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on

the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Ormond Beach

Specific Plan Projects (dated July 2008) and has prepared written responses to the written

comments received. The RDEIR was initially circulated for a 45-day public review period

that began on July 24, 2008. In response to requests from several stakeholders, the City

agreed to extend the review period by 15 days through September 22, 2008. The comments

that the City received and the City’s responses to those comments are included in Volume II

of this FEIR.

ES.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS

The project sites comprise the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Study Area, located on the

Oxnard Plain in Ventura County, California (Figure ES-1). The boundaries of the Study Area

are the easterly extension of West Pleasant Valley Drive on the north, an irregular line

extending parallel to the Pacific Ocean on the south, the Olds Road and Arnold Road

alignments on the east, and an irregular line that includes the Edison Drive alignment on the

west (Figure ES-2). With the exception of a Southern California Edison transmission line

right-of-way on the western edge, the property is located in unincorporated Ventura County,

but within the City of Oxnard’s SOI as defined by LAFCO, and within the City of Oxnard’s

City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) limits. The Study Area is currently almost

exclusively used for agricultural activities. Sod-farming operations occupy the majority of

these cultivated lands, while strawberries and other agricultural row crops are produced in the

northeast portion of the site.

The Study Area is surrounded by non-agricultural uses within the City of Oxnard to the

north, west, and south. Existing adjacent uses include single-family residential to the north

(Villa Capri and Tierra Vista neighborhoods) and light industrial uses (vehicle preparation

centers) to the west. A green-waste composting facility (Agromin Wood Products), the

Reliant Energy Ormond Beach Generating Station, and natural features, including wetland,

dune, and beach areas, adjoin the Study Area to the south. The southeastern corner of the

Study Area is adjacent to the perimeter of Naval Base Ventura County Point Mugu. Existing

adjacent uses also include agricultural operations to the east and southwest. The predominant

crops within the properties east and southwest of the Study Area are row crops and sod. The

Study Area is located approximately two miles east of the Port of Hueneme. Figure 2-1

(Section 2 of this report) shows surrounding ownerships.
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ES.3 REQUIRED APPROVALS

The projects require a number of discretionary approvals by both the Planning Commission

and the City Council, including the following:

 General Plan amendment for each subarea.

 Establishment of zoning for the Northern and Southern subareas through adoption of

specific plans for the project areas. The exception is the southernmost 220 acres in the

Southern Subarea, which will retain its zoning under Ventura County jurisdiction.

 Approval of development agreements for each of the subareas.

 Approval of tentative tract maps for each of the subareas.

In addition to these City of Oxnard actions, other permits or actions by other agencies for

which this document may be used are as follows:

 With the exception of the southernmost 220 acres, reorganization and approval by Local

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of annexation of the Northern and Southern

subareas. Annexation would be accompanied by the simultaneous detachment of the

same area from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District and the Ventura

County Fire Protection District.

 Annexation to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and Calleguas

Municipal Water District.

 Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit for activities within waters of the U.S. (33

CFR 330).

 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality

Certification.

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District approval.

 California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement (Section 1601

of the California Fish and Game Code).

ES.4 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The proposed specific plan projects represent discretionary actions subject to the

environmental review requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Therefore, this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to evaluate the

impacts of the projects.
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The City of Oxnard’s Planning and Environmental Services Division determined in its initial

review that there was a potential for the projects to cause significant environmental impacts

and that an EIR was clearly required for the projects. Therefore an initial study was not

required to be prepared, pursuant to Section 15063 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines. The City

did, however, sponsor a Community Scoping Meeting in June 2004 to inform interested

stakeholders about the proposed projects and to solicit comments about them. As part of this

process, the City presented three preliminary land use concepts for review and comment. The

comments that the City received during and following the Scoping Meeting provided the

basis for the development of project alternatives to considered in this EIR.

In September 2005, the City issued a A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued in

September 2005 and subjected the NOP to for a 30-day public review period. The City

received written comments on the NOP from the following parties: County of Ventura

Resource Management Agency, Planning Division; Oxnard Union High School District,

Calleguas Municipal Water District, Ocean View Elementary School District, California

Department of Transportation, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura

County Watershed Protection District, County of Ventura Public Works Agency

Transportation Department, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission, Southern

California Association of Governments, Department of the Navy, Metropolitan Water

District, California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), Roger Pariseau, and

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (see Appendix G).

In May 2007, the City of Oxnard published the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Draft

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The DEIR assessed the potential environmental

implications of implementing two proposed specific plans: the SouthShore Specific Plan

and the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan. The May 2007 DEIR was circulated for public

review and comment for a period of 60 days, ending on July 20, 2007. During the public

review process, the City accepted approximately 65 written and/or oral communications with

comments on the proposed projects and the DEIR. The City also hosted two Planning

Commission hearings (June 21 and July 19, 2007) and a separate community workshop on

July 16, 2007. The City reviewed the comments submitted through these various forums and

identified several specific environmental concerns that warranted additional environmental

analysis. As a result, the City decided to revise and recirculate the DEIR.

The Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) published on July 24, 2008, initiating a 45-day public

review period. In response to requests from several stakeholders, the City agreed to extend

the review period by 15 days through September 22, 2008. As part of the public review

process, the City hosted a Planning Commission hearing on August 21, 2008.A Notice of

Availability will be issued concurrently with this Draft EIR announcing that the document is

available to the public and agencies for review and comment. A 45-day public review period
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will be provided to receive comments. During this time, the City of Oxnard Planning

Commission will also conduct a public hearing on the Draft EIR to receive comments on the

document. Comments received will be reviewed and responses will be provided in the Final

EIR.

As noted earlier, an EIR is an informational document to advise the public agency decision-

makers and the public of the environmental effects of a project. CEQA Guidelines Section

15151 provides direction on the standard of adequacy for an EIR, stating the following:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-

makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently

takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental

effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is

to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among

experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main

points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection

but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

ES.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The proposed specific plan projects would result in significant unavoidable impacts (Class I)

for which there are no feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to the project that would

avoid these impacts while still meeting the project objectives. The proposed Northern

Subarea (SouthShore) Specific Plan would result in Class I impacts in five issue areas, while

the Southern Subarea Specific Plan (South Ormond Beach) would result in Class I impacts in

four issue areas. The Class I impacts are summarized below and are listed in Table ES-2

(Northern Subarea) and Table ES-3 (Southern Subarea).

Northern Subarea Class I Impacts (Significant and Unavoidable)

 Air Quality: Exceedance of thresholds from construction- and project-related operational

ROC and NOX emissions, resulting from heavy equipment used during construction,

residential and non-residential sources including vehicular traffic, space and water

heating, and consumer products.

 Agricultural Resources: The proposed development of the Northern Subarea would

convert approximately 322 acres of prime farmland currently used for agricultural

operations to urban and open space uses.

 Noise: Significant increases in traffic noise levels at noise-sensitive receivers located

along several roadway segments. Along Pleasant Valley Road, City’s Noise Ordinance

standards would be exceeded for existing residential development.
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 Visual/Aesthetic Resources: The transition of land from agricultural to urban uses

constitutes a substantial change in the visual character of the area. The City of Oxnard

views agricultural lands as an important visual resource, and loss of this resource is an

unavoidable consequence of development.

Southern Subarea Class I Impacts (Significant and Unavoidable)

 Air Quality: Exceedance of thresholds from construction- and project-related operational

ROC and NOX emissions resulting from heavy equipment used during construction,

residential and non-residential sources including vehicular traffic, space and water

heating, and consumer products.

 Agricultural Resources: The proposed project would convert approximately 375 acres

of prime farmland currently used for agricultural operations to non-agricultural uses. The

remaining 220 acres included in the Southern Subarea would continue to be available for

agricultural production.

 Visual/Aesthetic Resources: The transition of land from agricultural to urban uses

constitutes a substantial change in the visual character of the area. The City of Oxnard

views agricultural lands as an important visual resource, and loss of this resource is an

unavoidable consequence of development.

The proposed project would also result in various significant but feasibly mitigated, impacts

(Class II). These impacts are summarized below and the mitigation measures to avoid these

impacts, or to reduce them to less than significant levels, are presented in Section 3.0 of this

document. These impacts and the associated mitigation measures are described in more detail

in Table ES-2 (Northern Subarea) and Table ES-3 (Southern Subarea).

Northern Subarea Class II Impacts (Significant but Feasibly Mitigated)

 Geology and Geologic Hazards: Impacts from erosion, as well as hazards from seismic

activity, expansive and collapsible soils.

 Water Resources: Water Supply and demand; Shortshort- and long-term potential

impacts to runoff water quality; short term construction-related drainage impacts;

potential wastewater treatment and conveyance infrastructure impacts.

 Air Quality: Soil import, grading and excavation, and equipment operation during

construction activities would generate construction-related air pollutant emissions.

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The proposed project could result in impacts

related to potentially contaminated soils and/or groundwater contamination resulting

from the historical agricultural operations, at concentrations above regulatory action
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levels. Potentially significant adverse health impacts to construction workers and/or

future project site residents could occur if high levels of residual pesticides are present at

the site.

 Biological Resources: 302 acres of habitat for common and special-status wildlife

species, particularly birds, while marginal because it consists of agricultural crops and is

adjacent to residential development, will be impacted as a result of the proposed project.

Indirect impacts to offsite sensitive bird foraging habitat will result from increased

visitation associated with increased human occupation of the area. Affected species

include Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) and California Least

Tern (Sterna antillarum browni) that nest and forage at Ormond Beach and in the case of

Least terns, along the adjacent drainage ditches.

 Agricultural Resources: Dust generated during construction could be deposited on

adjacent agricultural lands with planted crops, temporarily reducing productivity. In

addition, increase in traffic may result in permanent increase in emissions that could

affect crops in adjacent agricultural lands.

 Transportation and Circulation: The addition of temporary soil import-related trips, as

well as long-term development-generated would affect two intersections.

 Noise: The changes in traffic associated with future development of the Northern Subarea

would result in significant increases in traffic noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors.

 Cultural Resources: Grading activities associated with site preparation could impact

previously undiscovered cultural resources.

Southern Subarea Class II Impacts (Significant but Feasibly Mitigated)

 Geology and Geologic Hazards: Impacts from erosion, as well as hazards from seismic

activity, expansive and collapsible soils. Also, a tsunami generated by a seismic event or

submarine landslide could potentially inundate the Southern Subarea.

 Water Resources: Water supply and demand; Shortshort- and long-term potential

impacts to runoff water quality; short term construction-related drainage impacts;

potential wastewater treatment and conveyance infrastructure impacts.

 Air Quality: Grading, excavation, and equipment operation during construction activities

would generate construction-related air pollutant emissions.

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The proposed project could result in impacts

related to potentially contaminated soils and/or groundwater contamination resulting

from the historical agricultural operations, at concentrations above regulatory action

levels. Potentially significant adverse health impacts to construction workers and/or
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include an alternative that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the

project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects, as

required by CEQA. In response, the City worked with the project applicants to identify

development alternatives that would satisfy those criteria. The result is Alternative 5, which

is a composite of the alternatives for the Northern and Southern Subareas and reflects a lower

level of intensity than the other alternatives that call for development (i.e., the Project and

Alternatives 1 and 2).

 Northern Subarea: Under Alternative 5, the developed part of Northern Subarea

would be reduced in size, the amount of residential acreage would be increased, and

the density of proposed residential development would be reduced. The reduction in

size of approximately 60 acres would occur along the northern and eastern edges of

the Study Area, where it is assumed that the existing agricultural uses would remain.

These changes would result in the elimination of the community park and the high

school proposed as part of the project. Approximately 10 acres of the site proposed

for the high school under the project would be converted to residential uses. In

addition, the densities in remaining residential areas would be reduced, primarily

along the eastern side SouthShore Drive and the northern edge of Lake SouthShore.

 Southern Subarea: In the Southern Subarea, Alternative 5 would consist of

designating the entire developed area as Harbor Industrial. Since the permitted floor-

area ratio would remain the samebe considerably lower under this alternative, there

would be no a substantial reduction in the total square footage of development

compared with the project. The type of development would, however, shift from

employment-intensive business park and light industrial uses to the type of port-

related industrial that currently occurs to the west of the Study Area. Since these uses

tend to support very low employment densities, there would be a reduction in the

employment capacity of the area, and thus a reduction in the severity of impacts

associated with human occupation.
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Resource Area Impact Summary Mitigation Measure Summary Residual Impact

3.3 Water Resources WATER-1: Water Supply Availability. As documented in the North

Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July 2008) and

its Addendum (November 2009), development of the Southern Subarea

(in accord with the SouthShore Specific Plan) would generate estimated

water demand of about 833 acre feet per year (AFY). Of this total, 443

AFY would be for potable needs and the balance (390 AFY) would be for

landscaping and other non-potable needs. Based on the WSA, the

project would have develop a program to offset a minimum of 402 AFY

of demand through some combination of additional water supply

contributions through extraordinary facilities development, extraordinary

conservation measures, in-City retrofits, contributions to the

development of recycled water facilities, or similar measures.

WATER-1: On-site Domestic Water System.
WATER-2: On-site Recycled Water System
WATER-3: Exterior Water Conservation
WATER-4: Grey Water.
WATER-5: Drought-Tolerant Landscaping.

Less than

significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-4: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality. According to the

ESA prepared for the Northern Subarea, at least two adjoining offsite

properties (have reported subsurface petroleum releases and

contamination. It is likely that construction/demolition will require

dewatering and that groundwater will be encountered. Dewatering could

result in the discharge of groundwater contaminated with petroleum

products. Pesticide contaminants from agricultural runoff have been

found in samples obtained from sediment and wildlife in the Oxnard

Drain. Indications are that the contaminant levels are decreasing due to

changes in agricultural practices, but contaminant levels remain a

concern. Another concern would be increased mobilization of

contaminated sediments due to increased runoff to the Oxnard Drain

from the new development, ultimately impacting Mugu or Ormond Beach

lagoons.

WATER-6: Environmental Site Assessment. An environmental site

assessment adequate to identify potential sources of stormwater

contaminants and areas requiring remediation. The assessment must

include the location and condition of areas used for the storage of pesticides

and herbicides, petroleum storage tanks or fueling areas, septic tanks, and

underground storage tanks. Areas of soil staining should be noted and the

potential contaminant identified. Soil should be excavated to determine the

exact vertical extent of contamination. If during soil removal, staining

indicates petroleum contamination continuing below the ground surface,

sampling should be performed to characterize the extent of contamination

and identify appropriate remedial measures.

WATER-7: De-Watering. De-watering operations during construction will

utilize established BMPs for limiting the discharge of sediment. Prior to the

discharge of de-watering from shallow groundwater, water quality sampling

will be performed to determine if the groundwater to be de-watered is

contaminated with pesticides or petroleum products. If levels of pollutants

Less than

significant
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associated with site preparation at the proposed development site

(including residential, mixed-use commercial, light industrial, developed

open space uses) in the Study Area could impact previously

undiscovered cultural resources.

all initial grading or excavation. An archaeologist will monitor all initial

construction grading or excavation. If unanticipated resources are

discovered, they will be evaluated according to the procedures set forth at

CEQA Section 15064.5. If the evaluation determines that such resources

are either unique or significant archaeological or historical resources and

that the project would result in significant effects on those resources, then

further mitigation would be required. In cases where the resources are

unique, then avoidance, capping, or other measures, including data

recovery, would be appropriate mitigation. If the resources are not unique,

then recovery, without further mitigation, would be appropriate.

significant

Class III Impacts – Ormond Beach (Northern Subarea)

3.2 Geology GEO-6: Coastal Flooding, Tsunami, and Sea-Level Rise. Coastal

flooding associated with tsunamis and/or sea level rise could affect the

coastal areas of Oxnard. The Study Area is not within 100- or 500-year

floodplain and is not expected to be inundated by a tsunami. While there

is research suggesting that sea-level rise could exacerbate the

probability of coastal flooding in the Study Area by the end of the 21st

century, additional local research and analysis are required to more fully

understand how local circumstances would affect such probability. With

the application of the City’s development standards and continued focus

on effective emergency management planning, the potential for coastal

flooding is deemed to be less than significant (Class III).

None required. Less than

significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-1: Water Supply Availability. As documented in the North

Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July 2008),

development of the Northern Subarea (in accord with the SouthShore

Specific Plan) would generate estimated water demand of about 815

Although no mitigation measures are required because the impact has been

determined to be less than significant, the following mitigation measures are

proposed to ensure adequate water supply availability for the project and

other projects elsewhere in the city.

Less than

significant
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acre feet per year (AFY). Of this total, 560 AFY would be for potable

needs and the balance (255 AFY) would be for landscaping and other

non-potable needs. According to the SouthShore Specific Plan,

development will be phased in accord with assumptions presented in a

detailed citywide cumulative water supply assessment. Based on that

phasing and the citywide assessment, the City’s projected water supply

is expected to be adequate to serve both the project demands as well as

the cumulative demand of other anticipated future projects though the

Year 2030. This conclusion is based on the reasonable assumption that

the City’s GREAT and M&I Supplemental Programs will be implemented.

WATER-1: On-site Domestic Water System.

WATER-2: On-site Recycled Water System

WATER-3: Exterior Water Conservation

WATER-4: Grey Water.

WATER-5: Drought-Tolerant Landscaping.

3.3 Water Resources WATER-2: Water Facility Construction. The Northern Subarea will

require the construction of facilities associated with Phase 1 of the

GREAT program to ensure a 20-year supply of potable and recycled

water. The City of Oxnard has adopted a project level EIR/EIS for the

GREAT program. Most of the infrastructure for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of

the GREAT program is proposed for construction at existing water

facilities or involves replacement and expansion of existing water service

pipelines within existing right-of-ways. The GREAT EIR/EIS includes a

Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) which addresses the

construction impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2.

None required. Less than

significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-3: Wasteful Use of Water. Individual building projects within the

Northern Subarea would be required to meet standard requirements of

the City, State, and Uniform Building Code. These requirements act to

conserve potable water, ensure adequate water flow, and pay for the

construction of improvements to the water distribution system as outlined

in the City’s Water Master Plan.

None required. Less than

significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-6: Flood Control and Stormwater Drainage. During construction, None required Less than
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foundation systems and floor slabs of the proposed structures shall
consider the likely presence of expansive soil conditions, as well as
collapsible and compressible soil conditions that have a high potential
for both short- and long-term settlement and compression.

3.2 Geology GEO-6: Coastal Flooding, Tsunami, and Sea-Level Rise. Coastal
flooding associated with tsunamis and/or sea level rise could affect the
coastal areas of Oxnard. The Study Area is not within 100- or 500-year
floodplain and is not expected to be inundated by a tsunami. While there
is research suggesting that sea-level rise could exacerbate the
probability of coastal flooding in the Study Area by the end of the 21st
century, additional local research and analysis are required to more fully
understand how local circumstances would affect such probability. With
the application of the City’s development standards and continued focus
on effective emergency management planning, the potential for coastal
flooding is deemed to be less than significant (Class III).

Less than significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-10: Water Supply Availability. As documented in the South
Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July 2008) and
its Addendum (November 2009), development of the Southern Subarea
(in accord with the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan) would generate
estimated water demand of about 965 acre feet per year (AFY). Of this
total, 785 AFY would be for potable needs and the balance (180 AFY)
would be for landscaping and other non-potable needs. Based on the
WSA, the project would have develop a program to offset a minimum of
402 AFY of demand through some combination of additional water
supply contributions through extraordinary facilities development,
extraordinary conservation measures, in-City retrofits, contributions to
the development of recycled water facilities, or similar measures.

WATER-1: On-site Domestic Water System.
WATER-2: On-site Recycled Water System
WATER-3: Exterior Water Conservation
WATER-4: Grey Water.
WATER-5: Drought-Tolerant Landscaping.

Less than significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-13: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality. The ESA
prepared for the Southern Subarea identified superficial stains and odor
which may be indicative of soil contamination in several locations.
Pesticides, herbicides, fuels and other chemicals used in various
agricultural operations could be present onsite. During construction
these contaminants (if present) could be transported into the agricultural

WATER-6: Environmental Site Assessment. An environmental site
assessment adequate to identify potential sources of stormwater
contaminants and areas requiring remediation. The assessment must
include the location and condition of areas used for the storage of
pesticides and herbicides, petroleum storage tanks or fueling areas,
septic tanks, and underground storage tanks. Areas of soil staining

Less than significant
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of sight.
NOISE-3: Interior Noise Exposure. The methods required to mitigate
interior noise exposures would depend on the locations of the
residences relative to the roadways. In general, if the exterior traffic
noise exposure is 65 dB Ldn or less, no exceptional construction
techniques would be required. Where the exterior traffic noise level is
between 65 dB and 75 dB Ldn, it is usually feasible to achieve the interior
noise standard of 45 dB Ldn by installing acoustically-rated glazing, using
stucco or brick siding, and by minimizing the surface area of glazing that
faces the roadways. Where the exterior traffic noise exposure exceeds
75 dB Ldn, it is usually more difficult to achieve the interior noise
standard in residences.
NOISE-4: Post-Design Acoustical Analysis. To ensure satisfaction of the
exterior and interior traffic noise standards for the noise sensitive land
uses within the Study Area, an acoustical analysis should be prepared
after the roadway and lot designs and grading plans have been
finalized. The recommendations resulting from that analysis should be
implemented to achieve noise standards.

3.12 Cultural Resources CULTURAL-2: Construction-related Grading. Grading activities
associated with site preparation at the proposed development site
(including business park and light industrial uses) in the Study Area
could impact previously undiscovered cultural resources. In the event
that project-related activities impact a previously undiscovered CRHR
eligible cultural resource, this would be considered to be significant but
feasibly mitigated.

CULTURAL-1: Construction Period Monitoring. An archaeologist will
monitor all initial grading or excavation. An archaeologist will monitor all
initial construction grading or excavation. If unanticipated resources are
discovered, they will be evaluated according to the procedures set forth
at CEQA Section 15064.5. If the evaluation determines that such
resources are either unique or significant archaeological or historical
resources and that the project would result in significant effects on those
resources, then further mitigation would be required. In cases where the
resources are unique, then avoidance, capping, or other measures,
including data recovery, would be appropriate mitigation. If the
resources are not unique, then recovery, without further mitigation,
would be appropriate.

Less than significant

Class III Impacts – Ormond Beach (Southern Subarea)

3.2 Geology GEO-6: Coastal Flooding, Tsunami, and Sea-Level Rise. Coastal
flooding associated with tsunamis and/or sea level rise could affect the

None required. Less than significant
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coastal areas of Oxnard. The Study Area is not within 100- or 500-year
floodplain and is not expected to be inundated by a tsunami. While there
is research suggesting that sea-level rise could exacerbate the
probability of coastal flooding in the Study Area by the end of the 21st
century, additional local research and analysis are required to more fully
understand how local circumstances would affect such probability. With
the application of the City’s development standards and continued focus
on effective emergency management planning, the potential for coastal
flooding is deemed to be less than significant (Class III).

3.3 Water Resources WATER-10: Water Supply Availability. As documented in the South
Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification (July 2008),
development of the Southern Subarea (in accord with the South Ormond
Beach Specific Plan) would generate estimated water demand of about
995 acre feet per year (AFY). Of this total, 815 AFY would be for potable
needs and the balance (180 AFY) would be for landscaping and other
non-potable needs. According to the South Ormond Beach Specific
Plan, development will be phased in accord with assumptions presented
in a detailed citywide cumulative water supply assessment. Based on
that phasing and the citywide assessment, the City’s projected water
supply is expected to be adequate to serve both the project demands as
well as the cumulative demand of other anticipated future projects
though the Year 2030. This conclusion is based on the reasonable
assumption that the City’s GREAT and M&I Supplemental Programs will
be implemented.

Although no mitigation measures are required because the impact has
been determined to be less than significant, the following mitigation
measures are proposed to ensure adequate water supply availability for
the project and other projects elsewhere in the city.
WATER-1: On-site Domestic Water System.
WATER-2: On-site Recycled Water System
WATER-3: Exterior Water Conservation
WATER-4: Grey Water.
WATER-5: Drought-Tolerant Landscaping.

Less than significant

3.3 Water Resources WATER-12: Water Facility Construction. The Southern Subarea will
require the construction of facilities associated with Phase 1 of the
GREAT program to ensure a 20-year supply of potable and recycled
water. The City of Oxnard has adopted a project level EIR/EIS for the
GREAT program. Most of the infrastructure for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of
the GREAT program is proposed for construction at existing water
facilities or involves replacement and expansion of existing water
service pipelines within existing right-of-ways. The GREAT EIR/EIS
includes a Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) which

None required. Less than significant
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along the eastern edge of the Study Area, demarcated by Olds and Arnold roads, and along

SouthShore Drive/Rose Avenue consistent with the City Master Plan of Bikeways.

1.3 REQUIRED APPROVALS

The projects require a number of discretionary approvals by both the Planning Commission

and the City Council, including the following:

 General Plan amendment for each subarea.

 Establishment of zoning for the Northern and Southern subareas through adoption of

specific plans for the project areas. The exception is the southernmost 220 acres in the

Southern Subarea, which will retain its zoning under Ventura County jurisdiction.

 Approval of development agreements for each of the subareas.

 Approval of tentative tract maps for each of the subareas.

In addition to these City of Oxnard actions, other permits or actions by other agencies for

which this document may be used are as follows:

 With the exception of the southernmost 220 acres, reorganization and approval by Local

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of annexation of the Northern and Southern

subareas and the simultaneous detachment of the same area from the Ventura County

Resource Conservation District and the Ventura County Fire Protection District.

 Annexation to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and Calleguas

Municipal Water District. Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit for activities

within waters of the U.S. (33 CFR 330).

