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GLOSSARY

AC Advisory Circular
ACBMs asbestos containing building materials
ACOE United States Army Corps of Engineers
AE Agriculture Exclusive
AOA airport operations area
APN Assessor Parcel Number
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

BMPs Best Management Practices
BRMP Biological Resources Management Plan

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CCR California Code of Regulations
CDs compact discs
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game
CDHS California Department of Health Services
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFS cubic feet per second
CUP Conditional Use Permit

DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report

EIR Environmental Impact Report

FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

IN Institutional/Civic
IS Initial Study

LAFCO Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission
LBV least Bell’s vireo
LCA Land Conservation Act

mg milligrams
ml milliters
MPN Mean Probable Number
MRP mineral resources protection

NOA Notice of Availability
NOC Notice of Completion
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NOP Notice of Preparation
NOx nitrogen oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
ROG reactive organic gases
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCH State Clearinghouse
SOI Sphere of Influence
SPFD Santa Paula Fire Department
SPGB Santa Paula Ground Water Basin
SR State Route
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan

TAC Technical Advisory Committee

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey

VCAPCD Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
VCWPD Ventura County Watershed Protection District

WDR Waste Discharge Requirements
WRF Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility
WTP Santa Paula Wastewater Treatment Plant
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE SANTA PAULA WATER RECYCLING FACILITY

State Clearinghouse No. 2004071038

1.0 PUBLIC NOTICE

The City of Santa Paula submitted the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed
Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility (WRF) to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) on November 8,
2004.  A Notice of Completion (NOC) was posted at the SCH and a Notice of Availability (NOA)
was posted at the Ventura County Clerk’s Office on November 8, 2004.  The NOC and NOA for the
DEIR are provided in Attachment A.  The NOA was sent to interested individuals, and federal,
state and local agencies.  The distribution list for the DEIR is provided in Attachment B.  The public
review period for the DEIR was 45 days (November 8, 2004 through January 5, 2005).  In addition
to the distribution of the DEIR to agencies and interested individuals, the DEIR was made available
for public review at the following locations:

• City of Santa Paula Planning Department, 970 Ventura Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060.

• City of Santa Paula Public Works Department, 113 North Mill Street, Santa Paula, CA
93060.

• Blanchard Community Library, 119 North 8th Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060.

• Ventura County Recorder’s, Office 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1210.

In addition, copies of the DEIR were also made available for purchase at the City of Santa
Paula’s Planning Department either as a hard copy or on compact discs (CDs).

2.0 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DRAFT EIR

Written comments on the DEIR received during the public review period are included in this
Section.  Responses to these comments are provided following each comment letter.  When a
comment is made by multiple parties, the response is provided the first time the comment is
made and all later similar comments are referred back to that response.

The format of the responses to all the comments is based on a unique letter and number code for
each comment.  The letter and number immediately following the letter refer to an individual
agency, business, group, organization or member of the general public comment letter. The
number at the end of the code refers to a specific comment within the individual letter.
Therefore, each comment has a unique code assignment.  For example, comment S1-1 is the first
comment in letter S1.

Section 15204(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines indicates that
“When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith



Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

F:\PROJ-ENV\Santa Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 2
March 31, 2005

effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  Some of the comments received on the DEIR for
WRF project raised issues which are not environmental issues or provided comments or opinions
on the project unrelated to specific environmental issues.  The responses to comments on the
DEIR specifically focus on those comments that relate to potentially significant environmental
issues, consistent with the requirements of Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.

The written comments received on the DEIR included letters and e-mails.  Written comments on
the DEIR for the proposed WRF project were received from the following:

2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM STATE AGENCIES

S1. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (November 8, 2004).
S2. State of California Department of Health Services (December 6, 2004).
S3. Southern California Association of Governments (December 8, 2004).
S4. State of California Department of Transportation - District 7 (December 23, 2004).
S5. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (December 30, 2004).
S6. State Water Resources Control Board (January 5, 2005).
S7. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (January 6, 2005).
S8. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (January 24, 2005).
S9. State of California Department of Conservation (January 21, 2005).

2.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL AND LOCAL
AGENCIES

R1. County of Ventura Resource Management Agency (January 5, 2005).
R2. County of Ventura Resource Management Agency (January 4, 2005).
R3. County of Ventura Public Works Agency Transportation Department (July 28, 2004).
R4. Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (July 21, 2004).
R5. County of Ventura Public Works Agency Water Resources Division (July 20, 2004).
R6. County of Ventura Agricultural Commissioner (December 21, 2004).
R7. City of San Buenaventura (January 5, 2005).
R8. County of Ventura Public Works Agency Transportation Department (November 22, 2004).
R9. Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (December 29, 2004).