 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality

Certification.

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District approval.

 California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement (Section 1601

of the California Fish and Game Code).

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The proposed specific plan projects represent discretionary actions subject to the

environmental review requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Therefore, this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to evaluate the

impacts of the projects. The Planning and Environmental Services Division determined in its

initial review that there was a potential for the projects to cause significant environmental

impacts and that an EIR was clearly required for the projects. Therefore an initial study was

not required to be prepared, pursuant to Section 15063 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines. A Notice

of Preparation (NOP) was issued in September 2005 for a 30-day public review period. The
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 Annexation of the portions of Specific Plan Study Area to the City LAFCO and the

simultaneous detachment of the same areas from the Ventura County Resource

Conservation District and the Ventura County Fire Protection District

 General Plan amendment for each subarea

 Establishment of zoning for the Northern and Southern Subareas according to the City’s

Zoning Ordinance, since they are not currently within the City limits

 Approval of development agreements for each of the subareas

Approval of tentative tract maps for each of the subareas California Government Code

Section 65451 includes the following requirements for specific plans:

(a) A specific plan shall include a text and a diagram or diagrams which specify all of the

following in detail:

(1) The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including open space, within

the area covered by the plan.

(2)The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major components of

public and private transportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal,

energy, and other essential facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by

the plan and needed to support the land uses described in the plan.

(3) Standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and standards for the

conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources, where applicable.

(4) A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs, public

works projects, and financing measures necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2),

and (3).

(b) The specific plan shall include a statement of the relationship of the specific plan to the

general plan.

2.3.2 Study Area Context and Existing Conditions

The 917-acre Ormond Beach Specific Plan Study Area is part of the approximately 1,380-

acre Specific Plan Area designated in the City’s 2020 General Plan (adopted November

1990). Of the remaining acreage, 265 acres have been acquired by the State Coastal

Conservancy for wetland restoration and buffer areas, 276 acres have been acquired by the

Nature Conservancy for wetland restoration and buffer areas, and approximately 60 acres

(the former Halaco property) were recently acquired by Alpha and Omega Development,

LLC. The “Halaco Site” has been proposed by the US Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) and the State of California to be added to the Superfund National Priorities List. The

City of Oxnard owns another 13 acres and the Metropolitan Water District owns 20 acres

(refer to Figure 2-1).



SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

2-24

interpretive areas with signage, benches, and wildlife viewing areas. A fence will be located

on the downhill side of the berm below the trail to protect sensitive wildlife areas.

2.4 INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR

CEQA identifies the lead agency as that entity with principal responsibility for approving a

project. The City of Oxnard is the Lead Agency for development of the Study Area and the

two proposed Specific Plan Project Areas. Other responsible agencies include the Ventura

County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), Calleguas Municipal Water

District, Metropolitan Water District, Ocean View School District, Oxnard Union High

School District, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California

Coastal Conservancy, as described below.

2.4.1 Actions Covered by this EIR

The actions that are intended to be covered by this EIR are as follows:

 Approval of General Plan amendments to establish consistency with the provisions of the

specific plans (e.g., changes to the 2020 Land Use Map designation for the Study Area,

changes to the text of the Land Use Element concerning the Ormond Beach Specific Plan

Area; modification of the Circulation Map to cover the Study Area)

 With the exception of the southernmost 220 acres, approval of annexation of the Specific

Plan Study Areas to the City of Oxnard by LAFCO and the simultaneous detachment of

the same area from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District and the Ventura

County Fire Protection District

 Establishment of pre-zoning per the City’s Zoning Ordinance

 Approval of Tentative Tract Map(s) for the proposed development areas of the Specific

Plan Study Areas

 Approval of Development Agreements for the Northern and Southern Subareas between

the respective applicants and the City of Oxnard

 Approval by the Metropolitan Water District of California and the Calleguas Municipal

Water District of the annexation into their service districts

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, this EIR is intended to be used by the City of

Oxnard as a Project EIR for these actions.

Other agencies using the EIR in their decision-making (Responsible Agencies) include the

following:

 Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO): Approval of

annexations and detachments
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SECTION 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed specific plans for

the Northern and Southern Subareas of the Ormond Beach Study Area.

3.1.1 Content and Structure

This section analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed Northern and

Southern Subarea Specific Plans as identified by the draft Baseline Report prepared for the

City of Oxnard (URS Corp., 2005). This section includes the following subsections, which

correspond with the required content of EIRs according to the CEQA statutes and guidelines.

 Geology and Geologic Hazards

 Water Resources

 Air Quality

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

 Biological Resources

 Land Use and Planning

 Agricultural Resources

 Public Facilities and Services

 Transportation and Circulation

 Noise

 Cultural Resources

 Visual/Aesthetic Resources

Each of these subsections consists of a summary of the relevant existing conditions, an

explanation of the regulatory framework affecting the subject, and a description of the

potential project impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address significant or

potentially significant impacts.

For each impact discussion, the analysis concludes with a statement of the severity of the

impact. These conclusions are presented according to the following classifications:

 Class I – Significant and Unavoidable Impact. An impact that cannot be avoided or

reduced below the level of significance given reasonably available and feasible

mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations

to be issued if the project is approved.

 Class II – Significant but Feasibly Mitigated Impact. An impact that is potentially

significant, but that can be reduced to below the significance level given reasonably
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available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires CEQA Findings to

be made if the project is approved.

 Class III – Less than Significant Impact. An impact that may be adverse, but does not

exceed the significance level and does not require mitigation measures under CEQA.

However, mitigation measures that could further lessen the minor adverse impacts may

be recommended, if available and feasible.

 Class IV – Beneficial Impact. An effect that would reduce an existing environmental

problem or hazard.

Section 15126(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR also identify “significant

irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in the proposed project should

it be implemented.” Section 15127 states that the information required by Section 15126.2(c)

concerning irreversible changes, need to be included in EIRs prepared in connection with any

of the following activities: a) the adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or

ordinance of a public agency; b) the adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a

resolution making determinations; or c) a project which will be subject to the requirement for

preparing an environmental impact statement pursuant to the requirements of the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Since the two specific plans would be adopted by the City of Oxnard, significant irreversible

environmental impacts are considered in Section 5.0, Other CEQA Considerations.

3.1.2 Cumulative Setting

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual actions that, when considered

together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative

impacts are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental effects of

development of the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, traffic impacts

of two nearby projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a

significant impact when analyzed together. The consideration of the potential cumulative

effects of all known projects within a reasonable range of a proposed project provides a more

complete perspective on future environmental conditions. The City of Oxnard has posted on

its website a list of planned, pending, and approved residential, commercial, and industrial

projects within the City. Table 3.1-1 summarizes the total cumulative development in Oxnard

based on this information as of July 2009. Table 3.1-2 details all residential projects of at

least 10 units and all non-residential projects with at least 10,000 square feet, including all

major specific plans under consideration (except for the Ormond Beach projects).
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TABLE 3.1-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

Project Type Pending Development

Residential 10,850 Units

Commercial 4,790,000 Square Feet

Industrial 6,441,500 Square Feet

Source: City of Oxnard, Development Services Department,

Development Summaries, July 2009

The proposed projects are located in the southern part of Oxnard, while the projects listed in

Table 3.1-2 are spread geographically throughout the city. Some impacts are not necessarily

cumulatively considerable in relation to development that occurs further from the proposed

project. For example, aesthetic and noise impacts tend to be isolated to areas nearby the

Study Area, while traffic and water supply impacts have broader reach. Thus, some

individual cumulative impact discussions rely on a smaller geographic area and cumulative

project assumptions based on the subject matter. These are noted in the cumulative impact

discussions as appropriate. Other issue areas consider cumulative development over a larger

geographic area, such as all development within the city (e.g., water and traffic).
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TABLE 3.1-2
CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST

Type Developer Project APN Status Res Units Comm'l SF Ind SF

Residential Various RiverPark Projects Various 1, 2, 4 1,886

Steadfast-Kyle Winning Las Cortes 201010002 2 501

Casden Casden 344

Trimark Pacific-Bill Teller North Shore 183001074 4 292

Lauterbach & Associates Arbor View (Mira Loma) 183016014 1 291

Shea Properties Artisan Apartments 213003145 3 272

D. R. Horton Seabridge 188025014 4 214

Paragon Communities Westwinds 2, 4 207

Bill McRenolds Gateway Walk 204002026 2 190

Tucker Investments-Anthony Delcado Victoria/Hemlock 187006009 2 116

D.R. Horton Orbela 185017009 4 105

Tucker Investments Rose/Pleasant Valley 224002028 1 99

Mike Marlow The Anacapa Condominiums 196003329 1 70

Pat McCarthy Construction Paseo Nuevo 222007019 1 60

Press Courier Lofts, LLC Press Courier Lofts 202019137 2 52

Aldersgate Investment Colonial House Mixed Use 200025212 2 40

Cabrillo Econ Dev Corporation Paseo De Luz 139025003 2 25

Cabrillo Econ Dev Corporation Camino Gonzalez 139025003 2 18

Lauterbach & Associates DAL- Villa San Lorenzo 222010201 1 16

Commercial Shea Properties Riverpark-The Collection 132011023 4 604,781

Centerpoint Mall/Coastal Architects Centerpoint Mall Master Plan 203032026 1 469,767

Duesenberg Investment Company Third Tower 142002262 2 300,000

Upside Investments Carriage Square/ Lowe's 139025012 2 142,698

T.M. Mian & Associates Homewood Suites 213005203 3 98,798

Michael Penrod Rose Ranch 215006112 3 77,800

Lauterbach & Associates Radio Lazer 202009512 1 75,536

Investec Rancho Victoria 185017009 3 48,850

David P. Waite Embassy Suites Mandalay Beach Resort 191038010 1 37,900

Heritage Equites, LLC CVS Shopping Center 204006023 3 27,190

Statham (Lance Smigel) Statham Commercial 220001032 3 22,500
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TABLE 3.1-2
CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST

(Continued)
Type Developer Project APN Status Res Units Comm'l SF Ind SF

Leedy Ying Shops at Vineyard 142002116 2 20,000

Churchyard and Development LLC Tesco 221023251 4 19,554

Lauterbach & Associates Trinity Baptist Church 216006107 3 18,800

Cruz Espinosa Victory Outreach Church 222010106 3 17,000

Archdiocese of Los Angeles Our Lady of Guadalupe Church 201004107 1 17,000

Aldersgale Investments Colonial House Mixed Use 200025202 2 16,000

Paul Poirier Walgreens 183013031 4 14,410

Oxnard Center Centerpoint Mall Building "S" 203032024 4 12,780

John Parezo Oxnard Crossroads 145021115 1 11,326

Industrial Sunbelt Enterprises Seagate 216020506 4 149,786

RIF-I Oxnard, LLC Seagate Industrial 216020324 1 142,000

Raznick Realty Group Lion's Gate Annex 220022009 1 124,195

Harry Ross Industries Harbor Freight 201017050 1 99,782

Michael Wallace Wallace Business Park 144014104 1 88,729

D2 Development Teal Club Self Storage 183009057 2 80,407

EDCO Unnamed 213003148 3 74,430

City of Oxnard Advanced Purification Facility 231009225 2 60,000

Gary Shein Industrial Condominium Conversion 220001021 1 36,480

Sunbelt Enterprises Rose & Eastman 216018311 4 33,000

City of Oxnard Parks Division RiverPark Landscape Maint Facility 132003301 1 15,579

Mark Pittman Alcaraz Catering 216016033 4 13,700

Quinn Company Quinn Equipment Rental Facility 216021104 3 12,012

Latuerbach & Associates Associated Ready Mixed 216016040 1 11,421

Specific Plans Borchard Family Teal Club 1,150 37,000 -

Daily Group Wagon Wheel/The Village 1,500 50,300 -

Sakioka Farms Company Sakioka Farms 900 2,600,000 5,500,000

Jones Ranch Specific Plan Jones Ranch 2,500 50,000 -

* Status: 1 = Proposed; 2 = Approved; 3 =Plan Check; 4 = Under Construction
Source: City of Oxnard, Development Services Department, Development Summaries, July 2009
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identify the extent of collapsible and sensitive soils. Potential impacts associated with

sensitive, compressible and collapsible soils such as foundation settling are significant but

feasibly mitigated (Class II) to less than significant.

3.2.3.2.2 Applicable to Southern Subarea

Impact GEO-6: Coastal Flooding, Tsunami, and Sea-Level Rise Hazard. Coastal flooding

associated with tsunamis and/or sea level rise could affect the coastal areas of Oxnard.

According to FEMA and Cal EMA, the Study Area is not within 100- or 500-year floodplain

and is not expected to be inundated by a tsunami. While there is research suggesting that sea-

level rise could exacerbate the probability of coastal flooding in the Study Area by the end of

the 21st century, additional local research and analysis are required to more fully understand

how local circumstances would affect such probability. The generation of a tsunami from

either a seismic event or submarine landslide could potentially inundate the Study Area.

Currently, there is no method to predict when a tsunami will be generated because there are

currently no known methods for predicting events that can generate a tsunami. However,

tsunami hazard can be mitigated by either of two methods: 1) avoidance of the tsunami

hazard zone; or 2) reliance on early detection of an arriving tsunami and appropriate

evacuation of tsunami impact zones. The Southern Subarea of the project is located within

the City of Oxnard Tsunami Hazard Zone and is designated to be light industrial

development, agricultural, and open space uses. In the meantime, the City will continue to

enforce development standards concerning the placement of structures in areas prone to

flooding, based on the best available information published by FEMA or Cal EMA. It is to be

expected that the light industrial portion of the Southern Subarea would be inhabited only

during normal business hours and that, should it be required, appropriate warning of an

approaching tsunami and evacuation of the area would be feasible. In August 2006, with the

City of Oxnard’s involvement, In addition, the City will continue to implement the

recommendations of the Ventura County published the Operational Area Tsunami

Evacuation Plan and . Based on that plan, the City published “Tsunami Emergency

Information: How to Prepare, React, and Survive,” a brochure that identifies evacuation

routes and reunification areas for evacuees. With the application of the City’s development

standards and continued focus on effective emergency management planning, the Potential

potential for coastal flooding tsunami hazard for the Southern Subarea is deemed significant

but feasibly mitigated (Class II) to be less than significant (Class III).

3.2.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

Impact GEO-7: Cumulative Impacts. The potential cumulative impacts for geology do not

generally extend far beyond a project’s boundaries, since geological impacts are confined to

discrete spatial locations and do not combine to create an extensive cumulative impact

condition. The cumulative impacts related to geologic processes resulting from buildout of
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structures, and Lake SouthShore shall consider the likely presence of expansive soil

conditions, as well as collapsible and compressible soil conditions that have a high potential

for both short- and long-term settlement and compression (addresses impacts GEO-4 and

GEO-5).

Plan Requirements and Timing. The final building foundation plans shall incorporate and

accommodate soil engineering recommendations made by the geotechnical consultant. All

grading and structural plans for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Study Area, shall be

submitted for review and approval by Development Services Department prior to issuance of

a building permit..

Monitoring. All earthwork and foundation construction shall be monitored by a qualified

engineer/technician under the supervision of the Geotechnical Engineer of Record, including:

 Site preparation including site stripping, removal of subsurface structures,

overexcavation, bottom observation, and recompaction

 Temporary excavation

 All foundation excavations

 Placement of all compacted fills and backfills

 Construction of slab and pavement subgrades

A representative of the Geotechnical Engineer of Record shall be present to observe the soil

conditions encountered during construction, to evaluate the applicability of the

recommendations presented in this report to the soil conditions encountered, and to

recommend appropriate changes in design or construction if conditions differ from those

anticipated.

The City shall review and approve plans and shall inspect for compliance with all

requirements. Prior to issuance of a building permit, Development Services staff shall review

project plans and verify that that soil grading and preparation requirements are printed on the

plans. Building Division staff shall verify that CBC standards are met prior to issuance of

Building Permits. Building inspectors shall conduct site inspections to assure that

construction occurs consistent with approved plans.

3.2.3.4.1 Applicable to Southern Subarea

Mitigation Measure GEO-5: Tsunami Emergency Evacuation. Tsunami hazards in the

proposed development area would be avoidable only if identified Tsunami zones are not

developed. The County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard have collaborated to identify

evacuation routes and reunification areas for evacuees. This information is published in the
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County’s Operational Area Tsunami Evacuation Plan and the City’s brochure, “Tsunami

Emergency Information: How to Prepare, React, and Survive.” (Addresses impact GEO-6.)

Plan Requirements and Timing. In order to avoid property damage and loss of life, future

property and business owners and office and industrial tenants in the Southern Subarea must

review and make available to all employees the County’s Operational Area Tsunami

Evacuation Plan and the City’s brochure, “Tsunami Emergency Information: How to

Prepare, React, and Survive.”

Monitoring. Prior to issuance and upon renewal of occupancy permits, the City shall ensure

that business owners are aware of the documents that are available to help avoid property

damage and loss of life from a tsunami.

3.2.3.5 Residual Impacts

Impacts GEO-1 through GEO-7 would be mitigated to less than significant levels via

implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-54.
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1989, approximately 23 square miles of the UAS was believed to be intruded by seawater.

Because of increasing chloride concentrations, pumping was shifted from the UAS to the

LAS; subsequently, water levels in the LAS declined to below sea level. Increasing chloride

concentrations were observed in the LAS near Mugu submarine canyon as early as 1985, and

high-chloride water in the LAS near Hueneme submarine canyon was discovered in 1989

(Izbicki, 1991).

After 1993, a combination of groundwater management strategies and increased availability

of water from the Santa Clara River for groundwater recharge caused water levels in wells

near the coast to rise above sea level and above water levels in the perched aquifer. Water

levels in parts of the LAS near Hueneme submarine canyon also rose above sea level at that

time, but water levels in the LAS near Mugu submarine canyon were still below sea level as

late as 1996. As of 2003, annual monitoring and the findings of the United States Geological

Survey’s Regional Aquifer-System Analysis (RASA) study indicate that the UAS is now

balanced with respect to seawater intrusion and overdraft impacts (Kennedy/Jenks 2003).

However, the LAS remains in overdraft and is still subject to seawater intrusion in some

areas, but not as severe as the conditions which existed in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s.

The Basin Plan (LARWQCB, 1994) objectives for groundwater quality from the perched

aquifer are: 3,000 mg/l for TDS; 1,000 mg/l for sulfate; and 500 mg/l for chloride. TDS

levels in the perched aquifer groundwater generally exceed 2,000 mg/l (Jones and Stokes,

2004). Because perched groundwater is not generally used for municipal or industrial

purposes, there appears to be little data characterizing pesticide contamination the water

quality of groundwater in the perched zone underlying in the project area.

3.3.1.2 Water Supply

The primary legal standards for assessing the sufficiency of water supplies for new

developments were established in Senate Bill 901 (1995), Senate Bill 610 (2001) and Senate

Bill 221 (2001). Those statutes require as part of the environmental review of certain land

development projects, the preparation of a “water supply assessment.” As the land use

planning agency, the City must then analyze within the CEQA context the environmental

impacts of providing water to the project based upon the water supplies identified in the

water supply assessment. Because of their size, both Ormond Beach projects require the

preparation of water supply assessments. Kennedy/Jenks Consultants prepared project-

specific water supply assessments (WSAs), titled North Ormond Water Supply Assessment

and Verification and South Ormond Water Supply Assessment and Verification, both dated

July 2008. In November 2009, addenda to each the WSAs were prepared in recognition of

changed circumstances which may have an impact on s in the City’s supplemental water

supply programs and long-term demand projections, including changes in the availability of

reductions in imported and local groundwater sources supply, reductions in some
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groundwater supplies, and some changes in anticipated future development within the

Citypatterns which impacts the City’s water demand projections. The WSAs are included in

Appendix E of this report. These documents form the basis of the water supply analysis for

this EIR and relevant findings from them are summarized below. The WSAs, their addenda,

and their references are incorporated in their entirety by reference and are included as

Appendix E to this document. They are also available for review at the City of Oxnard

Planning and Environmental Services Division located at 214 South C Street Oxnard,

California.

The WSAs analyze the sufficiency of the City’s water supplies to serve the proposed

projects, in addition to the demands of the City’s existing and planned future customers.

Pursuant to all applicable legal standards, the WSAs conclude that, with certain reasonable

assumptions, there will be sufficient water supplies for the projects under all hydrologic

conditions, including normal, single dry, and multiple dry years, for at least the next 20 years.

As has been described in the original and recirculated environmental review documents,

along with the City’s Urban Water Management Plan and the original and addendum Water

Supply Assessments for this project, regulatory conditions involving water supplies and

water policy occurring throughout the state have been in flux in recent years. Given this

changing conditions, the City Council has adopted what might be considered an ultra-

conservative approach to evaluating the impacts associated with providing water service to

proposed new development. While the City remains confident in its finding that it has

available sufficient and reliable supplies for the projects considered in this evaluation, along

with existing and planned future customers, the City now imposes additional water supply-

related mitigation requirements. That is, each project provide to the City sources of water

rights or water supplies (as detailed below) sufficient to offset the entirety of the projected

demand associated with the project – the project must be water supply neutral to the City.

This section contains a description of the City's current and planned future water supplies,

along with an evaluation of the adequacy and environmental impacts of providing water to

the project based upon the water supplies identified in the WSAs.

The City uses two sources of water to serve its customers: (1) imported surface water and (2)

local groundwater. With very few exceptions, all City customers receive a blend of these two

supplies through a combination of (1) City-owned groundwater wells; (2) groundwater

purchased through a long-term contract with the United Water Conservation District

(UWCD); and (3) imported surface water purchased through a contract with the Calleguas

Municipal Water District (CMWD). Over the course of the next two decades, the City is

projected to rely more heavily on local resources, including groundwater and highly treated

recycled water. Table 3.3-2 shows the distribution of past deliveries to City customers

according to the source of water delivered.
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Reliability of CMWD Supplies

As discussed above, along with MWD’s reliability initiatives, CMWD has also taken

significant steps to reduce its vulnerability to drought or other potential supply limitations.

In accord with MWD’s water management actions, CMWD also has a water shortage

contingency analysis in its 2005 UWMP. CMWD’s stages of action to reduce imported

deliveries mirrors MWD’s shortage approach by first encouraging voluntary behavioral

changes before imposing mandatory reductions on its customers. Voluntary changes are

expected to be sufficient to handle significant supply reductions, while mandatory actions

would allow CMWD to weather reductions up to 50 percent.

It is clear that the reliability of CMWD’s water supplies is linked directly to deliveries from

MWD, with additional mitigation of supply risks from local groundwater storage and

recycling programs. CMWD projections provided in its 2005 UWMP show that it has

flexibility between its MWD supplies, its local projects, demand control measures, and

available reserves to adequately meet service area demands in normal, single dry and

multiple dry-year scenarios.

Notwithstanding the above measures CMWD and MWD have undertaken to protect and

preserve the integrity of their water supply commitments, in late 2009 MWD requested all of

its retail water purveyors to implement a 23% reduction on water use. This drought response

measure will persist for as long as the extraordinary water supply constraints continue to

impact MWD and CMWD supplies. The City has evaluated this restrictions, along with

other relevant changed conditions involving its water supply and demand projections in the

2009 Addendum to the WSA. The results of this evaluation are presented in the 2009

Addendum to the WSA and presented below.

3.3.1.2.2 Local Groundwater Supplies

The groundwater supplies upon which the City relies are regulated through the Fox Canyon

Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA), which is an independent special district

created by the California Legislature in 1983 to manage the groundwater resources within the

groundwater basins underlying southwestern Ventura County. The FCGMA has jurisdiction

over an area of approximately 185 square miles, including the City of Oxnard’s main

groundwater supply aquifers, the Oxnard Forebay and the Oxnard Plain basins.

As described below, the FCGMA has established a series of water management policies and

programs that are intended to protect the long-term integrity and reliability of the local

groundwater resources within its jurisdiction. The primary FCGMA regulatory tool is

Ordinance 8.1. In meeting its goals in managing the local groundwater basins, the FCGMA

has also adopted several resolutions and recently updated its Groundwater Management Plan,

as discussed below.
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The FCGMA’s primary groundwater preservation program is embodied in Ordinance 8.1,

which a) requires all groundwater wells to be registered with the agency, b) requires all

groundwater use to be reported to the agency, and c) limits the amount of groundwater that

may be pumped from within the agency’s jurisdiction without the payment of a significant

pumping surcharge (financial payment set at a rate roughly equivalent to the cost of

purchasing a similar quantity of imported water currently set at $725 per acre foot).

The FCGMA controls groundwater pumping through an allocation system. Each municipal

and industrial groundwater user within the FCGMA, including the City of Oxnard, has an

established groundwater pumping allocation, which the FCGMA monitors. The FCGMA

imposes a nominal (currently $4 per acre foot) pump charge for all pumping within the

established allocation. As noted, any pumping above the allocation is subject to the pumping

surcharge (currently $725 per acre-foot).

FCGMA policy also allows groundwater users to “bank” any unused groundwater allocation

in the form of credits. For example, if the City limits its groundwater use to less than its

annual allocation, it earns a conservation credit. Similarly, if “foreign water” (including

recycled water) is used in-lieu of groundwater pumping and/or recharged into the local

aquifers, additional credits (either conservation or storage) may be accrued. These credits

may be used to offset any pumping in subsequent years to avoid payment of the GMA

surcharge.

In addition to its own groundwater allocation, the City holds a water supply contract (the

Oxnard Hueneme Pipeline Water Supply Contract) with the United Water Conservation

District (UWCD). Pursuant to this contract, UWCD holds FCGMA allocations and credits

for the benefit of the City. UWCD exercises this allocation when it delivers groundwater to

the City from UWCD wells in the Forebay Basin.