It should be noted that comment letters R3, R4 and R5 were comments letters that were
submitted during the NOP review period but were not included as part of Appendix C (Comment
Letters Received on the NOP) of the DEIR.  Comment letters R3, R4 and R5 were inadvertently
omitted during the NOP comment period due to a clerical error and were not provided to the EIR
consultant and therefore, were not included in Appendix C of the DEIR.  However, comments
raised in these letters were addressed in the DEIR and were also included as comments received
during the 45 day public review period for the DEIR.  In addition, they are also incorporated and
addressed in this Responses to Comments Report.
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2.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM BUSINESSES, GROUPS AND
ORGANIZATIONS

B1. McConica Citrus Partnership (January 3, 2005).
B2. California Native Plant Society (January 4, 2005).
B3. Law Office of K.M. Neiswender (January 5, 2005).

2.4 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL
PUBLIC

P1. S. David Lippert (December 4, 2004).

2.5 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM QUASI GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES

Q1. United Water Conservation District (January 5, 2005).

It should be noted that there were two comment letters submitted after January 5, 2005, the end
of the 45 day review period.  These late comment letters were submitted by state agencies.
Because the comment letters submitted by the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research and State of California Department of Conservation raised new issues of concern
regarding the proposed project, they were included in Section 2.1 (above) and were provided
with responses.
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S1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH DATED
NOVEMBER 8, 2004

S1-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES DATED DECEMBER 6, 2004

S2-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S2-2 Comments noted.  The noted information and submittals will be provided by the City of
Santa Paula as part of the mandatory permitting requirements for the proposed facility.
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S3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS DATED DECEMBER 8, 2004

S3-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S3-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S3-3 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-10 to S3-31, below.

S3-4 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-10 to S3-31, below.

S3-5 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-10 to S3-31, below.

S3-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S3-7 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-10 to S3-31, below.

S3-8 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-10 to S3-31, below.

S3-9 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S3-10  Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S3-11 Policy 3.03 of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) requires Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) to use information on the timing,
financing and location of public facilities in its implementation of the region’s growth
policies.  If the proposed Water Recycling Facility is approved for implementation by the
City of Santa Paula, information on the timing and financing of this facility can be
provided to SCAG, at SCAG’s request.   Therefore, the proposed project is consistent
with this policy.

S3-12 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.10 of the RCPG.  The City of Santa
Paula will enter into negotiations with the Ventura County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to discuss the annexation of the 53 acres proposed for the
construction of the proposed project.  Because the LAFCO considers a City’s Sphere of
Influence (SOI) as the area to which a city or special district is expected to eventually
provide services, its consideration of proposals to change local government boundaries
considers these factors.  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with SCAG Policy
3.10.

S3-13 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.18 of the RCPG because it analyzes and
mitigates, to the extent feasible, the potential adverse environmental impacts associated
with implementation of the proposed project.  In addition, Section 6.0 (Alternatives to the
Proposed Project) describes alternatives to the proposed project.
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S3-14 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.20 of the RCPG because Section 5.0
(Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance) in the
DEIR discusses the potential impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation,
where feasible, to avoid or substantially reduce, those adverse impacts.

S3-15 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.21 of the RCPG.  Section 5.11 (Cultural
and Scientific Resources) of the DEIR describes the existing cultural and scientific
resources on and in the vicinity of the project site, potential project impacts on cultural
and scientific resources, recommended mitigation measures to reduce or avoid impacts to
identified cultural and scientific resources, and the level of significance of project
impacts on those resources after mitigation.

S3-16 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.22 of the RCPG.  Section 5.8 (Geology
and Soils) of this DEIR discusses the potential project impacts related to geology and
soils and provides mitigation measures that identify specific design requirements to
address seismic safety.  As described in Section 5.8 in the DEIR, the project is proposed
on property with no substantial slopes.  There are no existing or planned land uses on the
project site that would result in a high fire risk.  In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9
(Hydrology & Water Quality) of the DEIR, the proposed project is located outside of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated 100-year floodway for the
Santa Clara River.  To protect the site from flooding, an earthen dike would be
constructed along the southern and western boundary of the WRF site.  The construction
and design of the dike would be coordinated with the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) and Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) to
ensure that flood flows are not impeded and/or redirected.  Therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with this policy.