Several other features of the FCGMA allocation and credit regulatory program are also

important to the overall water supply and reliability assessment for the City. First, the

FCGMA grants the City additional groundwater allocation when the City takes over water

service responsibility for newly developed lands. For example, when agricultural lands are

converted to municipal uses (e.g., commercial, industrial, or residential uses), the City

obtains additional allocation. When the City takes over service responsibility to property

already committed to municipal uses, the City takes over the existing allocation and credits

previously dedicated to those lands.

As a method of reducing overall demands on local groundwater supplies, the GMA has

implemented a staged “cutback” policy, through which it has reduced M&I allocation in

increments of 5 percent, over a period of 25 years. As of July 1, 2009, municipal and

industrial (M&I) pumpers have had a total of 20 percent cutback in their historical

allocations. A final 5 percent cutback (for a total of 25 percent) is likely to be implemented
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on January 1, 2010. The GMA does not prohibit pumping beyond the M&I allocations,

however extractions beyond the pumping allocations are subject to a surcharge.

The City has managed its total GMA allocation to establish and maintain approximately

30,000 acre feet (AF) in GMA groundwater conservation credits associated with its own

wells and an additional 7,000 AF of credits held with UWCD. The City uses its groundwater

credit “bank” conjunctively with its imported supplies. During periods when imported

supplies are restricted or when other operational considerations warrant it, the City relies

more heavily on local groundwater, using a portion of its accumulated credits. During other

periods, the City will reduce its groundwater use below its historical allocation to replenish

its credit “bank.”

Table 3.3-3 shows the City’s allocation and credit balance as of 20072009.

TABLE 3.3-3
FCGMA ALLOCATIONS AND CREDITS (AFY)

Allocation
(a)

Credits
(b)

Baseline Allocation 822.468 ---

Historical Allocation 8,415.984 ---

Transferred Allocation 1,487.798 ---

Credits --- 12,29430,000

Total 10,726.25 12,29430,000

Source: Hopkins Groundwater Consultants 2007 Report.

Notes: (a) Allocations shown are after the 15 % reduction imposed by the FCGMA.

(b) Credits as of November the end of 20062009. This table does not include additional City

groundwater pumping allocation and credits held through the City’s water supply contract with UWCD,

described below.

Finally, the FCGMA has implemented a series of three 5% reductions on allocations as a

further means of maintaining the viability of local groundwater resources. The FCGMA has

the authority to impose further cutbacks on allocated groundwater pumping. However, the

FCGMA recently adopted a resolution which suspends the imposition of further cutbacks on

those entities who participate in programs that provide new supplemental water supplies

within the FCGMA jurisdictional boundaries. The City is a participant in such a program,

and thus, expects to be exempted from further allocation cutbacks. The City’s supplemental

water program is described below.

FCGMA Groundwater Management Plan

Along with the regulatory tools described above, the FCGMA also promotes responsible

groundwater management through the implementation of its Groundwater Management Plan.

The FCGMA updated its operative Groundwater Management Plan in May 2007. Although

the Management Plan contains a wide variety of programs that will further the FCGMA’s

goals of preserving the local groundwater basin resources, there are two cornerstone
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strategies articulated in the Plan: a) aggressive development and use of recycled water in lieu

of groundwater and b) reduction in local groundwater pumping in certain areas that are

difficult to recharge and are prone to localized over-pumping. These strategies call for these

stressed areas to be supplied with alternative sources (e.g., recycled water, surface water, or

groundwater obtained from areas easily recharged). In turn, the conservation credits

developed from the reduced pumping in the stressed areas will be transferred for use in and

around the Oxnard Forebay Basin because the Forebay is easily recharged.

The City is a primary participant in implementing these strategies. The City’s Groundwater

Recovery Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT) Program and the M&I Supplemental Water

Program, both discussed below, are examples of these strategies. The GREAT Program will

ultimately provide approximately over 20,000 acre feet per year of highly treated recycled

water for regional use. The M&I Supplemental Water program currently offsets

approximately 4,000 AFY and will be expanded to offset 9,000 acre feet per year of

groundwater pumping in locally stressed areas.

3.3.1.2.3 M&I Supplemental Water Program

The M&I Supplemental Water Supply Program provides surface water originally derived

from outside the FCGMA, diverted from the Conejo Creek Diversion, to the Pleasant Valley

County Water District (PVCWD) for agricultural irrigation. The PVCWD then transfers the

groundwater conservation credits it earns from reducing its groundwater pumping to CMWD,

which then transfers them UWCD. UWCD then pumps groundwater from the Oxnard

Forebay Basin and provides it to its retail water purveyors, primarily the City of Oxnard. By

virtue of this program, the City is able to access additional low cost groundwater supplies

while also participating in a program that helps optimize groundwater recharge in key areas

within the GMA. The current program yields approximately 4,000 acre feet per year on

average.

The City and other parties responsible for implementing the M&I Supplemental Water

Supply Program are currently developing an augmented version of this program that will

yield 9,000 acre feet per year. Agreements for this augmented program are under negotiation.

The augmented program and the associated agreements are expected to be completed in mid-

2008.

It should be noted that the FCGMA and UWCD have safeguards in place to limit the

pumping in the Oxnard Forebay Basin so that this portion of the aquifer is not stressed

beyond its capability. For example, the M&I Supplemental Water Program allows UWCD to

temporarily suspend deliveries when groundwater levels have dropped below a certain

threshold. During these periods, the City can obtain its needed groundwater by shifting its

pumping to wells in the Oxnard Plain outside of the Forebay (FCGMA, 2007).
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Recent modeling work performed in conjunction with the expansion of the M&I

Supplemental Water program demonstrates that it is highly unlikely that any restrictions on

use of the credits generated through the program will be required. In other words, the shifting

of pumping from the Pleasant Valley Basin to the Forebay and surrounding Oxnard Plain has

proven to be a very effective method of improving the overall reliability and integrity of local

groundwater resources.

Given the very limited uncertainties in the future management of the M&I Supplemental

Water Supply Program, the City has incorporated it into its future planning as a fixed, firm

water supply. As noted in the 2009 Addendum to the WSA and incorporated in the tables

below, the yield of the M&I Supplemental Water Program is anticipated to decline over the

next 10-15 years.

3.3.1.2.4 GREAT Program

Implementation of the GREAT Program will provide approximately over 20,000 AFY of

additional assured water supplies to the City. The GREAT Program will be implemented in

phases, with the first phase (approximately at least 5,000 AFY) to be operational by 2011.

The major components of the GREAT Program are modular, thus the remaining phase(s)

may be made operational relatively quickly, as the City’s water demand increases. A

program EIR that addressed the environmental effects of this program was prepared and

certified in 2004. That EIR documented that, with the exception of a small but finite safety

risk associated with project elements within an identified tsunami hazard area, all of the

project impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. Potentially significant but

mitigable impacts were identified in the areas of land use, geology, cultural and

paleontological resources, water resources, biological resources, air quality, traffic, noise,

visual resources, public services and utilities, and hazardous materials and waste. As part of

the GREAT Program approval, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) was

adopted to ensure that project-specific impacts of the program components are effectively

mitigated. The GREAT Program elements are further described in the following sections.

GREAT Program Elements

The existing Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWTP) currently produces approximately

20 million gallons per day (mgd) of secondary treated wastewater and discharges the effluent

to the Pacific Ocean through its ocean outfall. The GREAT Program makes beneficial use of

these water resources through advanced treatment and subsequent reuse through a number of

mechanisms, as described in the Advanced Planning Study (Kennedy/Jenks, 2002) and the

GREAT Program EIR and summarized below:

 Advanced Water Treatment. The City will construct an Advanced Water

Purification Facility (AWPF) at the existing OWTP, to produce a high quality



SECTION 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

3.3-31

recycled water product which will meet the California Department of Public Health

(CDPH) criteria for groundwater recharge, agricultural and municipal uses. Treatment

will include microfiltration/ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and advanced oxidation.

The City expects to complete final design work on the AWPF in late 2008, start

construction in early December 2009, and have the AWPF operational in 2010/2011

by 2012.

 Recycled Water Delivery SystemBackbone Pipeline, Phase I. This pipeline and

distribution project will deliver recycled water to customers along the Hueneme Road

and Ventura Road corridors within the City, substituting recycled water for use of

potable water where appropriate. The City expects to complete design work within

the next few months and to start construction in early 2010. To meet the terms of the

US Bureau of Reclamation grant, the Recycled Water Backbone Pipeline must also

be completed by September 30, 2011. Additional details on the City’s proposed

recycled water system are described in the City’s Recycled Water Masterplan Phase I.

 Groundwater Injection. Injection wells will provide a mechanism to store recycled

water during periods when irrigation demand is low. Groundwater injection would

serve as a mechanism to prevent seawater intrusion in the coastal LAS as part of the

Seawater Intrusion Barrier Project. The City will likely partner with UWCD on this

aspect of the GREAT Program.

 Groundwater Desalination. Groundwater will become a larger percentage of the

City’s water supply, due to the transfer of groundwater credits to the City from

agricultural pumpers who use recycled water or from FCGMA groundwater pumping

credits granted to the City from injecting recycled water into coastal aquifers. Local

groundwater contains higher levels of total dissolved solids (TDS) than does imported

water purchased from CMWD. To maintain the current water quality provided to

City customers, the GREAT Program includes the construction of desalters to remove

the dissolved minerals from the local groundwater. This would allow the City to

increase the overall percentage of groundwater compared to surface water in its

potable water supplies. The City expects to complete the construction of the first

desalter at the City’s its Blending Station No. 1 is now fully operationaln late 2008.

The City has begun preliminary design for its second desalter at the Blending Station

No. 3. It is considering a third desalter at its Blending Station No. 4.

 Concentrate Collection System. Although not an essential element of the GREAT

Program, the concentrate collection system would divert some portion of the highly

degraded water entering the OWTP. Instead, this waste stream would bypass the

treatment system and be disposed directly through the City’s ocean outfall. This

system would improve the efficiency of operation of both the OWTP and the AWPF.
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The City is currently studying needed piping sizes and potential alignments for the

concentrate collection system.

GREAT Program Effect on Available Water Supply

The City will receive groundwater credits from the FCGMA for GREAT Program recycled

water that is either injected into coastal aquifers or provided to coastal agricultural irrigators

who subsequently reduce their groundwater pumping. Based on similar programs in place

within the FCGMA area, it is expected the City will receive groundwater credits on a 1:1

(one AF to one AF) ratio. The groundwater credits can then be used by the City to support its

groundwater pumping. The City may also use the recycled water directly for approved

municipal uses, thus displacing the need for potable water delivery for these uses.

The FCGMA Management Plan presents the GREAT Program as the most important aspect

of its anticipated management strategies. As a result, the City expects the FCGMA will offer

significant regulatory support in helping the City implement the Program. The City has

identified a number of agricultural irrigators along Hueneme Road, east of the AWPF, who

could potentially utilize recycled water and reduce their groundwater pumping from the LAS.

The City and UWCD are also working to secure several sites along Hueneme Road for

potential recycled water injection wells. Additionally, the City has identified a number of

existing facilities such as parks, schools, and golf courses that will have proximity to the

main recycled water line and are good potential candidates for recycled water use

(Kennedy/Jenks, May 2007). Serving recycled water to these existing facilities for their non-

potable water needs will reduce the overall demand for potable water.

Using recycled water for groundwater injection for subsequent domestic water pumping

(ASR program) or to combat seawater intrusion in coastal aquifers (Seawater Intrusion

Barrier Project) would create a steady demand for recycled water that would translate into a

fixed groundwater credit allocation from FCGMA.

As a conservative measure, the City has not incorporated projections of groundwater credits

associated with the Seawater Injection Barrier in its water supply strategies (Kennedy/Jenks,

June 2007). However, the City has included a projection of a 1:1 groundwater credit for

either the direct use of recycled water when offsetting a groundwater use, or the direct

injection of recycled water (Kennedy/Jenks, June 2007).

GREAT Construction Phasing

Based on the recommendations of the 2005 UWMP, the capacity of the Phase 1 AWPF

facility was expanded from 5.0 MGD to 6.25 MGD. The initial phase of the AWPF is

planned for completion in 2010/20112012 (Thien Ng pers. corres., September 2009)Tony

Emmert pers. corres., January 2008). It is anticipated that recycled water infrastructure will
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serve 2,450 AFY of M&I demands by year 2012; approximately 2,700 AFY of recycled

water supply would be delivered to City M&I by year 2013; 3,150 AFY by 2016; and 5,050

AFY by year 2020 (Recycled Water Master Plan 2009The Recycled Water Facilities Plan

(Kennedy/Jenks, 2007) recommended two additional expansions of the AWPF to take it to

25.0 mgd by 2020. The first and second expansion phases of the GREAT Program are

currently planned for 2015 and 2020 (Kennedy/Jenks, June 2007). Final expansion of the

AWPF may be pushed to a date later than 2020, depending on the water supply and demand

scenarios then existing within the City. Major components and capacities for Phase I and

Phase II (Kennedy/Jenks, June 2007) of the GREAT program are as shown in Table 3.3-4.

The initial Phase 1 construction of the AWPF includes the completion of the main facility

and infrastructure required for the future expansion of the facility’s capacity. Additional

treatment trains, or modules, can be added as needed, with significantly less comparative

investment, to address future changes in water supply. The AWPF Phase 2A could be built as

early as year 2015 and would supply an additional 7,000 AFY. AWPF Phase 2B is estimated

to be complete by 2020, producing an additional 7,000 AFY. Dates for these AWPF

expansions may be modified as water supply conditions change or circumstances require.

AWPF Phase 2A and 2B may provide recycled water to M&I, agriculture, and groundwater

recharge projects. Funding for AWPF Phase 2A and 2B will primarily be generated from

fees paid by projects that increase water demands beyond the Phase I capacity of the GREAT

Program. Future expansions of the AWPF, up to 25 mgd, will be undertaken by the City as

needed.

Desalters at Blending Station 3 (BS3) Phase 1 are anticipated to be operating by 2013 (7.5

mgd product water capacity) and an additional desalters at Blending Station 1 (BS1) Phase 2

(15 mgd product water capacity) are projected to be operating by 2017 (according to the

City's Fiscal Year 2008-2009 Capital Improvement Plan). BS3 Phase 2 (15 mgd product

water capacity) anticipated to be operating by 2021 (personal communication with City

Water Division, Tony Emmert, August 2009). However, these dates may be modified as

conditions change.The construction of the recycled water delivery infrastructure and the

Phase I capacity of the AWPF at 6.25 mgd are to be constructed concurrently. As with any

construction project, it is possible the construction of the delivery capability for recycled

water will lag the construction of the AWPF in the initial phase of the project. The potential

construction timing disconnect between capacity and delivery capability may result in the

City’s continued reliance on its currently available sources into the period between 2010 and

2016 (Kennedy/Jenks, May 2007). In other words, there may be a delay in the availability of

the groundwater credits and recycled water delivery capability anticipated from the initial

phase of the GREAT Program. In anticipation of this potential delay, the City has developed

a demand reduction program that is further described below.
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The construction of the first groundwater desalter element of the GREAT Program is

underway and is expected to go on-line at Blending Station No. 1 in late 2008. This desalter

will have 7.5 mgd (8,400 AFY) of capacity. The second desalter is expected on-line in 2011

at Blending Station No. 3. By 2016, the City expects to have a minimum of 9.4 mgd (10,600

AFY) of desalting capacity. Since City wells will be pumped at a higher rate to

accommodate greater demand, the desalters will be necessary to maintain an acceptable level

of water quality as the City increases its reliance on groundwater.

TABLE 3.3-4
GREAT PROGRAM RECYCLED WATER FACILITIES PHASING

Facility Phase I Phase II

AWPF 2 2010/20111 2015 2020 Beyond 2020
Final Expansion

6.25 mgd
7,000 AFY

12.5 mgd
14,000 AFY

18.25 mgd
21,000 AFY

25.0 mgd
28,000 AFY

Preferred Project Recycled Water Facility 3

Alt. A Recycled Water
Backbone System 4

1.2 – 1.8 mgd
1,400 – 2,000 AFY

Alternatives – Recycled Water Facilities Plan 3

Alt E. Groundwater
Injection Wells 5

6.25 mgd
7,000 AFY

Alt. D Pleasant Valley
Agricultural Area

3.57 mgd
4,000 AFY

Alt. B project 0.17-0.26 mgd
200-300 AFY 6

Alt. C Ocean View
Agricultural Area

3.57 mgd
4,000 AFY

1 From Table ES-2, Summary of Identified Demands/ Final Report Oxnard Recycled Water Facilities Plan, May,

2007.
2 Dates for proposed expansions of AWPF from City of Oxnard Water Supply Strategies 2006 to 2016.
3 Description of recycled water alternatives from Final Report Oxnard Recycled Water Facilities Plan, May 2007.
Actual implementation of alternatives are subject to future planning efforts.
4 The City of Oxnard Water Supply Strategies 2006 to 2016 states that the initial 1,250 AFY described in the
Recycled Water Facilities Report will be expanded.
5 The City of Oxnard Water Supply Strategies 2006 to 2016 states that for City planning purposes, injection for
domestic supply is assumed to reduce potable water demand by a 1:1 transfer of groundwater credits.
6 The Final Report Oxnard Recycled Water Facilities Plan states a time range for the three possible alternative B
projects from 2010 to 2015.



SECTION 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

3.3-35

GREAT Program Financing

The City Council has approved the GREAT Program in its entirety and certified the City of

Oxnard’s Project EIR/EIS. In addition, the GREAT Program is a cornerstone strategy of the

FCGMA Management Plan to ensure the ongoing integrity of the local groundwater basins.

Some portions of the GREAT Program are fully funded and operational under construction

(i.e., the Desalter located at Blending Station #1, which is projected to be on-line in late

2008) and other portions of the Program are in various stages of design and implementation.

GREAT Program funding will derive from a combination of customers rates and charges,

bond financing, grant funding and water resource development and connection fees imposed

on new development. For example, in conjunction with the approval of the GREAT Program

EIR/EIS, the City raised its customer connection fees significantly, in part to raise funds to

construct the GREAT Program. The City has also received federal grant funding for a

substantial portion of the Phase 1 GREAT Program and the Recycled Water Backbone

System.

The only remaining contingency for the construction of the GREAT Program Phase 1 is the

completion of the final design and award of a construction contract.is the approval of the

funding of the final program components. The Recycled Water Facilities Plan

(Kennedy/Jenks, May 2007) includes estimates for capital costs for the BRWS and the

additional recycled water systems (portions of the GREAT Program infrastructure). An

additional authorization of $26,674,000 (in 2006 dollars) will be needed to complete the

BRWS that includes construction of Phase I of the AWPF. The capital costs needed to create

the infrastructure to support the projected 17,500 AFY of recycled water demand in 2006

dollars is $60,219,000.

In 2004 and 2006, the City Council approved and appropriated over $59 million in bonds, a

portion of which are dedicated to the GREAT Program and the recycling projects discussed

in this analysis. In late 2009, tThe City Council approved a two year budget and rate program

(based upon an up-to-date is in the process of developing a Water Wastewater Rate and Fee

Studiesy) that will be incorporated into a Comprehensive Financing Plan and and master

funding schedule for the completion of the GREAT Program, Phase 1. City staff plans to

present for Council approval in early 2009 the bond financing and rate program to cover the

cost of the BRWS that includes the first 6.25 mgd phase of the AWPF. Given the City

Council’s historical commitment to the GREAT Program and its regional importance, it is

reasonable to expect this Council will authorize the funding of future these final components

of the Phase 1 GREAT Program elements as required to meet the City’s water demands.
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GREAT Program Contingencies

As noted above, the GREAT Program is an important element of the City’s long-term water

supply portfolio. While its actions to date demonstrate the City’s full commitment to the

GREAT Program, certain future actions must be undertaken to ensure the timely

implementation of the Program. GREAT Program, Phase 1 is essentially fully approved and

reliable. Subsequent phases of the Thus, the GREAT Program, while considered a reliable

future supply, does present a relatively small contingent element to the City’s overall water

supply reliability. The GREAT Program is reasonably considered a reliable future supply

based on the following considerations:

As a part of the City Council’s formal adoption of the GREAT Program, the following

activities have occurred:

A. The GREAT Program Advanced Planning Study was completed and approved

in 2002.

B. GREAT Program Final EIR/EIS. This document was certified in September

2004. The GREAT Program, Phase 1 was evaluated at the project level and Phase

2 was evaluated at the programmatic level. The EIR/EIS also included the

construction of Blending Station No. 5.

C. Bonds and Rate Adjustments. The City issued over $48.6 million in municipal

bonds in February 2004 and another $50.0 million in 2006 to fund a significant

portion of the GREAT Program. The City has established GREAT Program

Finance, Steering and Capital Projects Committees to guide the financing

programs necessary to implement the remaining elements of the GREAT

Program. In late 2009, the City Council approved a two year budget and rate

program (based upon an up-to-date Water and Wastewater Rate and Fee Studies)

and master funding schedule for the completion of the GREAT Program, Phase

1The City expects to issue another bonding increment in early 2009 to fund the

remaining elements of the phase 1 GREAT Program. In addition, tThe City has

completed the necessary rate models and received approval to implement

adjustments to the City’s water and wastewater rates, along with its water

resource development and connection fees, to support the next increment of bond

financing for the GREAT Program. Rate adjustments are expected to be

implemented in coordination with the approval of the bond issuance. Subsequent

financing needs for the phase 2 and phase 3 increments of the GREAT Program

are relatively minor in comparison to the phase 1 costs and will be implemented

consistent with the timing appropriate for those GREAT Program elements. The

City has received federal and local grants funds for both the GREAT Program,

Phase 1 and the Recycled Water Backbone System.
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D. Acquisition of Property for AWPF. The City has purchased the property on

which the AWPF will be sited.

E. Recycled Water Backbone System. The City Council considered and approved

the “Recycled Water Backbone System Study” (October 2005), which evaluated

the technical feasibility of using the abandoned Redwood Trunk Sewer (which

was replaced with a new wastewater line) for a pipeline to serve recycled water to

areas generally located in the northwest portion of the City. In November 2006,

the City Council approved this project (along with certification of the associated

environmental review), and adopted the City’s mandatory recycled water use

ordinance discussed separately in this document. This project will provide up to

1,275 AFY of recycled water to M&I customers. At this time, approximately

1,250 AFY of in-City recycled water demand has been identified.

F. Recycled Water Program Management. The City is preparing a “Recycled

Water Master Plan.” This plan will address the institutional issues related to

recycled water uses throughout the City. The Recycled Water Master Plan

includes the following:

(1) Public outreach strategy.

(2) Mandatory recycled water use ordinance and administrative code

implementation programs.

(3) Grant funding identification.

(4) Site supervision and training.

(5) Standard drawings and details.

(6) Cost-sharing for system retrofits.

In addition, the City is actively pursuing the following interim strategies to reduce the

potential for water supply shortages should there be any delay in implementation of the

GREAT Program:

1. Accumulate groundwater credits for use while the GREAT Program

implementation and expansion is underway.

2. Maximize the access to M&I Supplemental Water Supply Program and finalize the

augmented M&I Supplemental Water Program agreement.

3. Maximize the use of CMWD water to help bank groundwater conservation credits.

4. As necessary, purchase un-used O-H water from other O-H system contractors that

under utilize their allocation.

5. Implement the initial phase of the GREAT Program (for 6.25 MGD) by 20121.

6. Plan for the first expansion of the GREAT Program to be an additional 5.2 MGD

(to 11.45 MGD).
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Total for Recommended Projects
(All except B3 and F)

17,280

Source: Table ES-2, Final Report Oxnard Recycled Water Facilities Plan, May 2007.

3.3.1.2.6 UWCD Water Facilities

United Water Conservation District is a local, special district that owns and operates local

water supply facilities that directly and indirectly impact the reliability of the City’s water

supplies. First, UWCD owns and operates the El Rio Wellfield and the Oxnard-Hueneme

Pipeline, components of a potable water supply facility for which the City holds a long-term

water supply contract. Second, UWCD owns the Freeman Diversion on the Santa Clara

River and a series of percolation ponds, which UWCD operates to augment the recharge of

the Oxnard Forebay and Oxnard Plain basins.

OH System Contract

The City holds a long-term water supply contract with UWCD. UWCD relies on a group of

wells located in the Oxnard Forebay basin to supply the City local groundwater pursuant to

this contract. Because UWCD’s wells are within the jurisdiction of the FCGMA, UWCD’s

holds a FCGMA pumping allocation for each of its contractors on the OH System, including

the City. Until 2006, t he City’s groundwater suballocation of UWCD groundwater was

9,070 AFY. In 2006, it was reduced to 7,709 AFY as a result of planned cutbacks pursuant

to FCGMA Ordinance No. 8.1. The final FCGMA cutback scheduled for January 2010 will

reduce the City’s suballocation from UWCD to 6,800 AFY.The City’s current pumping sub-

allocation is 7,709 AFY. The City also holds approximately 7,000 AF acre-feet of credits on

the OH System as of December 31, 2006.

UWCD also holds conservation credits accrued by the O-H contractors, including the City.

Currently the City has approximately 7,000 AF of stored credits with UWCD (personal

communication, Curtis Hopkins, August 2009).

Because the reductions in allocation are designed to protect and preserve the long-term

integrity of bring the local groundwater basins within safe yield, the City’s groundwater

suballocations are considered to be a reliable future water source. The term of the OH System

contract covers 1996 to 2036. This is the second in a series of water supply contracts

between the two entities. For City planning purposes, the UWCD contract allocation is

considered a fixed, firm water supply.