S3-17 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.23 of the RCPG.  Section 5.0 (Existing
Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance) in the DEIR
identifies mitigation measures for various environmental parameters (biology, hazards
and hazardous materials, and seismic).  Section 11.0 (Inventory of Mitigation Measures)
in the DEIR provides a list of all the mitigation measures identified for the proposed
project.  Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with this policy regarding
mitigation for project impacts.

S3-18 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.27 of the RCPG.  Section 5.12 (Public
Services) in the DEIR discusses accessible and effective services as they relate to fire
protection and medical services.

S3-19 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S3-20 to S3-24, below.

S3-20 The only Regional Transportation Plan Goal that would apply to the proposed project
would be bullet five, “Protect the environment, improve air quality and promote
efficiency.”  This DEIR was prepared pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines
which states that a project EIR “…examines the environmental impacts of a specific
development project.”  This DEIR analyzes the environmental consequences that could
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be anticipated to occur from the construction and operation of the proposed project,
including potential air quality impacts, and provides feasible mitigation measures for
potentially significant adverse project impacts.  Therefore, the proposed project is
consistent with this policy.

S3-21 This policy does not apply to the proposed project because the project does not propose
any transportation investments based on the adopted Regional Performance Indicators.

S3-22 This policy does not apply to the proposed project because the project does not propose
any changes to existing operations and maintenance of the public street system in the
project vicinity and does not propose any transportation system expansions.

S3-23 This policy does not apply to the proposed project because the project proposes a water
recycling facility to replace an existing facility to meet existing and future planned needs
in the City of Santa Paula.  This project is consistent with existing and forecasted
development and demand trends in the City as discussed in Sections 4.0 (Project
Description) and 5.13 (Utilities & Services) in the DEIR.

S3-24 This policy does not apply to the proposed project because the project does not propose
any transportation facilities, including high occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities or HOV
gap closure projects.

S3-25 Policy 5.07 under the Air Quality Chapter Core Actions does not apply to the proposed
project because the project does not propose a substantial increase in employees, daily
trips or other emissions associated with wastewater treatment in the City of Santa Paula.

S3-26 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 5.11 of the Air Quality Chapter Core
Actions.  Section 5.0 (Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of
Significance) in the DEIR discusses the potential environmental impacts related to
various environmental parameters and identifies whether or not the impacts would be
avoided or reduced to below a level of significance.  During the 45 day public review
period, the DEIR was distributed to interested individuals, and federal, state and local
agencies for their review.  The distribution list for the DEIR is provided in Attachment B.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with this policy.

S3-27 The proposed project is consistent with the two water quality goals of the Water Quality
Chapter.  Section 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in the DEIR identifies whether or
not the proposed project would result in impact to water quality of receiving waters,
including mitigation to avoid or substantially reduce any adverse project impacts on
water quality.

S3-28 Policy 11.06 of the Water Quality Chapter does not apply to the proposed project because
the project does not propose any use of groundwater or any clean up of existing
contaminated groundwater resources.

S3-29 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 11.07 of the Water Quality Chapter.
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Section 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in the DEIR addresses the issue of water
reclamation requirements and wastewater discharge in the region.

S3-30 The proposed project is consistent with Policy 11.08 of the Water Quality Chapter.
Section 4.4.14 (Population and Flow Projections) in the DEIR discusses the project’s
consistency with the City’s population projections and the need to build well enough in
advance to reliably meet capacity demand and to meet the requirements for treated
wastewater.

S3-31 Section 11.0 (Inventory of Mitigation Measures) in the DEIR provides an inventory of all
the mitigation measures required as part of the proposed project.  In addition, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be prepared as part of the Final EIR
(FEIR).

S3-32 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 7 DATED DECEMBER 23,
2004

S4-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S4-2 Storm water runoff impacts during construction and operation of the WRF and
Corporation Yard were assessed in detail in Section 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality)
in the DEIR.  Impacts were determined to be less than significant, because standard Best
Management Practices (BMPs), compliance with the State Water Resources Control
Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000002, and preparation and implementation of a
Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) were identified as required for the
proposed project.