UWCD Freeman Diversion

In addition to its water supply facilities, UWCD also operates facilities which provide

significant groundwater recharge to the local groundwater basins. These facilities are the

Freeman Diversion on the Santa Clara River and several off-stream percolation basins (also
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referred to as spreading grounds). UWCD diverts Santa Clara River water at the Freeman

Diversion and delivers a portion of the water to the spreading grounds. The balance of the

surface diversions are supplied to agricultural users in the region. The operation of UWCD

facilities are funded through user water rates and a series of groundwater pump charges

imposed on all local groundwater users. Through the operation of these facilities, UWCD has

augmented over 1,000,000 acre-feet of recharge to the local groundwater basins beyond that

which would occur without these recharge facilities. The overall integrity of the local

groundwater basins are, in part, dependent on the continued augmented recharge obtained

through Freeman Diversion operations.

The Santa Clara River is designated critical habitat for the endangered steelhead salmon.

UWCD has operated the Freeman Diversion consistent with a biological opinion issued by

the National Marine Fisheries Service. Among other operational considerations, the Freeman

Diversion contains a fish ladder that provides physical passage for migrating fish on the

Santa Clara River. Currently, UWCD is consulting with the National Marine Fisheries

Service over potential changes to the operation of the Freeman Diversion. The scope of these

discussions includes increasing the amount of water flowing through the fish ladder to

augment the ability for fish passage through the diversion structure. Depending on the timing

and magnitude of these changes, there could be an impact on the overall quantity of water

diverted through the Freeman Diversion. This, in turn, could impact the efficiency of the

augmented recharge obtained through the percolation basins, and the amount of surface water

supplied to local agricultural users. These discussions have not yet yielded any specific result

which could then be analyzed in this document.

3.3.1.2.7 Other Projected City Water Supplies

The City has identified other potential water supplies in addition to those described above:

Ferro Property Program

UWCD has approved, and is in the process of completing, the purchase of certain property

located in the Oxnard Plain Forebay, which UWCD will convert into additional spreading

basins. UWCD has approved a transfer agreement with the City through which the City will

access additional local groundwater supplies. The FCGMA has also approved the transfers

necessary to allow the City and United to collaborate on this water supply program.

(FCGMA Resolution 2009-07.) The City Council will consider this transfer agreement in

December 2009. Through this program, the City will obtain 11,000 AF of groundwater

credits. The City plans to use these transferred credits within the period 2010-2011. This

program also provides the City with an additional access to 1,000 acre-feet per year of

groundwater, through 2019 (a total of an additional 8,000 acre-feet) (personal

communication, Tony Emmert, September 2009). The groundwater obtained through this

program will be delivered through City wells and the O-H pipeline.
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Transferred Allocations

It is estimated that the City will acquire 1.5 acre-feet per acre per year for agricultural lands

that convert to M&I uses. The City has identified several areas that are in agriculture that are

anticipated to undergo urban development including the Teal Club Specific Plan (SP) area,

Sakioka Farms SP area, Camino Real Business Park, Jones Ranch SP, Ormond Beach North

SP, and Ormond Beach South SP. Based on the potential conversion area and timing of

development the City Planning Division has developed projections of transferred allocations.

Water supply projections assume transfers of allocation of 525 AF per year from the Teal

Club SP; 219 AF per year from the Sakioka Farms SP; 69 AF per year from the Camino Real

SP; 145 AF per year from the Ormond Beach North SP; and 98 AF per year from the Jones

Ranch SP by year 2015. This projection also assumes the transfer of an additional 260 AF

per year from the Sakioka Farms SP; an additional 150 AF per year from the Jones Ranch

SP; an additional 338 AF per year from the North Ormond Beach SP; and 231 AF per year

from the Ormond Beach South SP by year 2020. This projection also assumes the transfer of

an additional 332 AF per year from the Ormond Beach South SP and an additional 148 AF

per year from the Sakioka Farms SP by year 2030.

GMA Groundwater Credit Transfer

Transfer of 700 AF of GMA groundwater credits from PHWA to the City as part of the

Three Party Water Supply Agreement, December 2002 (personal communication, Tony

Emmert, August 2009, Calleguas Municipal Water District “Three Party Agreement” dated

December 10, 2002 and “Purchase Order” dated January 1, 2003).

3.3.1.2.78 Climate Change Effects on Water Supplies

The City has conducted a survey of current literature on climate change and has summarized

the potential impacts on water resources in California. To address uncertainties in the water

supplies, the City has reviewed the most recent reports that address the potential effects of

climate change on the Delta drainage area and the Colorado River Basin. The City has also

summarized recommendations offered by state agencies, policy groups, and non-

governmental organizations, and has compared them to MWD’s existing programs and

climate change policies.

Recent climate change reports recognize that impacts on water resources largely depend on

the degree of warming and concede there are significant uncertainties regarding the impact of

climate change on local and regional climates. There is a great deal of uncertainty

surrounding temperature rise predictions and the resulting impacts on local and regional

climates because it is difficult to predict future greenhouse gas emissions and the resulting

feedback processes in the climate system and hydrological cycle. Further, existing climate

change models are imperfect and become increasingly imprecise when used to predict
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are outside the design range of existing infrastructure. MWD recognizes that climate change

will require water suppliers to develop new, alternative water supplies and to focus on water

use efficiency. In March 2002, MWD’s Board of Directors adopted climate change policy

principles that relate to water resources. These principles are reflected in MWD’s water

supply planning efforts, including the IRP. Further, in response to climate change and

uncertainty, MWD’s 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan incorporated three basic

elements to promote adaptability and flexibility, important in addressing impacts of climate

change: conservation, groundwater recharge and water recycling.

MWD has been recognized for its positive approach by the IPCC in its recent 2007 Report on

Climate Change: Climate Change Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability. The IPCC’s

climate change projections and adaptation options are internationally recognized by both

governmental and non-governmental agencies, and its use of MWD as an example of how to

manage climate change shows the professional wisdom of its programs.

Most recently, MWD approved criteria to further explain its position on the conveyance

options that are currently being discussed to remedy the Delta, which include addressing

projected sea level rise and change in inflows due to climate change. MWD’s criteria

provide that, whatever option is chosen, it should provide water supply reliability, improve

export water quality, allow flexible pumping operations in a dynamic fishery environment,

enhance the Delta ecosystem, reduce seismic risks and reduce climate change risks. MWD

has demonstrated a commitment to addressing climate change by evaluating the vulnerability

of its water systems to global warming impacts and has developed appropriate response

strategies and management tools that account for the impacts of climate change on water

supplies.

3.3.1.2.9 Total Water Supply Summary

Table 3.3-5 summarizes how the City’s projected imported and local water supplies and

groundwater credits from FCGMA, UWCD, and the GREAT Program will change between

2010 and 2030.
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TABLE 3.3-5
PROJECTED ANNUAL WATER SUPPLIES AND CREDITS

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

ANNUAL SUPPLIES (Acre Feet Per Year)

Groundwater-City Wells(a) 8,380 8,380 8,380 8,380 8,380

Brine Water Loss(b) (2,100) (4,200) (6,300) (8,400) (8,400)

UWCD Allocation(c) 6,800 6,800 6,800 6,800 6,800

CMWD Allocation(d) 11,840 11,840 11,840 11,840 11,840

M&I Supplemental Water(e) 5,000 3,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

GREAT Program Recycled Water Phase 1 M&I(f) 0 2,700 5,050 5,050 5,050

GREAT Program Recycled Water Phase 1 Agriculture Use(f) 0 4,300 1,950 1,950 1,950

GREAT Program Recycled Water Phase 2(g) 0 7,000 14,000 14,000 14,000

Ferro Pit Program(h) 5,500 1,000 0 0 0

Transferred Allocations(i) 0 1,060 2,290 2,220 2,420

PHWA Program(j) 700 700 700 700 700

Total Annual Supplies 36,120 42,580 45,710 43,540 43,740

Groundwater Banked Credits

Fox Canyon GMA credits (k) 30,000 AF

UWCD credits (k) 7,000 AF

GREAT Program credits at 2,500 AFY minimum X 20 years (l) 50,000 AF

Subtotal 87,000 AF
Notes: Values are rounded to the nearest 10 acre-feet.

a) Projection includes the existing cutbacks (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency-GMA, up to 25 %) and no anticipated future
cutbacks in City’s allocation. Source: City Water Resources (personal communication, Curtis Hopkins, August 2009).

b) Brine Water Loss is the amount of brine reject water (approximately 20 % loss) associated with the City's potable water Desalters at Blending
Stations No. 1 (BS1) (currently operating at 7.5 mgd product water capacity - 8,400 AFY) and future BS3. BS3 Phase 1 anticipated to be
operating by 2013 (7.5 mgd product water capacity) and BS1 Phase 2 (15 mgd product water capacity) projected to be operating by 2017
(according to the City's Fiscal Year 2008-2009 Capital Improvement Plan). BS3 Phase 2 (15 mgd product water capacity) anticipated to be
operating by 2021 (personal communication with City Water Division, Tony Emmert, August 2009). However, these dates may be modified as
conditions change.

c) This assumes the most conservative availability of City’s allocation from UWCD which includes a total of 6,800 AFY. Also assumes that the
GMA implements the full 25% cutback by 2010; and no anticipated future GMA cutbacks. The City had approximately 7,000 AF of credits
banked with UWCD (personal communication, Curtis Hopkins, August 2009).

d) MWD applied the 23% reduction to the assumed base supply, using a baseline period between 2004 and 2006, and calculated City supply at
11,385 AFY. However, the City's entitlement also includes sub allocations for P&G (2,800 AFY) and PHWA (3,262.5 AFY). The City is free to
use any unused P&G and CMWD sub allocations. Program details provided by City Water Resources (2005 UWMP; personal
communication, Tony Emmert, September 2009).

e) Through the M&I Supplemental Water Program, the City has received a total of 15,886.7 AF between the years 2005-2008 – approximately
4,000 AFY. However, UWCD may temporarily reduce or suspend deliveries of M&I Supplemental Water when Forebay groundwater levels
drop below a certain threshold. For example, UWCD has tentatively suspended deliveries of M&I Supplemental water given the current
conditions in the Forebay as of late 2009. Even though deliveries are suspended, M&I Supplemental water credits continue to accumulate.
Once the suspended deliveries are reinitiated, it is expected that the accumulated credits will be made available in full in subsequent years.
Based on current information, the City anticipates 5,000 AF of M&I Supplemental Water will be available in 2010 and 0 AF in year 2011. As a
conservative assumption, the City assumes that on average only 3,000 AFY of M&I Supplemental water credits will be available between the
years 2012-2015. As the Camrosa Water District has a contractual first right of refusal of the Conejo Creek Diversion Project water, and has
expressed plans to utilize most of this water within its district, the M&I Supplemental Water credits available will reduce to 1,000 AFY as the
Camrosa non-potable water system infrastructure continues to develop. Based on the expected future expansion phases of the Camrosa
system, this is projected to occur after year 2015.

f) GREAT AWPF Phase 1 (anticipated startup in 2010-2012) would produce a maximum of 6.25 mgd (7,000 AFY net production) (Source:
UWMP, 2005; personal communication, Thien Ng, September 2009). Combined uses of recycled water from AWPF Phase 1 (M&I and
agriculture) does not exceed 7,000 AFY from 2012-2030. City anticipates that recycled water infrastructure will serve 2,450 AFY M&I
demands by year 2012; approximately 2,700 AFY of recycled water supply would be delivered to City M&I uses by 2013; 3,150 AFY by 2016;
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and 5,050 AFY by year 2020 (Recycled Water Master Plan 2009). City assumes water produced in excess of M&I recycled water demands
will be used for agricultural uses and groundwater recharge. City assumes GMA will allow credits for 100% of recycled water used directly or
for injection (groundwater recharge) (personal communication, Steve Bachman, August 2009). It is assumed infrastructure to allow
groundwater recharge will be in place by year 2015.

g) This is a projected supply not previously utilized by the City. AWPF Phase 2A (anticipated 2015; based on 2009 Avoided Cost Model) would
produce a maximum of an additional 7,000 AFY (net production). AWPF Phase 2B is anticipated to be operating by 2020 and produce a
maximum of an additional 7,000 AFY (net production). Dates for these AWPF expansions may be modified as conditions change. AWPF
Phase 2A and 2B may provide recycled water to M&I, agriculture, injection barrier, and groundwater recharge projects.

h) This is a projected supply not previously utilized by the City. Includes one-time transfer of 11,000 AF of groundwater credits to the City. City
plans to use these transferred credits within the period 2010-2011. City will also obtain 1,000 AFY of credits from 2012-2019. Program
details provided by City Water Resources (personal communication, Tony Emmert, September, 2009).

i) For agricultural property conversion - assume 1.5 acre-feet per acre per year. The credits depicted here are those used to meet demand and
are not representative of the City’s cumulative credit balance with the GMA. Transferred allocation values developed by City Planning
Department (personal communication, Chris Williamson October 2009). Assumes transfers of 525 AF Teal Club SP; 219 AF Sakioka Farms
SP; 69 AF Camino Real SP; 145 AF from the Ormond Beach North SP; and 98 AF Jones Ranch SP by year 2015. Assumes transfer of
additional 260 AF Sakioka Farms SP; and additional 150 AF Jones Ranch SP; an additional 338 AF from the North Ormond Beach SP; and
231 AF Ormond Beach South SP by year 2020. Assumes additional 332 AF from Ormond Beach South SP and an additional 148 AF
Sakioka Farms SP by year 2030.

j) Transfer of 700 AF of GMA groundwater Credits from PHWA to the City as part of the Three Party Water Supply Agreement, December 2002.
Program details provided by City Water Resources (personal communication, Tony Emmert, August 2009).

k) The Credits depicted here are those used to meet demand and are not representative of the City’s cumulative credit balance. Deliveries from
the groundwater credits are shown only when there is insufficient supply to meet demand. At the end of 2008, the City had approximately
30,000 AF of groundwater credits with the GMA and 7,000 AF with UWCD. The groundwater credits are intended to be used to offset any
reduced availability of imported water, or to mitigate unforeseen cutbacks, catastrophic events, facility failure, etc. The City can use these
credits without GMA penalty. Program details provided by City Water Resources, personal communication, Tony Emmert, November 2009;
personal communication, Curtis Hopkins, September 2009.

l) It is assumed future GREAT Program deliveries will be credited a minimum of 2,500 AFY starting in year 2015.

3.3.1.3 Water Demand

Table 3.3-6 6 shows the City of Oxnard Planning Division 2007 projections of total growth

that is anticipated to occur between 2008 and 20202030. The estimate is considered to

represent the maximum level of development that could be expected to occur between 2008

and 20202030.

TABLE 3.3-66
CITY OF OXNARD PLANNING DIVISION

TOTAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS 2008 – 2020

Land Use Type Quantity

Residential 13,14222,591 units

High-rise 1,574 units (approximately 10 acres)

Commercial 6.19.9 million sq. ft.

Industrial 11 11.8 million sq. ft.

Parks 110 208 acres

Hotels 129 143 rooms

Schools 2 7 elementary schools

Public 2 or 33 to 5 fire stations
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Table 3.3-7 shows a breakdown of projected future development by land use type and the

percentage of the total projected development that would occur within the seven proposed

Specific Plan areas within the City. These Specific Plans are: 1) Wagon Wheel (Oxnard

Village), 2) Jones Ranch, 3) Ormond Beach North (SouthShore), 4) Ormond Beach South, 5)

Teal Club, 6) Sakioka Farms, 7) and Camino Real Business Park (Power Machinery).

TABLE 3.3-7
PROJECTED GROWTH WITHIN EXISTING SPECIFIC

PLAN AREAS 2008 – 2020

Type Amount

Percent of Total Growth

Within Proposed Specific

Plan Areas

Residential 6,891 units 52.5%

High-rise 442 units 28.1%

Commercial 3.7 million square feet 61.3%

Industrial 10.2 million square feet 93.4%

Parks 123 acres 100%

Schools 2 elementary schools 100%

Public 2 fire department stations 100%

A detailed water demand model was developed as part of the 2005 UWMP and includes

existing demand, demand from proposed buildout of the 2020 General Plan, unaccounted-for

water loss, potential increase in per-unit demand, and a contingency. The model also

accounts for reductions in demand due to the increased use of recycled water and water

conservation. This model has been updated for buildout of the proposed 2030 General Plan

Alternative B and to reflect recent changes in water supply and consumption, as accurately

and as reasonably possible.

Components of demand are shown in Table 3.3-7 and discussed below:

 2009 Baseline Demand. This is an estimate of total demand for the calendar year

2009. As a conservative basis, water demand by existing customers is anticipated to

remain fairly stable through 2030. In all likelihood current customers will continue to

implement best management practices, which should reduce overall per capita water

consumption.

 Non-Revenue Water (i.e., Water Loss). Water losses come from authorized,

unmetered sources such as fire fighting and main flushing, or unauthorized sources

such as leakage, illegal connections, and inaccurate flow meters. Non-Revenue water

is estimated to be about 6% of water demand.

 Ocean View System (formerly Ocean View Municipal Water District [OVMWD])

primarily serves agricultural customers along East Hueneme Road. As part of a Local
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Agency Formation Commission action, the OVMWD district dissolved and the

existing customers were added to the City of Oxnard water service area as the Ocean

View System (OVS). Existing users in the OVS service area along East Hueneme

Road receive water from the City through the UWCD O-H Pipeline System and the

OVS system. Parcels within the former OVMWD service area also obtain water from

private wells and from the UWCD PTP System. OVS customers use approximately

1,337 AFY of UWCD O-H water delivered via the City, according to UWCD data

(average calculated for fiscal years 1999-2008).

 PHWA Suballocation. PHWA purchases water from the City per the Three Party

Agreement which specifies a PHWA suballocation of CMWD water of 3,262.5 AFY.

PHWA’s mean annual purchase from the City was 1,911 AF for period 1999-2008

(personal communication, Steve Hickox, September 2009; personal communication,

David Birch, September 2009). The City of Port Hueneme, the largest PHWA

member agency, has implemented a meter retrofit program which should substantially

reduce water demand within the City. PHWA is also implementing other water

management programs which may decrease its per capita water demands.

 Procter & Gamble. Procter & Gamble is a private user within the City of Oxnard

which receives unblended imported water from the City through a special water

service agreement. Current annual water demand for Procter & Gamble is

approximately 2,300 AFY for the period 2001-2008. Procter & Gamble estimated

future water demands are approximately 2,800 AFY, assumed to occur after year

2015 (personal communication, Dakota Corey, August 2009). Procter & Gamble has

also indicated its intent to implement certain water reuse and conservation practices,

and consider the use of recycled water to offset some of its demands. For the purpose

of this analysis, the City assumes Procter & Gamble’s overall water use will increase

from 2,300 AFY to 2,800 AFY after 2015.

 Projected New Demand Increase for Development Projects Under Review.
Annual increase in water demand has been based on development applications

received and under review and/or permitted. New 2010 to 2030 water demand is

based on the buildout of the 2030 General Plan, Alternative B. Year to year projected

new development demand based on the July 2009 City Project List, 2030 General

Plan Background Report (2006), Ventura Council of Governments Decapolis Report,

and UCSB Forecast.

 Projected New Demand Increase of Unknown Projects. It is assumed that for any

given timeframe, water demand could be 10% higher due to approved amendments to

the 2030 General Plan.
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 Demand Management Programs. In February 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger

called for a 20 percent reduction in per capita water use statewide by 2020. The State

Water Resources Control Board has released a draft statewide implementation plan

for achieving this goal (Draft 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan, April 2009) which

establishes regional baseline and target per capita water use values by State

hydrologic region. The 2020 targeted daily per capita water use value established for

the South Coast hydrologic region is 149 gallons per capita per day. The draft plan

proposes a series of enforcement mechanisms and financial incentives to facilitate

water conservation at the local level. The City is preparing a Conservation Master

Plan, due by the end of 2009, which will identify potential demand management

measures and potential demand reductions which will help the City meet the gallons

per capita per day goals of the 20x2020 plan. The City anticipates a reduction in City-

wide water demands of approximately 500 AFY for period 2010-2012, ramping up to

5% of demand from 2016-2020, and 10% reduction for period 2021-2030. Demand

reductions recommended by City staff (personal communication, Tony Emmert and

Dakota Corey, August-September 2009).

Table 3.3-7 shows the estimated annual water demand projections through the year 2030. On

a day-to-day basis there will be variations, with higher demands typically during the summer

and lower demands during the winter.

The water demand projections in Table 3.3-7 are conservative and likely overestimate

demand. General Plans rarely reach buildout and are rarely amended so often as to produce a

gain of 10 percent. Nevertheless, as noted above, water supply constraints throughout the

State have persisted. Out of an abundance of caution, because of reduced reliability of water

imports from the SWP the Oxnard the City Council, at its January 15, 2008, and October 19,

2009, meetings, directed staff to require that all new projects defined as discretionary and not

exempt from CEQA be water demand neutral to the City’s water system. Project proponents

are required to can contribute water rights, water supplies, or financial or physical offsets to

achieve water neutrality. Typical options open to project proponents include transfers of

FCGMA groundwater allocations to the City through agricultural conversion or otherwise,

participation in expansions of the City’s GREAT Program recycled water system through

physical or financial contributions, and participation in water conservation projects that

produce measurablequantifiable, sustainable water savings. Several projects have already

complied with this requirement and several others are currently in negotiations working with

the City to implement such programs. Projects that are ministerial and/or exempt from

CEQA, such as single family residential projects or business tenant improvements, are not

subject to the water demand neutral requirement.

At the October 27, 2009, meeting the City Council directed that the following components be

incorporated into a written City water demand neutral policy:
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 Proposed projects should either contribute new water supplies or the financial or

physical equivalent to offset the estimated project demand.

 The City staff is to work with developers on quantifiable, implementable will develop

a menu of mitigation options that may be unique for each project, that may include

financial contributions toward the GREAT Program’s recycled water facilities,

financial contribution toward a City controlled water conservation project or program

that would generate verifiable long-term water savings, andor implementation of a

developer initiated water conservation project or program that would generate

verifiable long-term water savings.

Table 3.3-8 shows the estimated water demand projection through the year 2030. A WSA is

required to provide estimates of supply and demand for 20-years in the future, so projections

are shown through the year 2030. These estimates, which were developed by City Planning

Division staff, were used to update the water demand tables incorporated into the 2005

UWMP for inclusion in the Ormond Beach WSAs. No change in the method or approach to

water demand projections developed as part of the 2005 UWMP was made by the Planning

Division. The only changes reflected in the calculations are updates to anticipated demands

from the major developments, updates of the anticipated buildout schedules, and the addition

of brine loss resulting from groundwater desalting (a form of water demand). Also, the

demand projections are based on existing 2007 demand as opposed to the 2004 demand used

in the 2005 UWMP. There have been no changes to the City limits, the City Urban

Restriction Boundary (CURB), the City Sphere of Influence, or Planning Areas since the

2005 UWMP. These demand projections also include continued infill development,

redevelopment, and intensification of existing lots.



SECTION 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

3.3-51

TABLE 3.3-87
2007 CUMULATIVE WATER DEMAND
PROJECTION THROUGH 2030 (AFY)

Water Demands 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Known Demands

2009 Baseline Demand(a) 28,900 28,900 28,900 28,900 28,900

2009 Non-Revenue Water(b) 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150

OVS (formerly OVMWD) 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340

PHWA(d) 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910

Proctor & Gamble(e) 2,300 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800

Subtotal 36,600 37,100 37,100 37,100 37,100

Potential Demands
Projected New Demand Increase for Known
Projects(f) 550 3,040 5,440 6,600 7,750
Projected New Demand Increase for Unknown
Projects(g) 50 300 550 650 750

Subtotal(H) 600 3,340 5,990 7,250 8,500

Demand Reduction Programs

Demand Management Programs Reduction(i) (500) (1,620) (2,150) (4,440) (4,560)

Subtotal (500) (1,620) (2,150) (4,440) (4,560)

Total Demand 36,700 38,820 40,940 39,910 41,040

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond,
July 2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.

a) Baseline water demand for fiscal year 2009. Water demand by existing customers is anticipated to remain fairly
stable through 2030. Baseline demand excludes annual demands for Proctor & Gamble, agricultural water for OVSA,
and annual demands for PHWA. These three demands are summarized separately in this table. Data provided by
City Planning Department (personal communication, Chris Williamson, August 2009) and City Water Resources
(personal communication, Dakota Corey and Tony Emmert, September 2009).

b) Non-revenue water = unaccounted-for water. Estimated at 6% of total demand (approximately 35,600 AFY x 6%).
Source: personal communication, Dakota Corey, September 2009.

c) Based on available billing data, OVSA customers have used approximately 1,337 AFY of UWCD O-H water delivered
via the City.

d) PHWA purchases water from the City per the Three Party Agreement; Agreement specifies PHWA suballocation of
CMWD water of 3,262.5 AFY. PHWA mean annual purchases from the City was 1,911 AF for period 1999-2008
(source: personal communication, Steve Hickox, September 2009; personal communication, David Birch, September
2009). PHWA will begin water demand management programs in 2009 which may decrease water demands.

e) Current annual water demand for Proctor & Gamble is approximately 2,300 AFY for the period 2001-2008. Proctor and Gamble
estimated future water demands are approximately 2,800 AFY, assumed to occur after year 2015. Source: personal
communication, Dakota Corey, August 2009.

f) Annual increase in water demand based on development applications received for known projects. New water
demands also include 2030 General Plan buildout, infill, redevelopment, and densification. Values provided by City
Planning Department (personal communication, Chris Williamson and Kathleen Mallory, August 2009) and based on
the following sources: July 2009 City Project List, CA Department of Finance, 2030 General Plan Background Report
(2006), Ventura Council of Government data, and UCSB Forecast.

g) Annual increase in water demand for unknown projects. Source: personal communication, Ken Ortega, September
2009.

h) Cumulative total new demand based on the annual values for known and unknown projects.
i) City anticipates the reduction in City-wide water demands via implementing several demand management programs.