S4-3 The selected contractor would be expected to apply for the appropriate California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) transportation permits for oversize vehicles, if
those types of vehicles are anticipated to be used for the construction of the proposed
project.  The construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to require the
development of a truck/construction management plan because, with the exception of
impacts at the intersection of Peck Road/State Route (SR) 126 eastbound ramps/Acacia
Way, the project construction traffic would not result in an adverse traffic impact.  For
the one impacted intersection identified in the DEIR, mitigation measure T-1 provides for
PM peak hour traffic control, which would be coordinated with Caltrans.

S4-4 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD DATED DECEMBER 30, 2004

S5-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S5-2 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments S5-3 to S5-5, below.

S5-3 The effects of nutrients, salts, coliform bacteria and historic pesticides in the Santa Clara
Watershed are described below:

Nutrients:  The proposed WRF will be a point source discharge to percolation ponds.
The treatment process will include biological nutrient removal
(Nitrification/Denitrification) and will produce effluent water quality with less than 10
milligrams (mg)/l Total Nitrogen.  The water quality of the water produced by the WRF
far exceeds the treated effluent quality from the existing wastewater treatment plant.
Therefore, the project is not expected have an adverse effect on nutrient levels in the
Santa Clara River watershed.

Salts:  The salts (chloride) in the wastewater stream to the WRF will be addressed through
source controls.  A separate project has been defined to evaluate source control options for
salts in the wastewater stream in the City of Santa Paula.  This project will include a
separate Project Report and associated environmental evaluation under CEQA.

Coliform Bacteria:  The proposed WRF will produce effluent for unrestricted use.
Consequently, the coliform bacteria criterion of 2.2 mean probable number (MPN) per 100
milliliters (ml) will be met by the project.  This is an improvement from the present
wastewater treatment facility. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in an adverse
impact related to coliform bacteria.

Historic Pesticides:  Pesticides are mainly attributed to non-point sources, predominantly
runoff from agricultural land. The proposed project will involve the use of approximately 53
acres of land that is presently used for agricultural purposes.  The use of the land for the
proposed WRF will result in net reductions in the amount of land in this area treated with
pesticides.  As a result, there would not be an adverse impact to the Santa Clara River
watershed with regard to pesticides under the proposed project.

The WRF will involve approximately 53 acres of land; about 12 acres of that will be paved
or covered with structures and, therefore, subject to storm water runoff.  The proposed
project includes an on-site storm water retention basin intended to capture the first flush
during a storm event.  As a result, there would be no increase off site in polluted runoff
generated by the project.  Likewise, the majority of the storm water generated on the site
would be directed to the adjacent percolation basins; thus there will be no change in natural
percolation of storm water percolation due to the project.
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It should be noted that although the stormwater detention basin is shown in Figures 4-6
through 4-8 of the DEIR, a description of this facility was not included in Section 4.0
(Project Description).  However, Section 5.13 (Utilities and Services), page 5.13-3 of the
DEIR does describe this facility in detail.  On page 5.13-3 of the DEIR, the following is
noted:

The analysis prepared for the Hydrology Report indicates that during a 50-year frequency
storm event (24-hour period), a total of 17.44 acre-feet of water would fall on the site.  Of
this total, 7.27 acre-feet of water would be associated with the WRF and Corporation
Yard facilities.  A total of 10.17 acre-feet of water would be associated with the WRF
percolation ponds.  The peak flow from this rainfall for the WRF and Corporation Yard
would be 34.85 cubic feet per second (CFS), while the peak flow from the WRF
percolation ponds would be 50.33 CFS.  In order to contain these flows on-site, a storm
water detention basin capable of storing 0.5 million gallons would be constructed.  Storm
water flows collected from the detention basin would be returned to the treatment system
for processing within the WRF.  The construction of the storm water detention basin
would ensure that flows are maintained on-site during a first flush event.  Therefore,
impacts to storm water conveyance facilities are less than significant.

On page 4-24 of the DEIR, the following new section is hereby added to describe this
facility:

4.6.11.4 Stormwater Basin

“As shown in Figures 4-6 through 4-8, a stormwater basin would be constructed on-site
within the WRF.  The stormwater basin would be capable of capturing and retaining all on-
site first flush stormwater flows from the WRF and Corporation Yard.  This facility would
have a one-half million gallon stormwater capacity.”

Groundwater and surface water contributions under the various flood conditions (e.g., 10, 50
and 100-year floods) would occur only to the extent that there is a proportional change in the
current levels of direct discharge of wastewater to the Santa Clara River versus the proposed
discharge levels using percolation ponds to groundwater.  Because surface and groundwater
interactions in this stretch of the Santa Clara River are closely linked, such changes will be
minimal.