Estimated reduction is approximately 500 AFY for period 2010-2012, 2% of demand in 2013, 3% of demand in 2014,
4% of demand in 2015, 5% of demand from 2016-2020, and 10 percent reduction for period 2021-2030. City is
preparing a Conservation Master Plan, due by the end of 2009, which will identify potential demand management
measures and potential demand reductions. Demand reductions recommended by City staff (personal
communication, Tony Emmert and Dakota Corey, August-September 2009).
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3.3.1.4 Projected Water Supply Balance

Tables 3.3-9 8 through 3.3-15 13 compare water supply and demands for a normal, single

dry, and multiple dry water years as presented in the WSAs for the Ormond Beach projects.

They show that for all water years from 2010 to 2030, the City’s supplies are sufficient to

meet projected demand. However, until the augmented M&I Supplemental Program and the

GREAT Program isare operational (i.e., 2011 or 20120), the City may rely be dependent on a

portion of its using FCGMA groundwater credits to meet demand in multiple dry water

years. It should also be noted that estimates of water demand are highly conservative and

include a contingency factor. The WSAs also make the following recommendations to

improve the margin of supply:

 Build up City Groundwater Credits between 2008 and 2010 for use in 2011 through

2016 until the GREAT Program expansion is operational.

 Obtain final approval from the City Council for access to the supplemental water

associated with UWCD’s acquisition of the Ferro property.for Augmented M&I

Supplemental Water Supply Program and obtain approval by 2009.

 The City also has the option to pump additional groundwater from City wells above

their allocation. However, this may result in additional surcharges from the GMA.

 The tables above are predicated on the City’s utilizing its full purchase order

entitlement of CMWD water, less the PHWA water use and reservation as discussed

above. However, in 2007 PHWA only used 2,220 AFY of its 3,262.5 AFY of

reservation. Thus the City could potentially purchase an additional 1,040 AFY of

CMWD in times of need.

 Implement the initial phase of the GREAT Program (for 6.25 MGD) by 2011 when

demand starts to increase. If the facility is delayed, then other sources of water would

be needed. A portion or all could be from the rest of the CMWD Tier 1 rate or even

Tier 2 water.

 The City also has options of purchasing un-used O-H water from other water

purveyors.

 Plan for the first expansion of the GREAT Program to be an additional 5.2 MGD (to

11.45 MGD).

 Plan for the second expansion of the GREAT Program to be an additional 5.0 MGD

(to 16.45 MGD). Before designing the second expansion, in particular, the demand

and surplus projections should be revisited.

 The City could also implement additional temporary water demand measures for

periods when supply is not sufficient to meet demand as outlined in City Ordinance
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No. 2729, “City of Oxnard Water Conservation and Water Shortage Response

Ordinance.”

TABLE 3.3-98
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

NORMAL YEAR (AFY)

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Supply Totals 36,110 42,570 45,930 44,090 44,300

Demand Totals 36,700 38,800 40,920 39,920 41,080

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand (590) 3,770 5,010 4,170 3,220

Groundwater Debit/Credit (590) 0 0 0 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply -2% 9% 11% 9% 7%

Net Difference to Annual Demand -2% 10% 12% 10% 8%

Draw on Credit Bank 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Supply vs. Demand with Credits 0 3,770 5,010 4,170 3,220
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and

South Ormond, July 2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.

TABLE 3.3-109
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

SINGLE DRY YEAR (AFY)

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Supply Totals 36,110 42,570 45,930 44,090 44,300

Demand Totals 36,700 38,800 40,920 39,920 41,080

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand (590) 3,770 5,010 4,170 3,220

Groundwater Debit/Credit (590) 0 0 0 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply -2% 9% 11% 9% 7%

Net Difference to Annual Demand -2% 10% 12% 10% 8%

Draw on Credit Bank 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Supply vs. Demand with Credits 0 3,770 5,010 4,170 3,220
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond, July

2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.

TABLE 3.3-1110
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (2011 – 2015) (AFY)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Supply Totals 29,730 30,810 29,220 29,390 42,570

Demand Totals 37,240 37,780 38,540 38,680 38,800

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand (7,510) (6,970) (9,320) (9,290) 3,770

Groundwater Debit/Credit 7510 6970 9320 9290 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply -25% -23% -32% -32% 9%

Net Difference to Annual Demand -20% -18% -24% -24% 10%

Draw on Credit Bank 22% 26% 46% 86% 0%

Supply vs Demand with Credits 0 0 0 0 3,770
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond, July

2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.
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TABLE 3.3-11
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (2016-2020) (AFY)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Supply Totals 41,130 39,260 39,480 39,710 45,930

Demand Totals 38,900 39,410 39,910 40,420 40,920

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand 2,230 (150) (430) (710) 5,010

Groundwater Debit/Credit 0 150 430 710 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply 5% 0% -1% -2% 11%

Net Difference to Annual Demand 6% 0% -1% -2% 12%

Draw on Credit Bank 0% 1% 4% 8% 0%

Supply vs Demand with Credits 2,230 0 0 0 5,010

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond,

July 2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.

TABLE 3.3-12
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (2021-2025) (AFY)

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Supply Totals 43,400 43,450 43,500 43,560 44,090

Demand Totals 39,000 39,230 39,460 39,690 39,920

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand 4,400 4,220 4,040 3,870 4,170

Groundwater Debit/Credit 0 0 0 0 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply 10.14% 9.71% 9.29% 8.88% 9%

Net Difference to Annual Demand 11.28% 10.76% 10.24% 9.75% 10%

Draw on Credit Bank 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%

Supply vs Demand with Credits 4,400 4,220 4,040 3,870 4,170
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond,

July 2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.

TABLE 3.3-13
PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON SCENARIO:

MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (2026-2030) (AFY)

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Supply Totals 43,660 43,710 43,760 43,820 44,300

Demand Totals 40,150 40,380 40,610 40,850 41,080

Net Difference Supply vs. Demand 3,510 3,330 3,150 2,970 3,220

Groundwater Debit/Credit 0 0 0 0 0

Net Difference to Annual Supply 8% 8% 7% 7% 7%

Net Difference to Annual Demand 9% 8% 8% 7% 8%

Draw on Credit Bank 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Supply vs Demand with Credits 3,510 3,330 3,150 2,970 3,220
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Final Water Supply Assessment and Verification-North Ormond and South Ormond,

July 2008, and WSA Addenda, November 2009. See Appendix E.
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3.3.1.4.1 Water Demand Control Measures

As discussed in some detail in the 2005 City UWMP, the City has several tools in place to

control demand. These tools can be employed in response to any water supply constraint,

whether a result of drought, an emergency, or other unusual conditions. These tools are

summarized below.

Diversity of Supply Sources

Most importantly, but perhaps not an obvious tool, the City’s water portfolio is quite diverse

compared to most public water suppliers of its size. First, the City has some flexibility to

shift its reliance between its local sources and its purchase of imported water. In California,

it is relatively common for the northern region of the state to experience differing amounts of

rainfall than the southern regions. In other words, the northern part of the state may have a

series of very wet years, while the southern portion may have very dry years. In other years,

the reverse may be true. Since the City’s imported water derives primarily from Lake

Oroville, which is dependent on hydrologic conditions in the northern part of the state, this

source is “immune” from the conditions in the south. In contrast, the City’s local supplies

(groundwater) are dependent on the hydrologic conditions in the southern portion of the state.

The City has the capability to alter its proportional reliance on these two sources based on

hydrologic conditions. This same diversity of sources allows the City to respond to

emergency conditions as well. For example, in prior years, the City’s access to imported

water has been temporarily suspended either for maintenance or as a result of earthquake

damage. Between the City’s groundwater wells and its access to local water through UWCD,

the City has local infrastructure capable of meeting the entirety of the City’s supply needs.

Locally, the City’s access to groundwater through both the UWCD and City facilities creates

redundancy should a local emergency impact one system or the other. Certainly, the City

could dramatically increase its reliance on imported water for temporary periods, should

local conditions warrant.

Water Shortage Emergencies: Reductions in Water Use. The Oxnard Municipal Code grants

the City Council the authority to impose voluntary or mandatory reductions on water use

throughout the City. These Code provisions provide a high degree of flexibility to control

customer demand based on emergency water shortage conditions.

City Council Policy Regarding Development Approval

At its January 15, 2008, and October 19, 2009, meetings, the Oxnard City Council directed

City staff to require that all new projects defined as discretionary and not exempt from

CEQA be water demand neutral to the City’s water system. To achieve neutrality, project
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proponents are required to can contribute water rights, water supplies, or financial or physical

offsets that will ensure sufficient supply to address project demands. Options available to

project proponents include transfers of FCGMA groundwater allocations to the City through

agricultural conversion, participation in expansions of the City’s recycled water system

through physical or financial contributions, and participation in water conservation projects

that produce measurable sustainable water savings. On January 15, 2008, the City Council

adopted a policy that ensures mitigation measures are imposed within the approval of new

development so that the associated demand remains consistent with available supplies. This

policy and the manner in which the applicants are approaching their projects ensure that

development approval will take place at the pace anticipated in the 2005 UWMP (and

likewise, the analysis within this document) so that the growth in water demand does not

exceed available supply. The net result of this policy will ensure that project approvals

include conditions that a) control the pace of construction of any given project (and thus

controls the pace at which water demand increases); b) allows participation in the

contribution toward the development of additional water supplies that offsets the demand

associated with the project; or c) suspends project approval until sufficient supplies are

available to support the anticipated project demand.

Water Supply Reliability

Based on the detailed analysis contained in the Ormond Beach WSAs as summarized above,

the facts are sufficient for the City to conclude that it will have a reliable portfolio of water

supplies to meet anticipated demand for both the project and the presumed cumulative

development anticipated under the City’s current General Plan. Based on the facts and

analysis included in the WSAs, there is a reasonable likelihood these supplies will be

available within the timeframe necessary to meet projected demands through 2030.

If completion of the GREAT Program facilities and Augmented M&I Supplemental Program

are is delayed or if development proceeds more quickly than is reasonably anticipated, short-

term demand could exceed supply. The City has anticipated this potential impact on water

supply reliability and adopted the “water neutral” policy referenced above that is to be

includeds as a condition in every project approval conditions. The City has also secured

commitments from project applicants, through language incorporated in the specific plans

and/or development agreements that will ensure that development proceeds in a manner that

will ensure supply will be available to serve future demands. These and other water supply

conditions are described below.

3.3.1.5 Water Distribution

Oxnard’s water distribution system consists of a wide variety of pipe types and sizes

comprising over 500 miles of pipeline, 11,000 valves, and 4,000 fire hydrants throughout the
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3.3.3 Project Impacts and Mitigation

3.3.3.1 Project Conditions

3.3.3.1.1 Northern Subarea

Water Supply and Demand

The North Ormond Beach Draft Water Supply Assessment & Verification (June 2008) and

its Addendum (November 2009) estimated the water demand associated with development

under the SouthShore Specific Plan (see Table 3.3-1917). The City has accounted for the

total estimated demand of approximately 815 833 acre-feet per year (AFY) in its water

supply planning (see page 3.3-46). Assuming a 2007 2009 citywide demand of

approximately 28,49028,900 AFY and the projected 2030 demand of approximately

43,28541,040 AFY for the City’s total service area, the SouthShore development project

represents approximately 1.92.0 percent of the projected demand and approximately 5.56.7

percent of the anticipated increased demand in the City.

Potable Water Distribution

The proposed water distribution system for the Northern Subarea will make multiple

connection points at Hueneme Road, Edison Drive, SouthShore Drive, and Olds Road.

Multiple connection points will ensure an adequately “looped system.” Internal distribution

will be via a hierarchy of 8- to 16-inch water mains (see Figure 3.3-5).

The existing water lines that bisect the interior of the project (Mugu and Ocean View Water

District) will be re-routed through the proposed development to maintain water service to

existing customers. The perimeter water systems to support the Study Area will be sized by

City staff to provide adequate flow and pressure demands.

It is anticipated that water service will be provided by lateral connections to the SCE-owned

commercial/incubator property from the main water lines in Rose Avenue/SouthShore Drive.

The City of Oxnard is constructing a new blending station (Blending Station No. 5) at the

northwest corner of the Northern Subarea. This blending station will provide blended water

from CMWD and UWCD. The Northern Subarea will be fed via this blended line that will

traverse from Blending Station 5 through the Edison property to SouthShore Drive to connect

to the looping system in Hueneme Road and several other existing domestic water mains

located at Olds Road.
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TABLE 3.3-1917
WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE FOR THE NORTHERN SUBAREA

Sector Unit Measure Demand(a)

Demand Total

(AFY)

Single Family Residential – Low 56.5 ac 2,100 gpad 85

Single Family Residential – Low Medium 37.3 ac 2,100 gpad 59

Multi-Family Residential - Medium– 40.9 ac 2,800 gpad 85

Mixed use (Residential) 20 DU

Mixed use (Commercial) 62,726 sq. ft./ 4.2 acres 1,500 gpad 10

Light Industrial 568,052 sq. ft/ 37.2 acres 2,800 gpad 120

School-Elementary 650 students 20 gpd/student 15

School-High School 2,400 students 25 gpd/student 70

Total Potable Demand 443

Parks and Open Space 41.9 3.5 AF/ac/yr(c) 147

Lake SouthShore/Surrounding Open Space

On-site Lake Demand(e) 40

Open Space 23.1 acres 3.5 AF/ac/yr(d) 81

Other (Arterial Roadways) 17.5 acres

Single Family & Multi-Family
Residential Landscaping 90.2 ac

123

Total Landscaping Demand(b) 390

Total Project Water Demand (AFY)(f) 833

Transferred Allocation/Supply(g) 483

Difference -350

Difference with Recycled Water 40

Source: North Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment & Verification, June 2008, and Addenda, November 2009.

(a) Unit demand factors from the 2005 Master Plan
(b) A shift in demand from potable water to recycled water for irrigation of single-family and multi-family front lawns. Outdoor urban

applied water was assumed to be 70 percent of total urban applied water.
(c) Recycled water will not be available until mid 2010 at the earliest. Therefore, the developer will need to plan for landscaping to

be served by domestic water up to the time when recycled water is available.
(d) The Water Supply Assessment uses 3.5 AFY/acre for supply evaluation.
(e) On-site Lake demand based on “Lake Water Supply, Demand and Irrigation Reservoir Memorandum- No. 8233E” by Pace.
(f) Rounded to the nearest whole number.
(g) Per Fox Canyon GMA Ordinance Code 8.1, the North Ormond Beach development will result in the conversion of 322 acres of

agricultural land to urban uses. The present conversion rate is 1.5 AFY per acre of converted land. This conversion will yield 483
AFY of potable water supply to the development
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Water quality modeling was performed to predict the potential pollutant concentrations in the

discharge from the proposed lake as a result of the 85th percentile storm (PACE, December

2006). The pollutants modeled included total suspended solids, total phosphorus, total

nitrogen, copper, lead, zinc, total petroleum hydrocarbons, oil/grease and total dissolved

solids. Existing stormwater pollutant concentrations were compared to the predicted pollutant

concentrations in lake water after dilution and BMP treatment. The results from the water

quality modeling based on the proposed lake properties indicated that concentrations of all

pollutants modeled would be reduced with the exception of zinc.

TABLE 3.3-2018
LAKE SOUTHSHORE PROPERTIES

Operating Volume 108 AF
Average Depth 8 feet
Shoreline Slope 1:2
Shoreline Depth 15 inches
Surface Area 18 acres
Liner 30 mil PVC
Biofilters 7- to 10-Day Turnover Rate
Wetland Water Quality Filters Min 18-hour HRT for Nuisance Flow1

Aeration 6- to 8-hour Turnover Rate
1 The hydraulic retention time (HRT) is a measure of the average length of time that a

soluble compound remains in a constructed reactor.
2 Reference: Pace, October 2006

Storm Drains. New storm drains will be required to convey drainage to the lake. Pipe sizes

will range from 18 inches to 60 inches and will meet City storm drain standards. The storm

drains will be sized using an estimated runoff of 2 cfs acre. Preliminary storm drain pipes

were sized using Water Surface Pressure Gradient Software (WSPG). The volume of lake

storage was based on the projected runoff volumes. An overall starting water surface

elevation was then determined for the storm drain design. Pipelines were modeled using the

calculated water elevations assuming that the starting water surface occurred during peak

storage of stormwater runoff from a 10-year storm. Catch basins will be used to regulate the

amount of surface water on the Northern Subarea street system. The lake level will allow for

streets to be designed with minimal grades and slopes in accordance with City standards.

Makeup Water Sources. Several potential water sources are currently being evaluated to fill

and sustain water levels in the proposed lake. An evaluation of possible water supply sources

is presented below (PACE 2005).

Shallow Groundwater. Shallow groundwater is contained in a perched aquifer contained

beneath existing agricultural areas. There are currently no detailed estimates of safe

annual yield or water quality data from this source. In areas close to the ocean, saltwater

intrusion may be an issue and therefore this water may not be suitable for irrigation. If
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shallow groundwater is pursued as a source of makeup water, testing of the water shall be

conducted to determine the salinity of the water and its feasibility for use in the lake. If

the salinity exceeds the level that is determined usable for irrigation, shallow

groundwater shall not be used, and one of the other potential sources shall be pursued. It

is likely that poor water quality will preclude use of this source for lake makeup water.

UAS Groundwater. Beneath the underlying confining layer of the shallow perched aquifer

is the UAS. This is a potential source for the lake and irrigation due to the potential large

safe yield and good water quality, but is probably less desirable as this water can be used

for potable use. The FCGMA has jurisdiction over groundwater pumping in the Study

Area and restricts future well withdrawals in this area to limit the impact of saltwater

intrusion. Before the UAS can be used for makeup water, testing of the water shall be

conducted to determine if seawater intrusion has affected the salinity of the water and its

feasibility for use in the lake. If the salinity exceeds the level that is determined usable for

irrigation, deep groundwater shall not be used and one of the other potential sources shall

be pursued. If the salinity of the water does not present a problem for irrigation, deep

groundwater may be a feasible option for makeup water.

United Water Conservation District (UWCD). The UWCD encompasses 214,000 acres of

the Santa Clara River Valley and the Oxnard Plain. District facilities within the Study

Area include the O-H System which supplies drinking water to cities and urban areas on

the Oxnard Plain and an agricultural water delivery system. UWCD has been historically

used for agricultural purposes in the area and can be assumed to be adequate in both

quantity and quality to meet the lake evaporation and project irrigation demands. The

UWCD operates the O-H potable water pipeline. The Mugu lateral to this pipeline runs

along the eastern extent of the Study Area.

Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD). The CMWD is a potable water supplier that

distributes both regional and locally-developed water. The CWMD’s supplemental

drinking water supply is provided by the California State Water Project. Imported water

is piped into the Calleguas service area through a system connection with the

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, a State water contractor. Prior to

delivery to Calleguas, water is treated at Metropolitan’s Jensen Treatment Facility in

Granada and is then conveyed through 130 miles of large-diameter pipeline to local water

agencies and companies for ultimate delivery to area residents and businesses. CMWD

water in the project area is distributed by the City of Oxnard.

City Potable Water. The City of Oxnard, with a population of approximately 182,000, is the

largest purveyor of domestic water supply in the Oxnard Plain, utilizing both local and

imported water supplies. Water supply sources for the City include (1) a blend of local

groundwater produced through City wells; (2) local groundwater purchased from UWCD,
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and (3) imported surface water purchased from the CMWD. Potable water for the project

will be provided by the City of Oxnard and the project will construct infrastructure to

provide for the delivery of City potable water. The City of Oxnard is the most likely

source for makeup water for the lake until a source of recycled water is available.

Reclaimed Water. Currently, a source of CA Title 22 reclaimed water is not available

adjacent to the Northern Subarea. However, the City of Oxnard has developed the

GREAT as part of its Capital Improvement Program. The GREAT program is designed to

meet the projected water supply needs of the City through the year 2020 (Kennedy/Jenks

2003) through a combination of wastewater recycling and reuse, groundwater injection,

storage and recovery, and groundwater desalination. Phase 1 of the GREAT program

includes the construction of a TTF at the existing OWWTP. A recycled water program

would be implemented using effluent from the TTF for direct nonpotable use (primarily

irrigation) to help reduce pumping of the overdrafted aquifers underlying the Oxnard

Plain and Pleasant Valley area. Once the TTF is operational, recycled water can be made

available as makeup water for the lake. Use of reclaimed water will require a NPDES

permit from the LARWQCB. As proposed, the Northern Subarea would participate in the

GREAT program, as follows: Lake SouthShore would provide a location for recycled

water storage; Lake SouthShore would provide “buffer” to maintain storage during peak

and non-peak demands throughout the year; Lake SouthShore would provide the City

with the ability to pump recycled water during off-peak hours allowing the City to

conserve electrical power; the Hueneme Road corridor would provide a location for

future groundwater injection wells and pumping appurtenances; Lake SouthShore would

irrigate public park areas and provide recycled irrigation water to local parks within the

Northern Subarea; the proposed project would provide a backbone recycled water

network that may convey recycled water to other existing customers and agriculture

irrigation customer; the proposed project would abandon the existing onsite water wells

and convey any historic groundwater pumping rights to the City (as of April 2007, the

FCGMA has not identified any existing groundwater allocations in the Northern

Subarea).

Lake Water Quality. Lake source water will achieve applicable water quality standards for

recreational use and aquatic and wildlife support. Discharge of recycled water to the

municipal stormwater system will require an NPDES permit from the LARWQCB.

Wastewater

The Study Area is adjacent to the Eastern Trunk Sewer which runs south along Edison Drive

from Pleasant Valley Road. The pipeline turns west from Edison Road and follows McWane

Blvd to the OWWTP. The Eastern Trunk Sewer adjacent to the Study Area is a 42 inch

HDPE pipeline (Kennedy/Jenks, January 2006). The City’s GIS maps show that a section of
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3.3.3.1.2 Southern Subarea

Water Supply and Demand

The South Ormond Beach Draft Water Supply Assessment & Verification (June 2008) and

its Addendum (November 2009) estimated the water demand associated with development

under the South Ormond Beach Specific Plan (see Table 3.3-2220). The City has accounted

for the total estimated demand of approximately 995 965 acre-feet per year (AFY) in its

water supply planning (see page 3.3-46). Assuming a 2007 citywide demand of

approximately 28,49028,900 AFY and the projected 2030 demand of approximately

43,28541,400 AFY for the City’s total service area, the South Ormond Beach development

project represents approximately 2.3 percent of the projected demand and approximately

6.77.7 percent of the anticipated increased demand in the City.

TABLE 3.3-2220
WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE FOR SOUTHERN SUBAREA

Sector Unit Measure Demand(a)

Demand Total

(AFY)

Business/Research Park 934,427 sq. ft./ 61.3 acres 1,500 gpad 105

Light Industrial 3,447,578 sq. ft/ 226.1217.5 acres 2,800 gpad 710680

Total Potable Demand w/o Landscaping 815785

ParkMisc. Open Space 51.0 acres 3.5 AF/ac/yr (c) 180

Misc. Open SpaceAgriculture 220.0228.6 acres 0

Other 36.4 acres 0

Total Recycled Water Demand(b) 180

Total Project Demand 995965

Transferred Allocation/Supply
(c)

563

Difference (402)

Difference with Recycled Water (222)

Source: South Ormond Water Supply Assessment & Verification, June 2008, and Addendum, November 2009.
Notes:
(a) Unit demand factors from the 2005 Master Plan.
(b) Recycled water will not be available until mid 2010 at the earliest. Therefore, the developer will need to plan for landscaping to be
served by domestic water up to the time when recycled water is available.
(c) Per Fox Canyon GMA Ordinance Code 8.1, the South Ormond Beach development will result in the conversion of 375 acres of
agricultural land to urban uses. The present conversion rate is 1.5 AFY per acre of converted land. This conversion will yield 563
AFY of potable water supply to the development.The Water Supply Assessment uses 3.5 AFY/acre for supply evaluation.

Potable Water Distribution

A system of water mains will be contained in all the roadways on the project and connect to

existing water lines in Hueneme Road. Water mains shall be sized in accordance with

calculations for the worst-case water demand. The proposed water distribution system would

make multiple connection points at Hueneme Road, Edison Drive, Rose Avenue, and Arnold

Road. Multiple connection points will ensure an adequately “looped system.” The “looped”

water system shall provide adequate water pressure and fire flow for proposed structures.
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Should fire-protection needs exceed the capacity of the proposed system, additional system

upgrades would be completed by the facility or parcel requiring such upgrades to

accommodate these increased requirements.

The Southern Subarea is expected to be annexed into the CMWD. Additional agreements

will be required to complete the annexation.

The proposed project would participate in the City’s GREAT program by utilizing reclaimed

water for irrigation.

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, September 2006, included

as Appendix E of this document) was prepared for the Southern Subarea, addressing the

requirements of Section 10910 of the California Water Code (SB 610 and 221). The WSA

concludes that with the existing water system and addition of facilities and programs, mostly

as part of the GREAT program, there will be adequate water supply for the projected 20-year

period, including contingency allowances in the projected demands. The WSA also

recommends the implementation of measures to address the small margin of supply versus

demand anticipated for 2008 and 2009.

The Schematic Water Plan for the Southern Subarea is shown in Figure 3.3-8 and the

Southern Subarea Grading and Drainage Plan is shown in Figure 3.3-9. A Water Supply

Assessment (Kennedy/Jenks, 2006) was prepared for the Southern Subarea, addressing the

requirements of Section 10910 of the California Water Code (SB 610 and 221). The WSA

concludes that with the existing water system and addition of facilities and programs, mostly

as part of the GREAT program, there would be adequate supply for the projected 20-year

period including contingency allowances in the projected demands.

Stormwater Management and Drainage

At this time the stormwater flows generated from the Southern Subarea currently flow into a

farm channel located along the western boundary which flows to the Oxnard Drain. The

Oxnard Drain is a large channel running along the southern of Southern Subarea. It flows

south to the western leg of Mugu Lagoon.

Stormwater detention in the Southern Subarea is proposed to be accommodated by a

combination of bioswales along three north-south roadways and a detention basin along the

southern edge of the developed area. Total acreage for offsite drainage to the channel

adjacent the project is approximately 584.6 acres. In its current condition, the existing

channel has the capacity to contain the undeveloped, offsite flows. According to the Oxnard

Master Plan of Drainage (January 2001), the flow from the undeveloped condition is

approximately 690 cfs. In the developed condition the flow increases to approximately 1,400
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 Changes in Flow Directions: Potential changes in flow directions of peak stormwater

runoff flows resulting from loss of precipitation infiltration areas and increases in

impervious surfaces such as roads, driveways, patios, and rooftops.

3.3.3.2.4 Wastewater Collection and Treatment

 Wastewater Capacity: Existing wastewater collection and conveyance lines do not have

sufficient capacity to accommodate wastewater from the project. Proposed wastewater

flows would exceed the present capacity of the City of Oxnard Waste Water Treatment

Plant (OWWTP)

 Exceedance of RWQCB Requirements: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) or result in a determination

by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it does

not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the

provider’s existing commitments

 Wastewater Facility Construction: Require or result in the construction of new

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of

which could cause significant environmental effects

3.3.3.3 Project Impacts

3.3.3.3.1 Northern Subarea

Water Supply and Demand

Impact Water-1: Water Supply Availability (Northern Subarea). As described detailed in

Table 3.3-17 above and as detailed described in the North Ormond Beach Water Supply

Assessment & Verification (July 2008) and its Addendum (November 2009), development of

the Northern Subarea (in accord with the SouthShore Specific Plan) would generate

estimated water demand of about 815 833 acre feet per year (AFY). Of this total, 560 443

AFY would be for potable needs and the balance (255 390 AFY) would be for landscaping

and other non-potable needs. Assuming a 2007 2009 citywide demand of approximately

28,49028,900 AFY and the projected 2030 demand of approximately 43,28541,040 AFY for

the City’s total service area, the SouthShore development project represents approximately

1.92.0 percent of the projected demand and approximately 5.56.7 percent of the anticipated

increased demand in the City. The project’s demand for potable water would be offset by a

transfer of approximately 483 AFY of FCGMA allocation associated with the conversion of

agricultural lands to urban uses.
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Mitigation measures are provided below to help further reduce project specific water

demands and to provide additional assurance that planned new water supplies would be

available in advance of project-specific and other planned cumulative development.

As described in Section 3.3.1 (Water Resources Existing Setting) of this report, the City has

comprehensive multifaceted Water Management Program that outlines how the City plans to

provide an adequate water supply to meet forecasted water demands well into the future. In

addition to its internal water management program, the City is working cooperatively with

local groundwater managers such as the FCGMA, UWCD, and CMWD (Las Posas) on local

groundwater management programs as well as CMWD and MWD on regional imported

water supply issues. Together, these programs are intended to provide a high degree of

flexibility to provide a reliable long term water supply under a broad range of known (i.e.

projected growth and planned water supply projects) and unknown scenarios (i.e. global

climate change). The availability of local groundwater as augmented by existing groundwater

management programs (including groundwater recharge through the Freeman Diversion

project and the Las Posas Aquifer Storage Project), imported State water, and the City’s

planned water recycling effort through it’s GREAT and Augmented the M&I Supplemental

Water Program, and the transfer of allocation and credits associated with UCWD acquisition

of the Ferro Property s will help to ensure that the City will be able to meet long term water

demands.

The City’s existing and ongoing water management programs provided about 28,490 AFY to

serve the water needs of the City in 2007. The City’s projected water supplies include water

from both the City’s Augmented M&I Supplemental Water and GREAT Programs. With the

City’s combination of State Water provided through CMWD, groundwater provided by

UWCD and existing City wells, and the M&I Supplemental water programs, the City will

have a 2010 water supply of about 40,625 AFY. This supply is projected to grow to 54,900

AFY in 2030 with the implementation of the GREAT Program (recycled water system). This

projection assumes a 2030 production capacity of 17,100 AFY (16.95 mgd) for the GREAT

AWPF facility. The initial phases of the GREAT Program and the related Recycled Water

Backbone System have been approved by the City, are substantially funded and the City

otherwise has plans in place to arrange for the remaining funding, and are pending

implementation. In addition, the City is in the process of developing its Recycled Water

Master Plan which will address implementation of the City’s recycled water management

program.

As thoroughly documented in the WSA, there is some degree of uncertainty with regard to

the timing of both the demand coming on line as well as the continued availability of existing

sources and the planned new supply sources. This is not atypical for a long range planning

program that attempts to address future conditions that may be affected by a broad range of

variables many of which are unknown at this time (such as economic conditions,
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technological advances, environmental and social change, etc.). Nevertheless, the City has

attempted to anticipate and have in place contingency plans to respond to these issues as

described in the WSA and this document. Overall, the findings of this WSA (SB 610) and

Water Supply Verification (SB 221) are that:

 The WSA considers water demands of the North Ormond Beach development project

as well as water demands from other proposed or anticipated developments for the

period 2010 to 2030.

 Water supplies as identified herein from CMWD, UWCD, and the City are considered

as firm for the period 2010 to 2030.

 During the period 2010 to 2014, the City may draw on a portion of its groundwater

credit bank of approximately 37,000 AF as an interim supply until the GREAT

Program Phase 1 is completed as planned. Further, under extended dry and multiple

dry year conditions, it is possible that during the years 2010 to 2014, the cumulative

draw on the groundwater credits could nearly exhaust the City’s currently available

credits. However, the City has developed this credit bank for use during these types

of extended drought or water supply restricted conditions.

 Once the GREAT Program Phase 1 is in full production, the City will restore its

groundwater credit bank as a buffer against future supply constraints.

 Under the current estimated schedule, the production, use, and recharge of recycled

water will be available for use in, or to offset, the potential demands from the North

Ormond Beach by approximately 2015. Thus the North Ormond project must be

implemented in a manner to expedite the production, use and recharge of recycled

water.

 The GREAT Program continues to be an important element in providing water supply

to the North Ormond Beach development project, along with other proposed or

anticipated development.

Based on the facts cited and analysis above, the WSA concludes and verifies that the City's

total, reasonably projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple

dry water years during a 20-year projection are sufficient to meet the water demand

associated with the project, in addition to the City's existing and planned future uses. In

addition, it is assumed the project will be water neutral; that is the project will present to the

City sufficient water rights or water supplies to offset the full estimated demand associated

with the project. Thus, the project proponent must develop a program to offset a minimum of

350 AFY of demand through some combination of additional water supply contributions

through extraordinary facilities development, extraordinary conservation measures, in-City
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retrofits, contributions to the development of recycled water facilities, or similar

measures.After careful consideration of these factors, the WSA concludes and verifies the

following:

Water supplies from CMWD and UWCD are considered reliably firm through 2030;

The City can reliably expect that its groundwater pumping allocations will increase with

the transfer of groundwater pumping rights that occurs as development occurs within the

City;

The GREAT Program is well-defined and construction of the first phase is underway.

While subsequent phases(s) are not yet fully designed or permitted, the City’s commitment to

the GREAT Program and the ongoing studies to further describe and provide funding for the

program, full implementation can reasonably be anticipated; and

The City’s projected water supplies will meet the City’s projected demand during normal,

single dry, and multiple dry water years through the Year 2030. This includes both the

proposed project as well as the anticipated cumulative development expected to occur during

that time frame.

Based on these conclusions, and a detailed citywide cumulative water supply assessment, the

City’s projected water supply is expected to be adequate to serve both the project demands as

well as the cumulative demand of other anticipated future projects though the Year 2030.

This conclusion is based on the reasonable assumption that the City’s GREAT and M&I

Supplemental Programs will be implemented. Tthe impact of proposed development within

the Northern Subarea in accord with the SouthShore Specific Plan and the associated

development agreement is, thus, considered significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II).

Mitigation measures: Water-1, Water-2, Water-3, Water-4, Water-5.

Impact Water-2: Water Facility Construction (Northern Subarea). The Northern Subarea

will require the construction of facilities associated with Phase 1 of the GREAT program to

ensure a 20-year supply of potable and recycled water. The City of Oxnard has adopted a

project level EIR/EIS for the GREAT program. Most of the infrastructure for Phase 1 and

Phase 2 of the GREAT program is proposed for construction at existing water facilities or

involves replacement and expansion of existing water service pipelines within existing right-

of-ways. Preliminary review of the GREAT program under the EIR/EIS has indicated that,

with the exception of the wetlands element, there are no identifiable issues that could

represent significant permitting challenges. The wetlands element could be covered under the

environmental document for the GREAT program at a program level and developed to a

project-specific level as that element is developed more substantially. The GREAT EIR/EIS

includes a Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) which addresses the

construction impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2. Potential construction-related effects associated
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or open channel south on Olds Road, west on Hueneme Road, and then south on Arnold

Road.

Based on the above, the Project will result in a net reduction in stormwater discharges during

significant storm events so impacts would be considered less-than-significant (Class III).

Wastewater Collection and Treatment

Impact Water-9: Wastewater Collection and Treatment (Northern Subarea). The 2005

Wastewater Master Plan Update for the City of Oxnard includes the proposed South Ormond

Study Area in its wastewater flow projections. Therefore, build out of the Study Area has

been accounted for in the analysis of future wastewater infrastructure needs. Additional

studies are, however, needed to assess the impact to the existing sewer and wastewater

treatment infrastructure. The impact to existing wastewater collection and conveyance lines,

capacity of the OWWTP, wastewater treatment requirements and construction of wastewater

infrastructure is considered significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II) to less than

significant (Class III). Mitigation measures: Water-15.

3.3.3.3.2 Southern Subarea

Water Supply and Demand

Impact Water-10: Water Supply Availability (Southern Subarea). As detailed in Table 3.3-

20 described above and as detailed in the South Ormond Beach Water Supply Assessment &

Verification (June 2008) and its Addendum (November 2009), development of the Northern

Subarea (in accord with the SouthShore Specific Plan) would generate estimated water

demand of about 995 965 acre feet per year (AFY). Of this total, 815 785 AFY would be for

potable needs and the balance (180 AFY) would be for landscaping and other non-potable

needs. Assuming a 2007 citywide demand of approximately 28,49028,900 AFY and the

projected 2030 demand of approximately 41,400 43,285 AFY for the City’s total service

area, the South Ormond Beach project represents approximately 2.3 percent of the projected

demand and approximately 6.77.7 percent of the anticipated increased demand in the City.

The project’s demand for potable water would be offset by a transfer of approximately 563

AFY of FCGMA allocation associated with the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses.

Accounting for this transfer and the use of recycled water to address non-potable demand, the

project-level water balance results in an overall deficit of approximately 220 AFY in 2030.

Therefore, in order to be water neutral, the South Ormond Beach project will need to fund the

construction of necessary recycled water infrastructure on site to serve the 180 AFY demand

for recycled water and fund the construction of necessary recycled water infrastructure to

serve potential recycled water customers to offset 222 AFY potable demand, or otherwise

implement mitigation measures consistent with City policy as discussed in this document

above.
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Mitigation measures are provided below to help further reduce project specific water

demands and to provide additional assurance that planned new water supplies would be

available in advance of project-specific and other planned cumulative development.

As described in Section 3.3.1 (Water Resources Existing Setting) of this report, the City has

comprehensive multifaceted Water Management Program that outlines how the City plans to

provide an adequate water supply to meet forecasted water demands well into the future. In

addition to its internal water management program, the City is working cooperatively with

local groundwater managers such as the FCGMA, UWCD, and CMWD (Las Posas) on local

groundwater management programs as well as CMWD and MWD on regional imported

water supply issues. Together, these programs are intended to provide a high degree of

flexibility to provide a reliable long term water supply under a broad range of known (i.e.

projected growth and planned water supply projects) and unknown scenarios (i.e. global

climate change). The availability of local groundwater as augmented by existing groundwater

management programs (including groundwater recharge through the Freeman Diversion

project and the Las Posas Aquifer Storage Project), imported State water, and the City’s

planned water recycling effort through it’s GREAT and Augmented M&I Supplemental

Water Programs, along with the access to allocation and credits associated with UWCD

acquisition of the Ferro Property, will help to ensure that the City will be able to meet long

term water demands.

The City’s existing and ongoing water management programs provided about 28,490 AFY to

serve the water needs of the City in 2007. The City’s projected water supplies include water

from both the City’s Augmented M&I Supplemental Water and GREAT Programs. With the

City’s combination of State Water provided through CMWD, groundwater provided by

UWCD and existing City wells, and the M&I Supplemental water programs, the City will

have a 2010 water supply of about 40,625 AFY. This supply is projected to grow to 54,900

AFY in 2030 with the implementation of the GREAT Program (recycled water system). This

projection assumes a 2030 production capacity of 17,100 AFY (16.95 mgd) for the GREAT

AWPF facility. The initial phases of the GREAT Program and the related Recycled Water

Backbone System have been approved by the City, are substantially funded and the City

otherwise has plans in place to arrange for the remaining funding, and are pending

implementation. In addition, the City is in the process of developing its Recycled Water

Master Plan which will address implementation of the City’s recycled water management

program.

As thoroughly documented in the WSA and its addendum, there is some degree of

uncertainty with regard to the timing of both the demand coming on line as well as the

continued availability of existing sources and the planned new supply sources. This is not

atypical for a long range planning program that attempts to address future conditions that

may be affected by a broad range of variables many of which are unknown at this time (such
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as economic conditions, technological advances, environmental and social change, etc.).

Nevertheless, the City has attempted to anticipate and have in place contingency plans to

respond to these issues as described in the WSA and this document. After careful

consideration of these factors, the WSA and addendum concludes and verifies the following:

 The water demands of the South Ormond Beach development project as well as water

demands from other proposed or anticipated developments for the period 2010 to

2030 are considered reliable.

 Water supplies as identified herein from CMWD, UWCD, and the City are considered

as firm for the period 2010 to 2030.

 During the period 2010 to 2014, the City may draw on a portion of its groundwater

credit bank of approximately 37,000 AF as an interim supply until the GREAT

Program Phase 1 is completed as planned. Further, under extended dry and multiple

dry year conditions, it is possible that during the years 2010 to 2014, the cumulative

draw on the groundwater credits could nearly exhaust the City’s currently available

credits. However, the City has developed this credit bank for use during these types

of extended drought or water supply restricted conditions.

 Once the GREAT Program Phase 1 is in full production, the City will restore its

groundwater credit bank as a buffer against future supply constraints.

 Under the current estimated schedule, the production, use, and recharge of recycled

water will be available for use in, and/or to offset, the potential demands from the

South Ormond Beach project by approximately 2015. Thus the South Ormond

project must be implemented in a manner to expedite the production, use and

recharge of recycled water.

 The GREAT Program continues to be an important element in providing water supply

to the South Ormond Beach development project, along with other proposed or

anticipated development.

Based on the facts cited and analysis above, the WSA concludes and verifies that the City's

total, reasonably projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple

dry water years during a 20-year projection are sufficient to meet the water demand

associated with the project, in addition to the City's existing and planned future uses. In

addition, it is assumed that the project will be water neutral; that is, the project will present to

the City sufficient water rights or water supplies to offset the full estimated demand

associated with the project. Thus, the project proponent must develop a program to offset a

minimum of 402 AFY of demand through some combination of additional water supply

contributions through extraordinary facilities development, extraordinary conservation
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measures, in-City retrofits, contributions to the development of recycled water facilities, or

similar measures.

Water supplies from CMWD and UWCD are considered reliably firm through 2030;

The City can reliably expect that its groundwater pumping allocations will increase with

the transfer of groundwater pumping rights that occurs as development occurs within

the City;

The GREAT Program is well-defined and construction of the first phase is underway.

While subsequent phases(s) are not yet fully designed or permitted, the City’s

commitment to the GREAT Program and the ongoing studies to further describe and

provide funding for the program, full implementation can reasonably be anticipated;

and

The City’s projected water supplies will meet the City’s projected demand during

normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years through the Year 2030. This

includes both the proposed project as well as the anticipated cumulative development

expected to occur during that time frame.

Based on these conclusions, and a detailed citywide cumulative water supply assessment, the

City’s projected water supply is expected to be adequate to serve both the project demands as

well as the cumulative demand of other anticipated future projects though the Year 2030.

This conclusion is based on the reasonable assumption that the City’s GREAT and M&I

Supplemental Programs will be implemented. Tthe impact of proposed development within

the Northern Southern Subarea in accord with the SouthShore South Ormond Beach Specific

Plan and the associated development agreement is, thus, considered significant but feasibly

mitigated (Class II). Mitigation measures: Water-1, Water-2, Water-3, Water-4, Water-5less-

than-significant (Class III).

Impact Water-11: Water Facility Construction (Southern Subarea). The Southern Subarea

will require the construction of facilities associated with Phase 1 of the GREAT program to

ensure a 20-year supply of potable and recycled water. The City of Oxnard has adopted a

project level EIR/EIS for the GREAT program. Most of the infrastructure for Phase 1 and

Phase 2 of the GREAT program is proposed for construction at existing water facilities or

involves replacement and expansion of existing water service pipelines within existing right-

of-ways. Preliminary review of the GREAT program under the EIR/EIS has indicated that,

with the exception of the wetlands element, there are no identifiable issues that could

represent significant permitting challenges. The wetlands element could be covered under the

environmental document for the GREAT program at a program level and developed to a

project-specific level as that element is developed more substantially. The GREAT EIR/EIS

includes a Monitoring, Mitigation, and Reporting Plan (MMRP) which addresses the

construction impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2. Potential construction-related effects associated
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sedimentation impacts to the watercourses and waterbodies in the Southern Subarea. Impacts

would be significant, but feasibly mitigated (Class II). Mitigation measures: Water-11,

Water-12.

Wastewater Collection and Treatment

Impact Water-17: Wastewater Collection and Treatment (Southern Subarea). The draft

2005 Wastewater Master Plan Update for the City of Oxnard includes the Ormond Beach

Specific Plan Area in its wastewater flow projections. Therefore, buildout of the Study Area

has been accounted for in the analysis of future wastewater infrastructure needs. Additional

studies are, however, needed to assess the impact to the existing sewer and wastewater

treatment infrastructure. The impact to existing wastewater collection and conveyance lines,

capacity of the OWWTP, wastewater treatment requirements and construction of wastewater

infrastructure is considered significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II) to less than

significant (Class III). Mitigation measures: Water-15.

3.3.3.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

Water Supply

Impact Water-18: Cumulative Water Supply. The proposed projects would not result in a

cumulative impact on water supply or water infrastructure. While the projects have not been

determined to have either a project specific or cumulative impact on water supply, there is

the potential that due to uncertainties, the City could face water shortages. Therefore, the

following measures, many of which are recommended in the WSAs, are available and shall

be implemented by the City and future developers, as necessary, to avoid or reduce the risk

of potential future water shortages. While many of these measures are programmatic in

nature and go beyond what can be accomplished at the project level, the project developers

and subsequent developers shall be required to support the City with implementation of the

following measures, as applicable. These measures help to illustrate the flexibility in

programs that the City has to avoid environmental impacts associated with future water

supply and demand issues.

 The City shall build up City Groundwater Credits between 2008 and 2010 for use in

2011 through 2016 until the GREAT Program expansion is operational.

 The City shall continue to maximize its reliance on negotiations for Augmented the

M&I Supplemental Water Supply Program and obtain approval by 2009.

 The City has the option to pump additional groundwater from City wells above their

allocation. However, this may result in additional surcharges from the GMA.

 The supply and demand comparison tables above (Tables 3.3-9 8 through 3.3-1513)

are predicated on the City’s utilizing its full purchase order entitlement of CMWD

water, less the PHWA water use and reservation as discussed above. However, in
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2007 PHWA only used 2,220 AFY of its 3,262.5 AFY of reservation. Thus the City

could potentially purchase an additional 1,040 AFY of CMWD in times of need.

 Implement the initial phase of the GREAT Program (for 6.25 MGD) by 2011 2012

when demand starts to increase. If the facility is delayed, then other sources of water

would be needed. A portion or all could be from the rest of the CMWD Tier 1 rate or

even Tier 2 water.

 Obtain City Council approval for use of the allocation and credits associated with

UCWD’s acquisition of the Ferro Property.

 The City also has options of purchasing unused O-H water from other water

purveyors.

 Plan for the first expansion of the GREAT Program to be an additional 5.2 MGD (to

11.45 MGD).

 The City should plan for the second expansion of the GREAT Program to be an

additional 5.0 MGD (to 16.45 MGD). Before designing the second expansion, in

particular, the demand and surplus projections should be revisited.

 The City could also implement additional temporary water demand measures for

periods when supply is not sufficient to meet demand as outlined in City Ordinance

No. 2729, “City of Oxnard Water Conservation and Water Shortage Response

Ordinance.”

 The City shall monitor the pace of new development as it relates to the phasing and

implementation of new water supply systems and changing legal, environmental,

technological, and social conditions. If it becomes apparent that the anticipated

water supply systems are not keeping pace with development or should unanticipated

events occur that would cause such new development to adversely impact local water

supplies, the City shall curtail or limit the issuance of building permits until such time

that a water supply can be assured.

Each project shall be required to pay a fair share contribution to all programs, such as the

City’s fee program, that are in place to fund the GREAT Program and to facilitate

implementation of new water supplies for the City. In addition, all projects shall be required

to comply with standard water conservation requirements of the City, State, and Uniform

Building Code. These include the use of low-flush toilets and urinals, compliance with

statewide efficiency standards for shower heads and faucets, and insulation of pipes to reduce

water used before hot water reaches equipment or fixtures.

CEQA also requires that an EIR disclose the environmental effects of potential mitigation

measures such as the implementation of the City’s GREAT Program. A complete

programmatic EIR that addressed the environmental effects of the GREAT was prepared and

certified in 2004. That EIR document noted that, with the exception of a small but finite

safety risk associated with project elements within an identified tsunami hazard area, all of
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runoff generated by the community development and residential-occupancy phases to

existing condition and levels.

The following mitigation measures are grouped into three categories: 1) water supply and

demand measures, 2) water quality measures, 3) flood control and stormwater drainage

measures, and 4) wastewater measures. The mitigation measures presented in this section are

derived from several sources and are not meant to be an exhaustive list of applicable BMPs.

They are instead a guide to the degree of mitigation that would be required to ensure water

supply availability, protect water quality, minimize flooding hazards, and ensure adequate

wastewater collection and treatment service in the Study Area.

3.3.3.4.1 Water Supply and Demand Mitigation Measures

While the project has not been determined to have either a project specific or cumulative

impact on water supply, there is the potential that due to uncertainties, the City could face

water shortages. Therefore the following measures shall be implemented, as necessary, to

avoid or reduce the risk of potential future water shortages.

Mitigation Measure Water-1: On-site Domestic Water System. The on-site domestic

water system shall include a:

 A public pipeline systems which feed into separate water meters for each ownership. In

addition, there shall be separate water meters for each multi-family unit townhouses, but

not apartment units. The high-rise residential towers may be master-metered.

 A separate water meter (1) for the common landscape areas that would be connected to

the future recycled water system.

 All domestic water pipelines shall adhere to DOHS requirements for separation between

water and recycled water/wastewater pipelines.

 The developer shall be responsible for payment of capital improvement/connection fees,

including all related “installation fees.”

 Developer shall provide the City any approvals necessary to dedicate to the City all

FCGMA allocation associated with the project site, whether such allocation is associated

with the conversion of agricultural to urban uses, or otherwise.

 Developer shall provide to the City addition water rights, water supplies, or water offsets

in the form of recycled water facilities, conservation retrofits, financial contributions

towards City programs which generate in-City water conservation, or participation in

other similar programs with cumulatively result in a total water supply contribution,

taken together with other water rights or FCGMA allocation provided to the City, which

offset the entire estimated water demand associated with the project,

Mitigation Measure Water-2: On-site Recycled Water System. An on-site recycled water

system shall include the following:
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3.4.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

Impact AQ-8: Contribution to Cumulative Particulates. PM10 emissions from project

construction would result in a significant but feasibly mitigated (Class II) contribution to

cumulative PM10 impacts in the area.

The Ventura County APCD states that a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality

impacts should be evaluated based on its consistency with the General Plan land use

assumptions in the AQMP. The basis for determination of cumulative effect is, therefore, a

comparison of the development proposed by the specific plans with the land use assumptions

of the AQMP (i.e., City’s 2020 General Plan Land Use Map). Although the Ventura County

is currently in non-attainment of state standards for PM10 emissions, and project-generated

PM10 emissions could exacerbate such non-attainment., Proposed development of the Study

Area according to the specific plans, while is generally consistent with the Oxnard 2020

General Plan and, thus, the AQMP, would result in potentially significant impacts.

Implementation of standard dust control measures should, however, would ensure that the

project’s contribution to cumulative levels of PM10 emissions is minimized. Thus, the

projects’ cumulative contribution to particulates would to be significant but feasibly

mitigated (Class II).

Impact AQ-9: Cumulative Emissions. A project with emissions of two pounds per day or

greater of ROC, or two pounds per day or greater of NOX, that is found to be inconsistent

with the AQMP will have a significant cumulative adverse air quality impact. Inconsistent

projects are usually those that cause the existing population to exceed the population

forecasts contained in the most recently adopted AQMP or more recent population forecasts.

Section 4.2.3 of the Ventura County APCD Guidelines utilizes outlines a method of for

evaluating the population growth associated with a project’s growth with respect to projected

population growth in the area to determine consistency or inconsistency with the adopted

AQMP. The project areaStudy Area has been identified as a Specific Plan Study Area in the

City’s 2020 General Plan. While the proposed project would require approval of a General

Plan Amendment because the proposed subareas differ from those adopted in the General

Plan, the proposed project generally conforms with the City’s 2020 General Plan.

Additionally, as determined in the analysis in Section 3.7 (Land Use and Planning), the

project would not result in any significant land use and planning impacts.

According to the City’s 2020 General Plan, under existing land use designations, the build-

out of the Ormond Beach area could result in up to 3,500 residential units. The proposed

project would result in the development of a 1,283 residential units. As the proposed project

would result in considerably fewer residential units within the Ormond Beach Specific Plan

Study Area than the General Plan, the project would not result in growth exceeding adopted
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Based on the results of the 2006 site assessment and prior investigations conducted by other

agencies, USEPA concluded that the Halaco Site will require additional cleanup to properly

address the environmental and human health risks associated with the contamination

(USEPA, 2007b). USEPA proposed adding the Halaco Site to the Superfund National

Priorities List (NPL) on March 7, 2007. The site was added to the NPL on September 19,

2007 (USEPA, 2007a).

USEPA is conducting ongoing human health and ecological risk assessments for the site

(USEPA, 2007c). The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) is also conducting a

health risk assessment. In late 2007, the USEPA determined that a time-critical removal

action was necessary to stabilize the site and reduce immediate concerns about

contamination. Removal operations for Halaco’s estimated 700,000 cubic yards of onsite

waste were completed as of March 28, 2008 (USEPA, 2008). Based on additional air, water,

and soil sample results, the USEPA will determine late in 2008 what, if any, additional

Superfund action is required.

In 2009, the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) completed a draft report

summarizing its investigation of the public health implications of exposure to contamination

from the Halaco Site. Key findings were that activities that create a lot of dust (e.g., dirt bike

riding in contaminated areas) pose a public health concern but that the following exposure

pathways pose no public health concern:

 Exposure to the soil in the nearby agricultural fields and neighborhoods.

 Short-term exposure when trespassing on the Halaco site.

 Visiting the Nature Conservancy Land, Ormond Beach, or the wetlands.

 Swimming in the Oxnard Industrial Drain.

Based on existing preliminary information, the Halaco site is not expected to present a hazard

to human health at the Ormond Beach Specific Plan Study Area, because the proposed

Project would not use groundwater (see Section 3.3, Water Resources), and because limited

sampling in a residential area near the Halaco site did not show elevated levels of the specific

contaminants of concern.. However, since the Study Area is located less than 4 miles from

the Halaco site and USEPA is still developing its strategy for the Halaco Superfund Site, this

preliminary assessment must be confirmed upon completion of USEPA’s and CDPH’s

Health Risk Assessments (HRAs) prior to issuance of any building permits. The HRAs are

scheduled to be completed by late 2008.
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Mitigation Measure HM-3: Phase II ESA. Based on the period during which the existing

structures in both the Northern and Southern subareas were built (prior to 1978), ACM and

LBP may be present within the existing onsite structures and shall be handled properly prior

to remodeling or demolition activities. In order to adequately assess the presence of ACMs

and LBPs affecting the site, a Phase II ESA complying with ASTM standards shall be

completed before recordation of any Tract Maps for the proposed Study Area. If either

ACMs or LBPs are identified in the structures, then removal of these materials in compliance

with state and federal requirements shall be undertaken prior to demolition of the structure,

and the removed materials will be disposed of at an approved landfill.

All activities involving ACMs and LBPs will be required to comply with the California Code

of Regulations Title 22, the California Health and Safety Code, and the Code of Federal

Regulations Title 29 (Department of Labor), and Title 49 (Department of Transportation).

This mitigation addresses impacts HM-3 and HM-9 and reduces the impact to less than

significant.

Mitigation Measure HM-4: Halaco Site HRAs. The City must affirm that the USEPA’s

and CDPH’s Health Risk Assessments conclude that the Halaco site presents no risk to future

development in the Study Area before issuing any building permits for the proposed Project.

These HRAs are scheduled to be completed by late 2008.

This mitigation addresses impacts HM-6 and HM-13 to less than significant.

3.5.3.4 Residual Impacts

Residual impacts on public safety caused by onsite hazards or hazardous materials would be

mitigated to a less significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures HM-1 through

HM-4.
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TABLE 3.6-6
POTENTIAL FOR SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES TO OCCUR

IN THE SOUTHERN SUBAREA

Common Name Scientific Name Legal Status or Sensitivity Habitat Potential to Occur in Southern Subarea Source
Spiny rush Juncus acutus ssp.

leopoldii
CNPS 4,* Freshwater wetlands, stream

margins
Known to occur in the northwest portion of the Southland Sod
Farm site in the Southern Subarea and adjacent to the
Southern Subarea in the Oxnard Drain.

b, c

Southern tarplant Centromadia parryi
ssp. australis

CNPS 1B Marshes and swamps, valley
and foothill grassland, and
vernal pools

Low potential to occur. The transitional habitats bordering
open water/coastal brackish marsh habitat have a high
potential to support this species; however, transitional habitats
in the Southern Subarea are highly disturbed by agriculture.

d

Red sand verbena Abronia maritima ssp.
maritima

CNPS 4,* Coastal sand dunes Not expected to occur at the project site due to lack of suitable
habitat. Occurs mainly on dunes of Ormond Beach.

c, d

Ventura marsh milk vetch Astragalus
pycnostachyus var.
lanosissimus

FE, SE, CNPS 1B Near Coastal coastal salt
marsh

Not expected to occur at the project site due to lack of suitable
habitat. Moderate potential to occur in near salt marsh habitat
at Ormond Beach. Re-establishment has been attempted, and
potentially will be in future, by CDFG on State Coastal
Conservancy lands at Ormond Beach.

d

Santa Barbara morning glory Calystegia sepium ssp.
binghamiae

CNPS 1A Coastal salt marshes and
swamps

Not expected due to lack of suitable habitat. Low potential to
occur adjacent to the Southern Subarea. The open
water/coastal brackish marsh habitat has a high potential to
support this species; however, since this species is possibly
extinct it is unlikely.

d

Salt marsh bird’s beak Cordylanthus
maritimus ssp.
maritimus

FE, SE, CNPS 1B Coastal salt marsh, coastal
dunes

Not expected to occur at the project site due to lack of suitable
habitat, but known historically. Found adjacent to the Southern
Subarea within the Ormond Beach back dune wetlands.

b

Dune larkspur Delphinium parryi ssp.
blochmaniae

CNPS 1B Chaparral; coastal dunes. On
rocky areas and dunes.

Not expected to occur at the project site due to lack of suitable
habitat. High potential to occur in the southern foredune
habitat in the project vicinity.

Dithyrea maritime ST, CNPS 1B Coastal dunes, coastal scrub
(sandy)

Not expected to occur at the project site due to lack of suitable
habitat. High potential to occur in the southern foredune
habitat in the project vicinity.

Small spikerush Eleocharis parvula CNPS 4 Marshes and swamps Not expected due to lack of suitable habitat. High potential to
occur adjacent to the Southern Subarea. Suitable habitat for
this species is present in the open water/coastal brackish
marsh habitat near the Southern Subarea at Ormond Beach.

d
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3.6.3.3 Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program and USFWS

Consultation

Pursuant to a Development Agreement with the City, the project applicants developer is are

required to participate in implementation of the an "Ormond Beach Natural Resource

Management Program," prepared consistent with the framework outlined below and in

consultation with, USFWS, MTC, SCC, TNC, and the City of Oxnard.

The purpose of the Natural Resource Management Program would be is to reduce or avoid

indirect impacts to sensitive natural resources, particularly federal and state listed species and

their habitats including Western snowy plovers and California least terns at Ormond Beach,

Point Mugu, Ormond Lagoon, and The Nature Conservancy property that would result from

expected increased visitation and household pets associated with the Ormond Beach Specific

Plan development projects. A qualified biologist shall prepare a Natural Resource

Management Program or update an existing management plan/program for special status

species and their habitats at Ormond Beach. Although this program would be implemented

for Ormond Beach, it would benefit other nearby sensitive habitat areas listed above. The

Natural Resource Management Program shall be approved by USFWS. Funding to prepare

and implement the management program shall be provided by the applicants. An approach to

implement the program could be to expand the North Shore at Mandalay Ranger Program,

create a similar program, or fund an existing program at Ormond Beach. The program would

will provide adequate funding for part-time law enforcement and volunteer docent

coordination in order to implement the following resource protection measures at Ormond

Beach:

 Fencing: Construction and maintenance of seasonal and/or permanent fencing

adequate to delineate and protect snowy plover and least tern nesting areas and

sensitive dune areas on Ormond Beach. Fencing is typically installed in March and

removed in September based on nesting activity observations.

 Signage: Installation and maintenance of informational and directional signage at

100-foot intervals along the beach and perimeter of the property to direct and inform

people of the sensitive resources on Ormond Beach. The signage shall emphasize

regulations pertaining to dogs on Ormond Beach and shall cite local ordinances and

state and federal laws as applicable (e.g., “leash laws”).

 Predator Management: Implementation of a predator management plan that would

discourage potential predators and, if necessary, remove known predators from the

area. The primary means of discouraging predators (e.g., gulls, crows, ravens,

skunks, raccoons, and cats) would be to control trash and litter on the beach and in the

immediate area. Trash cans with animal proof lids would be installed and maintained
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year-round. Specific targeted measures would be employed if snowy plover and/or

least tern nest predation increases significantly to a point of resulting in take as

defined by the Endangered Species Act. The individual predator(s) would be targeted

and removed by animal control under the direction of the docent coordinator, in

consultation with appropriate agencies such as the California Department of Fish and

Game (CDFG).

 Invasive Plant Control: To ensure that sensitive habitats on Ormond Beach are not

degraded by non-native invasive plants, an invasive plant control program would be

developed and implemented. The plan would require the control and/or removal of

invasive exotic plants found in the Ormond Beach dunes. Hand removal would be

preferred, but some species may require herbicide application for effective removal or

control.

 Public Information: A program would be implemented Implementation of a

program that would inform the public about the unique and sensitive resources of the

Ormond Beach area. Signs and pamphlets would be utilized to educate visitors on

how to minimize human-caused impacts such as harassment of wildlife by dogs and

cats, off-road vehicle (ORV) impacts, kites, beach grooming, trash, and water

pollution. Public education should include information such as nearby “dog friendly”

beaches.

 Enforcement: The City of Oxnard or their designee would enforce the provisions of

the Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management ProgramNRMP. Active

enforcement would be emphasized from March through September when sensitive

species nesting activity occurs, but enforcement activities will occur year-round. Law

enforcement would work in coordination with the docent coordinator and docent

volunteers to ensure effective implementation of the program and to provide a safe

environment for the coordinator, volunteers, and other visitors.

Although the Ormond Beach Natural Resource Management Program would reduce indirect

impacts to the greatest extent feasible to nearby sensitive biological resources as a result of

the proposed project, the USFWS and CDFG continue to exercise independent jurisdiction to

protect federally-listed species under the ESA and state-listed species under the California

Endangered Species Act (CESA), respectively. Consistent with this jurisdiction and the

associated permitting processes, the project applicants and the resource agencies will

consider possible application of the ESA and CESA to these projects. there would still be a

potential for “take” of federal and state listed species because impacts to these species would

not be fully mitigated. Therefore, formal consultation with USFWS will be required under

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, if there is a federal nexus or Section 10 if there is

no federal nexus. Under Section 7, a Biological Assessment would be prepared and
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submitted to USFWS prior to construction in order to receive a Biological Opinion

(incidental take permit) from USFWS. Under Section 10, preparation of a Habitat

Conservation Plan (HCP) would be required.The timing and fair-share allocation of costs for

any subsequent Biological Assessment/Opinion or Habitat Conservation Plan that might

result from resource agency consultation are addressed in the development agreements.

3.6.3.4 Project Impacts

The following is a description of the impacts associated with development under the

proposed specific plans for each of the two subareas based on the significance thresholds

described in Section 3.6.3.2. For each subarea, the impacts are presented according to the

following categories:

 Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation

 Direct Impacts to Common Wildlife Species

 Direct Impacts to Special-status Wildlife

 Direct Impacts to Wildlife Corridors

 Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Habitats

 Indirect Impacts to Special-status Plants

 Indirect Impacts to Special-status Wildlife

3.6.3.4.1 Northern Subarea

Direct Impacts to Habitat and Vegetation

Impact BIO-1: Invasive Species. The Northern Subarea does not contain native vegetation;

however, impacts to nearby native vegetation at Ormond Beach could potentially include

invasive species used in landscaping that could escape into natural areas and displace native

vegetation. The master plant palette from the specific plan for the Northern Subarea

specifically excludes several invasive species, including Australian saltbush (Atriplex

semibaccata), pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), myoporum (Myoporum laetum), and

olive (Olea europaea). With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts from

invasive plant species are, therefore, considered less than significant (Class III).

Impact BIO-2: Stormwater Runoff. An increase in impervious area in the developed

portions of the project site would likely cause increased runoff into wetlands and waters of

the U.S. and could potentially contain higher amounts of pollutants such as oil and gas

runoff. Most of the stormwater runoff will be filtered and captured in the manmade lake that

will connect with the Oxnard Industrial Drain as proposed in the specific plan for the

Northern Subarea. Since most of the runoff will be required to be detained and filtered by
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waterfowl, and other birds. The foraging habitat acreage consists of 302 acres of the Northern

Subarea and 375 acres of the Southern Subarea (not including the portions of the

development planned as open space). CDFG considers raptor foraging habitat to be sensitive

habitat, particularly if it supports sensitive species such as burrowing owls or white-tailed

kites. White-tailed kites are known to forage in both the Northern and Southern Subareas,

and burrowing owls have been observed in the Southern Subarea, which provides generally

higher quality habitat than the Northern Subarea. CDFG, thus, calls for loss of such habitat to

be adequately mitigated. Suitable mitigation would include the restoration or enhancement of

coastal native grassland and open shrubland foraging habitat for raptors and other birds.

Ideally, the mitigation land would be in the vicinity of the project site and near coastal

wetlands.

Based on mitigation typically required by CDFG, the City has determined that a mitigation

ratio of 0.1 to 1 is the greatest amount feasiblewarranted (refer to detailed rationale in

Appendix A-3). It is recognized that this mitigation This ratio recognizes the degraded

foraging value of the Study Area and is, thus, smaller lower than would be desired from a

habitat standpoint for undisturbed natural foraging areas, but it is the greatest amount

determined feasible by the City.

This The application of the 0.1 to 1.0 ratio would result in a mitigation requirement of 30.2

acres, or 10 percent, of the 302 acres of habitat being converted for the Northern Subarea.

Development in the Southern Subarea would result in the loss of 375 acres of habitat, so the

mitigation requirement would be 37.5 acres. Because the applicants for development in the

Southern Subarea are providing on-site protection for the southern 220 acres of agricultural

land that may or may not be converted into a habitat restoration project, the City determined

that this should serve as credit for mitigation, so the mitigation requirement would be

reduced from 37.5 acres to 15.5 acres. Mitigation shall consist of the applicants for the

proposed projects contributing funds to restore bird and raptor foraging habitat at a higher

functional quality, to one or more local conservation organizations such as The Nature

Conservancy, State Coastal Conservancy, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, or

Mountains Restoration and/or Conservation Authority. This habitat would mitigate for the

loss of raptor and other bird foraging habitat and would consists of grassland/open shrubland

foraging habitat and at least 6.8 acres of open mud flat and/or low herbaceous wetland habitat

for shorebirds.

Based on an agricultural land value of $65,000 per acre, the City is requiring a mitigation

contribution for initial restoration of $1,963,000 for the Northern Subarea and

$1,007,5002,437,500 for the Southern Subarea. These funds would be paid to the City, which

would in turn contribute them to a suitable conservation organization or combination of

organizations to implement a project or projects meeting the criteria set forth in Appendix A-

3. In addition, a cash contribution shall be required of each developer to provide for
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maintenance and monitoring costs for a period of seven years. Based on an estimated annual

cost of $3,500 per acre, the amounts required would be $739,900 for the Northern Subarea

developer and $379,750918,750 for the Southern Subarea developer. These funds would be

paid to the City, to be contributed to a suitable conservation organization or combination of

organizations to maintain a project or projects meeting the criteria set forth in Appendix A-3.

Therefore the total mitigation contribution for the Northern Subarea would be $2,702,900

and the Southern Subarea would be $1,387,2503,356,250.

In order for a restoration project to qualify for mitigation funds, it must meet the following

criteria:

1) At least half of the funds must be applied to restoration or enhancement of native

grassland and the remaining portion could be applied to restoration or enhancement of

native grassland and/or coastal dune habitats.

2) The restoration site must be adjacent to or within close proximity (less than 1 mile) to

coastal wetland habitats. Coastal sites are preferred.

3) The restoration site must be within the region of the project site (within 15 miles).

4) The restoration project should be initiated prior to the completion of the development.

5) The funds can apply to more than one restoration project but each project must be at

least 5 acres or more in order to cause a beneficial increase in prey abundance and

diversity.

6) Each restoration project must be monitored and maintained for a minimum of a two-

year period and until success criteria are met. If success criteria are not achieved by

the end of the second year, maintenance and monitoring shall continue until success

criteria are met.

7) Success criteria include the following:

a) There shall be no more than 10 percent weed cover at any given time during the

maintenance period of the project.

b) Native cover shall be 50 percent after the second year and 70 percent after the

third year.

c) Dominant vegetation cover shall consist of a minimum of 5 different native plant

species.

8) A restoration implementation, maintenance, and monitoring plan shall be developed

for each restoration project that receives the funds. A portion of the funds may be

used to develop the restoration plan.
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9) The habitat restoration shall focus on improving foraging habitat for sensitive species.

listed in Appendix A-3. The land acquisition or restoration project shall be initiated prior to

the onset of construction of the proposed development to ensure there is no significant

temporal loss of foraging habitat for shorebirds and raptors, consistent with the provisions of

the Oxnard GP LU Element policies described in Section 3.7.

This mitigation addresses impacts BIO-4, 7, 8, 10, 16, 19, 20, 22.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Pre-Construction Survey for Nesting Birds. Site preparation,

grubbing, and vegetation clearing shall occur during the non-breeding season, if practicable.

In the event this is not practicable, a pre-construction survey for nesting birds will be

conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active nests of special-status birds, or

common bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish

and Game Code, are present in the construction zone or within 100 feet (200 feet for raptors)

of the construction zone. The survey shall be conducted no earlier than 45 days and no

sooner than 20 days prior to construction or site preparation activities that would occur

during the nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the site

(typically February through July). If active nests are found, a minimum 50-foot (this distance

may be greater depending on the bird species and construction activity, as determined by the

biologist) fence barrier shall be erected around the nest site and clearing and construction

within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of the biological

monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist,

and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The biologist shall serve as a

construction monitor during the breeding season to ensure that there are no inadvertent

impacts to nesting birds.

This mitigation addresses impacts BIO-7l, 18, 19b, 19l, and 19q.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Pre-Construction Survey for Burrowing Owl. Since

burrowing owls are known to forage in the Study Area and are likely to nest near the

Southern Subarea, the following measures shall be implemented in order to avoid take of

burrowing owls. A qualified biologist will survey for burrowing owl activities within the

Study Area and a 250-foot buffer area 30 days prior to the commencement of grading to

assess burrowing owl presence and need for further mitigation. If owls are found nesting in

or near the Study Area, the nest will be protected by establishing a minimum of a 250-foot

buffer where no construction activities will occur. A biological monitor would be present to

ensure the nest is not disturbed by construction activities until it is fledged and determined

inactive. Burrowing owls typically breed from late March to July. The burrowing owl

protection areas will be marked with temporary construction fencing. Where avoidance

cannot be fully implemented, additional measures may need to be implemented consistent
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 Residents/students may experience dust, noise, odor and other nuisances that may be

associated with commercial agriculture.

 Conversion of farmland may impact nearby growers by placing restrictions and

limitations on pesticides, fungicides, and herbicides used on the crops. Restrictions could

also be placed on noise, burning, and dust generation. In addition, vandalism and theft of

farm equipment may occur due to the increase in urban uses adjacent to agricultural

operations.

Land use conflict impacts can be mitigated through the implementation of buffer and/or

fencing requirements at the perimeter of urban development areas, and through

implementation of the Standard City of Oxnard buyer notification condition. Prior to

issuance of site improvement permits, the City of Oxnard applies a standard condition of

approval requiring that new residents are made aware that the surrounding lands will remain

in commercial agriculture. Buyer notifications are commonly used in rural residential areas

and are generally effective in minimizing land use conflicts between agriculture and

residential uses. In addition, the proposed Northern Subarea specific plan includes a

minimum 150-foot “shelter belt” – a buffer between the urban uses and the adjacent

agricultural uses – that would further reduce land use conflict impacts.

The number of days and the choice of days available for farmers to use chemical applications

within one-quarter mile (1,320 linear feet) of the high school and elementary school will

decrease when the two proposed schools are constructed. The Ventura County Agricultural

Commissioner currently prohibits chemical applications within one-quarter mile of a school

on any day that the school is in session. Any benefits to the farmers, exercised or potential, to

extend a fumigation buffer from the east side of Olds Road and Hueneme Road across the

developer’s land, which is currently designated as farmland, will be foreclosed upon

commencement of the proposed project. This impact is considered less than significant

because a) the potential benefit is not a right and b) the land to be developed has been within

the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence for many years, with ample notice to the agricultural

property owners that any agreements to extend fumigation buffers across the developer’s

property were temporary.

Overall, the potential impacts related to land use conflicts in the Northern Subarea are

considered less than significant (Class III).

3.8.4.2.3 Applicable to Southern Subarea

Impact AG-7: Direct Farmland Conversion. The proposed project would convert

approximately 375 366 acres of land currently used for agricultural operations to non-

agricultural uses. The remaining 220 229 acres included in the Southern Subarea would

continue to be available for agricultural production. The proposed project includes light
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industrial uses, a business/research park, trails, and open space, including

detention/biofiltration and greenbelt areas.

According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, all of the 375 366 acres of the

Southern Subarea that would be converted to non-agricultural uses are designated as Prime

Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to

the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Based on the California Agricultural LESA

Model Threshold of Significance, the score of 73.5 points for the Southern Subarea would be

considered a potentially significant environmental impact resulting from the conversion of

agricultural properties to non-agricultural uses.

The City of Oxnard has reviewed a variety of actions that might offset the effects of the loss

of productive agricultural land. This includes requirements for direct preservation of

agricultural land elsewhere in the region and/or financial contribution to efforts to acquire

conservation easements or deed restrictions on land currently used for production. The City

has also considered imposition of other requirements such as stockpiling of high quality

topsoil and offering it as soil amendments for marginally viable agricultural land; converting

nearby areas not used for farmland to farmland (e.g., open space or industrial lands); and/or

financially contributing to an organization that performs agricultural conservation. Based on

its evaluation of these and other potential measures, the City has concluded that they would

not be feasible for the Ormond Beach Specific Plan projects. (For purposes of this evaluation,

feasibility is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and

technological factors,” per section 21061.1 of the California Public Resources Code.) This

conclusion is based on the following considerations:

 The change from agricultural uses to urban uses was set in motion in 1981, when the

Ventura LAFCO updated the City‘s Sphere of Influence (SOI) to include the Study

Area. With the adoption of the SOI, LAFCO explicitly acknowledged that the Study

Area would ultimately develop with urban uses, with services to be provided by the

City of Oxnard. The City reaffirmed this vision in 1990, with the adoption of the City’s

2020 General Plan and certification of the General Plan’s Environmental Impact

Report, along with adoption of a Statement of Overriding Consideration concerning

agricultural land conversion.

 The financial contribution to either direct preservation through purchase or

conservation through other means is infeasible based upon local and regional

economics. According to information provided by the project applicants, the current

comparable sales for agricultural land are in the range of $75,000 to $100,000 per acre,

which represents a significant increase in recent years. Based on the acreage proposed

for conversion to urban uses within the Southern Subarea (375366), this equates to a

purchase price range of $28,125,00027,450,000 to $37,500,00036,600,000. Similarly,
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3.9 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

3.9.1 Existing Conditions

3.9.1.1 Public Schools

The Ormond Beach Study Area falls within the Ocean View School District (OVSD) and the

Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD). These districts will provide public education

services to the proposed project. OVSD provides public school facilities for students from

kindergarten through eighth grade, and OUHSD serves ninth through twelfth grade students.

The location of school districts and facilities is shown in Figure 3.9-1.

3.9.1.1.1 Ocean View School District

OVSD serves the public educational needs within an approximate 80-square mile area

extending from the Pacific Ocean inland to the City of Oxnard, and from the eastern

boundary of Ventura County to the City of Port Hueneme. Existing district facilities consist

of three elementary schools (K-5), one junior high school (6-8), and two early childhood

education preschools.

According the California Department of Education (CDE), within OVSD in 2005-20062008-

2009 school year, there were an estimated 1,9962,001 students in grades K-6 and 496 507 in

grades 7-8, for serving a total of approximately 2,4922,508 students. When enrollment is

compared to capacity aggregated by grade level, an estimated capacity surplus of

approximately 332 seats has been identified for grades K-8. Table 3.9-1 summarizes these

capacity estimates.

TABLE 3.9-1
OVSD CAPACITY AND ENROLLMENT FIGURES

School (Grade Level) Capacity
Enrollment (2005-20062008-

2009)
Surplus/(Shortage)

Elementary (K-6) 2,304 1,9962,001 308303

Middle School (7-8) 520 496507 2413

District Total 2,824 2,4922,508 332316

Sources: OVSD SFNA 2007, and California Department of Education, 2005-20062008-2009 CBEDS

3.9.1.1.2 Oxnard Union High School District

OUHSD serves an approximate area bounded on the north generally by the Santa Clara

River, on the east by the City of Camarillo, and on the southwest by the Pacific Ocean.

Serving approximately 16,200 students during the school year of 2005/06, the District

operates six comprehensive high schools and several special facilities within its service area.
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 Neighborhood parks: 1.5 acres per 1,000 new residents

 Community parks: 1.5 acres per 1,000 residents

The City does not identify standards for mini-parks, community playfields, or special

purpose parks.

Solid Waste Management

The City of Oxnard considers the impact of a project on solid waste collection services and

disposal facilities to be significant if:

 It would hinder the City’s capability to implement or participate in appropriate source

reduction and recycling programs to meet mandated waste reduction of 50 percent past

the year 2000 in accordance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of

1989.

Library Services

Based on the goals contained in the Public Facilities Element of the General Plan, the City of

Oxnard considers the impact of a project on library services to be significant if:

 The City’s library system does not have the capacity to serve the project.

3.9.3.2 Public Schools Impacts

Proposed development within the Study Area within the OVSD and OUHSD shall be subject

to new development fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995. Under State law,

payment of the developer fees provides full and complete mitigation of the project’s impacts

on school facilities. A total of 537 551 single-family detached (SFD) and 746 732

multisingle-family attached (MFASFA) homes are proposed for development in the Northern

Subarea. MFA homes include construction of 155 apartments that are part of the Affordable

Housing requirement for the Study Area. The impact of the proposed project on each of the

school districts is discussed below.

3.9.3.2.1 Applicable to Both Northern Subarea and Southern Subarea

Oceanview Elementary School District

To evaluate school impacts, student generation rates identified for SFD and MFA units in the

2006-2007 School Facility Needs Analysis have been applied to the anticipated development

in the Study Area. Table 3.9-3 shows the yields broken down by grade level.
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TABLE 3.9-3
2006-2007 OVSD STUDENT GENERATION RATES

Dwelling Unit Type K-65 76-8 Total

Single Family Detached 0.28840.2340 0.12030.1135 0.40870.3475

Multifamily Single Family

Attached

0.31030.1017 0.15860.1186 0.46890.2203

Source: OVSD School Facility Needs Analysis, 2007February 2009.

Based on these generation rates, the construction of 1,283 new units within the Study Area

would generate approximately 569 353 additional K-8 students, as shown in Table 3.9-4.

TABLE 3.9-4
STUDENT GENERATION

Number of Students
Dwelling Unit Type

Number of

Units K-65 76-8 K-8

Single Family Detached 537551 155129 6563 220192

Multifamily Single Family

Attached

746732 23174 11887 349161

Total 1,283 386203 183150 569353

Impact PFS/Schools-1: Elementary Schools. Development of the Ormond Beach Specific

Plan Study Area may generate a partial need for a new elementary school. A 10-acre (net)

elementary school site has been designated as a potential use within the Northern Subarea,

adjacent to West Park. The applicant for the Northern Subarea, which includes the new

residential units and thus generates the demand for schools, and OVSD are working

cooperatively on a mitigation agreement to facilitate the land acquisition, site improvements

and construction of a new school. If OVSD and the applicant do not reach a mutually

satisfactory agreement, the project will be subject to the statutory requirement to pay

developer fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995, which would thus reduce the

impacts of the Northern Subarea component to less than significant. The developer of the

Southern Subarea component will also be required to pay the statutory developer fees for

commercial/industrial development. Payment of the developer fees will reduce the impact of

the Southern Subarea on school facilities to less than significant.

Based on the foregoing analysis, implementation of the specific plans would generate

additional students in the OVSD. Payment of the statutory development fees pursuant to

Government Code Section 65995 or the agreements between OVSD and the project

applicants to execute mitigation agreements would reduce these impacts to a level considered

less than significant (Class III).
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Oxnard Union High School District

To evaluate school impacts, student generation rates identified in the 2006 School Facility

Needs Analysis have been applied to the anticipated development in the Study Area. Table

3.9-5 identifies these student generation rates.

TABLE 3.9-5
2006 OUHSD STUDENT GENERATION RATES

Dwelling Unit Type 9-12

Single Family Detached 0.1958

Multifamily Single Family

Attached
0.1326

Apartments 0.0486

Source: OUHSD School Facility Needs Analysis, 2006

Based on these generation rates, the construction of 1,283 new units within the Study Area

would generate approximately 191 205 additional 9-12 students, as shown in Table 3.9-6.

TABLE 3.9-6
STUDENT GENERATION

Dwelling Unit Type Number of Units Number of Students

Single Family Detached 537551 105108

Multifamily Single Family

Attached
591732 7897

Apartments 155 8

Total 1,283 191205

Development of the Northern Subarea will contribute to the districtwide need for a new high

school. A 48.5-acre (net) high school site has been designated as a potential use within the

Northern Subarea, near the northwest corner of Hueneme Road and Olds Road.

The OUHSD is currently operating with a shortage of over 3,000 seats for grades 9-12. Thus,

even without development of the Ormond Beach Study Area, the OUHSD would require

either the provision of new or physically altered facilities. As noted above, the Northern

Subarea has identified a potential site for a new high school which could be acquired by

OUHSD.

Impact PFS/Schools-2: High Schools. Current school capacity does not adequately

accommodate the anticipated number of students generated from the Ormond Beach Study

Area, resulting in a potentially significant impact. This impact would be reduced to a level

considered less than significant through payment of state-mandated new development fees
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3.9.3.5 Parks and Recreation Impacts

3.9.3.5.1 Applicable to Northern Subarea

The Northern Subarea would allow for development of up to 1,283 residences, along with

commercial buildings, school facilities, parks, and light industrial uses. Based on the typical

household size and the number of residential units, the proposed development will add

approximately 4,940 people to the area. Based on the City’s park planning standards,

approximately 7.5 acres of neighborhood parkland and 7.5 acres of community parkland

would be required.

Impact PFS/Parks and Recreation-14: Parkland Standards (Northern Subarea). The

Northern Subarea plans for approximately 78.9 0 acres (net) of neighborhood parkland, trails

and open space, and 44 acres of open space, including a 25.6-acre (net) community park, an

1817.5-acre lake, and 7.3 acres of other open space. Therefore, the proposed project meets or

exceeds park and recreation area requirements, so this impact is less than significant (Class

III).

3.9.3.5.2 Applicable to Southern Subarea

Bicycle trails and pedestrian paths would be integrated into parkways and multi-purpose trail

corridors that parallel arterial roads and collector streets for commuter and recreational

purposes. Approximately 2-1/4 miles of pedestrian trails are planned to link the Northern and

Southern subareas, as well as the neighborhoods to the north of the Study Area and the beach

and wetlands areas southwest of the Study Area.

The Southern Subarea would includes approximately a 220230 -acres community reserve

areaof agricultural land that could eventually be acquired . Public use is likely to be severely

restricted, initially because the area would continue to be farmed pending potential

acquisition for restoration purposes by the Coastal Conservancy or another similar entity, and

then subsequently due to environmental sensitivity following restoration. Therefore,

Restoration plans could include an interconnected trail system is planned to that would

connect with the Southern Subarea’s meander through greenbelts, allowing the public to

walk to a series of habitat viewing areas. Observation decks would be located at the terminus

of each greenbelt to allow public viewing without disturbing agricultural uses or sensitive

habitat.

Impact PFS/Parks and Recreation-15: Parkland Standards (Southern Subarea). The

Southern Subarea does not include residential uses and is not expected to have a significant

impact on park and recreation facilities. However, the Southern Subarea has approximately

51 acres of parks and greenbeltsdeveloped open space (e.g., greenbelts, bioswales) and 220
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230 acres of permanently dedicated agricultural open space. Therefore, the Southern Subarea

will contribute to the amount of parks and open space in the project area, so this impact is

less than significant (Class III).

3.9.3.5.3 Cumulative Parks and Recreation Impacts

The Parks and Recreation Element of the 2020 General Plan contains a projection of the

amount of neighborhood and community parkland needed to meet the needs of the

population generated by the development of all residential uses allowed by the General Plan.

This element of the General Plan also defines measures to acquire and develop the required

sites. As discussed above, the proposed project exceeds the acreage of neighborhood and

community parkland to meet the needs of the Study Area population at build-out. No adverse

cumulative impacts would occur.

3.9.3.5.4 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required as no significant impacts have been identified.

3.9.3.5.5 Residual Impacts

No significant impacts to park and recreation areas will result from the proposed project.

3.9.3.6 Solid Waste Management Impacts

The City of Oxnard-owned Del Norte Regional Recycling and Transfer Station will provide

solid waste disposal services to the Study Area. Any remaining refuse from the Study Area

that cannot be accommodated by the transfer station will be hauled to other landfill sites in

Ventura County. Study Area residents and business owners will pay user fees for solid waste

collection and disposal services.

Development of the proposed project would temporarily generate construction-related solid

waste. In the long term, additional solid waste will also be generated as the project is built

out. Construction waste generation rates are projected to be 15 cubic yards of waste per

residential unit and 70 cubic yards of waste per 20,000 square feet of commercial uses. In

support of the City of Oxnard’s efforts to reduce the volume of solid waste entering local

landfills, a Special Use Permit for a Regional Materials Recovery and Waste Treatment

Facility (MRF) was approved in June 1993. The facility opened in 1996. The MRF is an

integral part of the City’s source reduction and recycling program. Construction waste would

be processed at the MRF, which can adequately handle the waste from construction of the

proposed project.
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3.10.3.3 Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

This section differs slightly from other sections in this chapter in that the discussion of

project impacts is followed directly by the mitigation measures associated with those impacts

and then by a discussion of residual impacts. This presentation is consistent with the

methodology used for the Ormond Beach Traffic Impact Study (Appendix B). Note that the

mitigation measures cited herein address the deficiencies in the local transportation network

resulting from the development of the proposed specific plans. They are correlated with the

thresholds cited below and the travel demand model employed for this EIR. To the extent

practical, these mitigation measures have been coordinated with the City’s capital

improvement program as of the time this analysis was completed. In some cases, specific

mitigation measures and the responsibility for implementing them will be reevaluated as part

of the City’s normal discretionary permitting process.

To calculate trips forecast to be generated by the projects, the Oxnard Traffic Model (OTM)

trip generation rates were utilized. Table 3.10-10 summarizes the OTM trip generation rates

used to calculate the number of trips forecast to be generated.

TABLE 3.10-10
OXNARD TRAFFIC MODEL (OTM) TRIP RATES

AM Peak-hour PM Peak-hour

Land Use

OTM

Code Units In Out Total In Out Total

Daily Trip

Rate

Single Family Residential 1 DU 0.19 0.53 0.72 0.63 0.34 0.97 9.55

Multi Family Residential 2 DU 0.19 0.44 0.63 0.50 0.31 0.81 8.01

Apartment 3 DU 0.18 0.35 0.53 0.38 0.28 0.66 6.47

Neighborhood Commercial 7 KSF 0.26 0.12 0.38 2.94 3.06 6.00 81.16

General Commercial 10 KSF 0.13 0.05 0.18 1.47 1.53 3.00 40.00

Fast Food Restaurant 12 KSF 19.33 17.25 36.58 25.73 23.75 49.48 693.76

Business Park/R & D Center 22 KSF 0.58 0.21 0.79 0.22 0.54 0.76 10.65

Light/General Industrial 23 KSF 0.36 0.05 0.41 0.16 0.52 0.68 6.97

Self Storage 25 KSF 0.12 0.14 0.26 0.15 0.13 0.28 2.61

Elementary/Middle School 26 Students 0.17 0.11 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.02 1.09

High School 27 Students 0.22 0.08 0.30 0.03 0.05 0.08 1.38

Park 33 Acre 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.23

Source: City of Oxnard Traffic Model (OTM)
Source: RBF Consulting, Ormond Beach Traffic Impact Study, 2006.
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TABLE 4-2
PROJECT IMPACTS TO BE AVOIDED OR SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCED

Northern Subarea Post-Mitigation Southern Subarea Post-Mitigation
GEO-1 Erosion LTS GEO-1 Erosion LTS
GEO-2 Slope Stability LTS GEO-2 Slope Stability LTS
GEO-3 Seismic Hazards LTS GEO-3 Seismic Hazards LTS
GEO-4 Expansive Soils LTS GEO-4 Expansive Soils LTS
GEO-5 Collapsible and Sensitive Soils LTS GEO-5 Collapsible and Sensitive Soils LTS
WATER-1: Water Supply and Demand LTS WATER-1: Water Supply and Demand GEO-6 Tsunami LTS
WATER-4: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality LTS WATER-12: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality LTS
WATER-5: Post-Construction Surface Water Quality LTS WATER-14: Post-Construction Surface Water Quality LTS
WATER-7: Erosion LTS WATER-16: Erosion LTS
WATER-9: Wastewater Collection and Treatment LTS WATER-17: Wastewater Collection and Treatment LTS
AQ-1: Soil Import (Northern Subarea) LTS AQ-5: Construction Related Particulates LTS
AQ-2: Construction Related Particulates LTS AQ-6: Construction Related Emissions Significant
AQ-3: Construction Related Emissions Significant AQ-7: Project Related Emissions Significant
AQ-4: Project Related Emissions Significant HM-7: Potentially Contaminated Soils LTS
HM-1: Potentially Contaminated Soils LTS HM-8: Hazardous Materials Leaks and Spills LTS
HM-2: Hazardous Materials Leaks and Spills LTS HM-9: Asbestos-Containing Materials/ Lead Based Paints LTS
HM-3: Asbestos-Containing Materials/Lead Based Paints LTS BIO-16 Bird Foraging Habitat LTS
BIO-4: Bird Foraging Habitat LTS BIO-18 Nesting Birds LTS
BIO-6: Nesting Birds LTS BIO-19 Special-status Bird Foraging Habitat LTS
BIO-7: Special-status Bird Foraging Habitat LTS BIO-20 Burrowing Owl LTS
BIO-8: Burrowing Owl LTS BIO-22 Indirect (Offsite) Impacts to Sensitive Habitats Sig/Mitigable
BIO-10: Indirect (Offsite) Impacts to Sensitive Habitats Sig/Mitigable BIO-26 Western Snowy Plover Sig/Mitigable
BIO-11: Western Snowy Plover Sig/Mitigable BIO-27 California Least Tern Sig/Mitigable
BIO-12: California Least Tern Sig/Mitigable BIO-13 Invasive Species (Southern Subarea) LTS
AG-4: Dust Impacts to Local Crops LTS BIO-28: White-faced ibis (Southern Subarea) Sig/Mitigable
AG-5: Direct Farmland Conversion Significant AG-4: Dust Impacts to Local Crops LTS
TRANS-1: Peak Hour Traffic Conditions LTS AG-7: Direct Farmland Conversion Significant
TRANS-3: Soil Import Traffic LTS TRANS-2 Peak Hour Traffic Conditions LTS
NOISE-1: Traffic Noise Significant TRANS-3 Northern Subarea Soil Import Traffic LTS
NOISE-2: Point Mugu Naval Air Station Noise LTS NOISE-7: Traffic Noise LTS
CULTURAL-1 Construction-related Grading LTS NOISE-4: Point Mugu Naval Air Station Noise LTS
AES-9 Visual Character Significant CULTURAL-1 Construction-related Grading LTS

AES-9 Visual Character Significant
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size of approximately 60 acres would occur along the northern and eastern edges of

the Study Area, where it is assumed that the existing agricultural uses would remain.

These changes would result in the elimination of the community park and the high

school proposed as part of the project. Approximately 10 acres of the site proposed

for the high school under the project would be converted to residential uses. In

addition, the densities in remaining residential areas would be reduced, primarily

along the eastern side SouthShore Drive and the northern edge of Lake SouthShore.

 Southern Subarea: In the Southern Subarea, Alternative 5 would consist of

designating the entire developed area as Harbor Industrial. Since the permitted floor-

area ratio would remain the same underbe considerably lower under this alternative,

there would be no a substantial reduction in the total square footage of development

compared with the project. In addition, The the type of development would, however,

shift from employment-intensive business park and light industrial uses to the type of

port-related industrial that currently occurs to the west of the Study Area. Since these

uses tend to support very low employment densities, there would be a reduction in the

employment capacity of the area, and thus a reduction in the severity of impacts

associated with human occupation.

Figures 4-5 and 4-6 depict the land uses under Alternative 5 and Table 4-8 shows the acreage

distribution of uses.
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TABLE 4-8
ALTERNATIVE 5 LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Northern

Subarea

Southern Subarea Total

Land Use

Designation

Acres DU/SF Acres SF Acres DU/SF

Residential-Low 136.6 819 136.6 819

Residential-Medium 9.6 155 9.6 155

Mixed-Use

(Residential)

5 - 5

Mixed-Use

(Commercial)

4.8 62,726 4.8 62,726

Light Industrial 37.2 568,052 37.2 568,052

Harbor Industrial 287.4278.8 1,943,1244,381,700 278.8287.4 1,943,1244,381,700

School 9.6 11.8

Park 14.6 51.0 92.2

Miscellaneous

Open Space

35.3 220.0228.6 252.5263.9

Other 15.3 36.4 52.251.7

Total Acreage 263.0 594.8 857.8886.6

Residential Units 979 979

Non-Residential

Square Footage

630,778 1,943,1244,381,700 2,573,9025,012,478
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TABLE 4-10
SIGNIFICANT AND POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact Mitigation Measure Proposed Project

Alternative 1:
High School East

of Olds Road

Alternative 2: No
Project Existing

City GP 2020

Alternative 3: No
Project Existing

County Plan
Alternative 4:
Conservation

Alternative 5:
Less Intensive
Development

3.2 Geology and Geologic Hazards
GEO-1 Erosion X X X X

MM GEO-1: Erosion Control Measures
Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

GEO-2 Slope Stability X X X X
MM GEO-1: Erosion Control Measures
MM GEO-2: Slope Stability

Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
GEO-3 Seismic Hazards X X X X

MM GEO-3 Seismic Hazards
Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

GEO-4 Expansive Soils and GEO-5 Collapsible and Sensitive Soils X X X X
MM GEO-4 Expansive and Collapsible Soils

Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
GEO-6 Tsunami Hazard (Southern Subarea Only)

MM GEO-5 Tsunami Hazards X X X X
Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

3.3 Water Resources
WATER-1 / WATER-10: Water Supply and Demand X X X X

MM WATER-1: On-Site Domestic Water System
MM WATER-2: On-Site Recycled Water System
MM WATER-3: Exterior Water Conservation
MM WATER-4: Grey Water
MM WATER-5: Drought-Tolerant Landscaping

Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
WATER-4 / WATER-12: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality X X X X

MM WATER-5: Environmental Site Assessment
MM WATER-6: De-Watering
MM WATER-7: Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
MM WATER-8: Stormwater Pollution Control Plan

Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
WATER-5 / WATER-14: Post-Construction Surface Water Quality X X X X
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TABLE 4-11
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH PROPOSED PROJECT

Issue Area

Impact of

Project

(post mitigation)

Alt 1 – High

School East of

Olds Road

Alt 2 – No

Project/ Existing

Oxnard GP 2020

Alt 3 – No

Project / County

General Plan

Alt 4 –

Conservation

Alt 5 – Less

Intensive

Development

Northern Subarea

GEO-1: Erosion LTS

GEO-2: Slope Stability LTS

GEO-3: Seismic Hazards LTS

GEO-4: Expansive Soils LTS

GEO-5: Collapsible and Sensitive Soils LTS

WATER-1: Water Supply and Demand LTS

WATER-4: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality LTS

WATER-5: Post-Construction Surface Water Quality LTS

WATER-7: Erosion LTS

WATER-9: Wastewater Collection and Treatment LTS

AQ-1: Soil Import LTS

AQ-2: Construction Related Particulates LTS

AQ-3: Construction Related Emissions Significant

AQ-4: Project Related Emissions Significant

HM-1: Potentially Contaminated Soils LTS

HM-2: Hazardous Materials Leaks and Spills LTS

HM-3: Asbestos-Containing Materials/Lead Based Paints LTS

BIO-4: Bird Foraging Habitat LTS

BIO-6: Nesting Birds LTS

BIO-7: Special-status Bird Foraging Habitat LTS

BIO-8: Burrowing Owl LTS

BIO-10: Indirect (Offsite) Impacts to Sensitive Habitats LTS

BIO-11: Western Snowy Plover LTS

BIO-12: California Least Tern LTS

AG-4: Dust Impacts to Local Crops LTS

AG-5: Direct Farmland Conversion Significant

TRANS-1: Peak Hour Traffic Conditions LTS
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Issue Area

Impact of

Project

(post mitigation)

Alt 1 – High

School East of

Olds Road

Alt 2 – No

Project/ Existing

Oxnard GP 2020

Alt 3 – No

Project / County

General Plan

Alt 4 –

Conservation

Alt 5 – Less

Intensive

Development

TRANS-3: Soil Import Traffic LTS

NOISE-1: Traffic Noise Significant

NOISE-2: Point Mugu Naval Air Station Noise LTS

CULTURAL-1: Construction-related Grading LTS

AES-9: Visual Character Significant

Southern Subarea

GEO-1: Erosion LTS

GEO-2: Slope Stability LTS

GEO-3: Seismic Hazards LTS

GEO-4: Expansive Soils LTS

GEO-5: Collapsible and Sensitive Soils LTS

GEO-6: Tsunami Hazard LTS

WATER-10: Water Supply and Demand LTS

WATER-12: Construction-Related Surface Water Quality LTS

WATER-14: Post-Construction Surface Water Quality LTS

WATER-16: Erosion LTS

WATER-17: Wastewater Collection and Treatment LTS

AQ-5: Construction Related Particulates LTS

AQ-6: Construction Related Emissions Significant

AQ-7: Project Related Emissions Significant

HM-7: Potentially Contaminated Soils LTS

HM-8: Hazardous Materials Leaks and Spills LTS

HM-9: Asbestos-Containing Materials/Lead Based Paints LTS

BIO-16: Bird Foraging Habitat LTS

BIO-18 Nesting Birds LTS

BIO-19 Special-status Bird Foraging Habitat LTS

BIO-20 Burrowing Owl LTS
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4.6.5 Alternative 5: Less Intensive Development Alternative

4.6.5.1 Northern Subarea

Impacts in the Northern Subarea would be similar to those of the proposed Project and

Alternative 1 (see Table 4-10). Impacts under Alternative 5 would, however, be less

pronounced due to decreased intensity of development compared to the proposed Project.

The reduction would be manifest principally with traffic, air quality, noise, and indirect

offsite habitat and species impacts, all of which are related to human occupation. In addition,

because less land would be developed, direct impacts such as agricultural land conversion

and direct habitat and species disturbance would be slightly lower. Also, although they are

not significant or potentially significant impacts of the project, and thus not evaluated as part

of this analysis, the public facility benefits of the project (i.e., the high school and community

park) would not be realized under Alternative 5.

4.6.5.2 Southern Subarea

Impacts in the Southern Subarea would also be similar, but slightly less severe, than those of

the proposed Project and Alternative 1 (see Table 4-10). Because the employment intensity

of the harbor-related development would be lower than under the proposed project, impacts

associated with human activity would not be as great. Specifically, traffic and associated air

quality and noise impacts and indirect offsite habitat and species impacts would be less

severe because fewer employees would be attracted to the area. On the other hand, the less

employment-intensive types of development would result in fewer and less diverse jobs in

the Ormond Beach area, which is counter to the City’s overall economic development and

jobs-housing balance objectives.

4.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The results of the comparative analysis of the proposed project and the alternatives indicate

that the Conservation Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, as

shown in Table 4-8, this alternative does not meet most of the basic objectives of the City of

Oxnard and the two subarea property owners. Where a “no development” alternative is

determined to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative, CEQA requires that the EIR

identify the environmentally superior development alternative. In this case, Alternative 5

would be the Environmentally Superior Build Alternative.

4.8 ALTERNATIVE SITES

The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990),

determined that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly

accomplished in a successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and



SECTION 4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

FEIR: ORMOND BEACH SPECIFIC PLANS

4-40

technological factors involved” at another site. As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form

the basis of whether alternative sites need to be considered in detail. These criteria take the

form of the following questions:

1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the
project?

2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition?
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the

applicant?
4. Is the project economically feasible on another site?
5. What are the land use designation(s) of alternative sites?
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over alternative sites? and
7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the consideration

of alternative sites infeasible?

There are no other reasonably available sites within the Oxnard that could accommodate the

scale of development and mix of uses anticipated by either of the specific plans under

consideration in this document. While there are other undeveloped properties within the city

that could accommodate some of the development features proposed in the specific plans, all

of these properties are subject to other specific plans proposed by other development

interests. Thus, the Ormond Beach applicants do not have access to these sites. Furthermore,

the applicants have made substantial investments in the proposed project sites. Finally, the

City is constrained in its ability to make other sites available because of the restrictions on

annexation and development imposed by the SOAR (Save Open Space and Agricultural

Resources) Ordinance and the associated City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB).

In light of these considerations, relocating the development proposed under the specific plans

would not be feasible from either an economic or timing standpoint. Consequently, because

relocation of the project to an alternative site is not feasible, discussion of the impacts of

alternative sites is not warranted.
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