S5-4 Available information was used for the analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed
WRF related to water quality.  Refer to the first paragraph in Section 5.9 (Hydrology and
Water Quality) in the DEIR for specific technical sources used for the water quality
analysis.

S5-5 Treated discharge from the proposed water recycling facility will be placed in percolation
ponds or used for irrigation (Title 22 unrestricted water reuse).  No direct discharges of
treated effluent to the Santa Clara River are proposed.  Therefore, the surface water
contributions of the proposed project are not an issue, since all treated effluent would either
be percolated within ponds or used for Title 22-approved irrigation.  The pollutants
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identified in this comment are related to surface water quality and the proposed project does
not include surface water discharge.  Therefore, further analysis of surface water quality
issues as a result of the proposed project is not necessary.
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S6 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE WATER RESOURCES
CONTROL BOARD DATED JANUARY 6, 2005

S6-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S6-2 The requested material will be provided to the Board as follows:

• Notices of hearings related to the EIR:  prior to each hearing.

• Responses to Comments Report:  prior to the Santa Paula City Council meeting to
consider certification of the FEIR.

• FEIR, Resolution, Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, Mitigation
Monitoring Plan and Notice of Determination:  after certification of the FEIR by the
Santa Paula City Council.

S6-3 The DEIR was sent to the State Water Resources Control Board during the public review
period (i.e., November 8, 2004 through January 5, 2005) for the DEIR.  An additional
eight copies of the DEIR were subsequently sent to the Board by the City of Santa Paula,
after receipt of the January 5, 2005 comment letter by the City.

S6-4 Coordination with Ms. Hirn of the State Water Resources Control Board was undertaken
prior to initiation of the environmental impact analysis for cultural and historic resources.
Copies of the Archaeological Report, Paleontological Report and Historic Resources
Report for the proposed project are provided in Appendices G, H and I, respectively of
the DEIR (Volume II).

S6-5 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S6-6 Figures 4-6 through 4-8 of the DEIR have been revised to reflect the location of the
recycled water reservoir (see Attachment G).  The construction of the recycled water
reservoir will be dependent upon the ultimate treatment technology selected and
discussed in Section 4.0 (Project Description).  The DEIR assumed the construction of
this facility provided it is needed as part of project design.

S6-7 Gas Lawn Mowers at three feet emit noise levels at 95 dBA Leq.  Table 5.6-2 is revised
by reference to remove the statement that Gas Lawn Mowers at three feet emit noise
levels at 70 dBA Leq.

S6-8 Standing water can potentially attract insects that are vectors for malaria, viruses and
other diseases.  The most basic measure for insect control is control of weeds and scum
because insect generation generally occurs in sheltered areas where there may be
substantial growth of rooted plants and scum layers.  The proposed percolation ponds will
hold treated effluent from advanced treatment processes that include nutrient removal
(Nitrogen), which inhibits aquatic plant growth.  Additionally, the ponds will be
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maintained and growth of rooted plants and/or scum would be controlled because their
existence could effectively reduce percolation rates.  Therefore, the proposed percolation
ponds are not anticipated to result in the generation of insects or insect borne diseases.

The construction of the WRF percolation ponds would be anticipated to attract some
aquatic and terrestrial avian species.  The use of the ponds by these species would likely
be incidental and would not constitute habitat considered suitable for breeding and/or
foraging.  The ponds would be kept free of aquatic vegetation since this would have the
potential to lower percolation rates.  In addition, the presence of humans is also likely to
discourage the use of the ponds by many species.  Only those species with a high
tolerance for humans and which are habitat generalists would be anticipated to persist.
Those species that do frequent the ponds are likely to be limited to small numbers of
birds (e.g., 10-20 individuals) and would be anticipated to utilize the ponds infrequently
(e.g., seasonally).

Construction of the percolation ponds would not be anticipated to increase the potential
for avian diseases (e.g., avian botulism, fowl cholera, etc.).  Both avian botulism and fowl
cholera are diseases that affect a wide range of birds and can occur through a variety of
factors, including man-made and natural conditions.  Since the transmission of these
diseases can be facilitated through the presence of bird and animal carcasses, their
removal will be undertaken upon being observed by staff, as proscribed by local and state
regulations. 1

The Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) July 27, 2004 Advisory Circular (AC)
(AC150/5200-33A) – Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports provides
guidance for land use planners, operators of non-certified airports, and developers of
projects, facilities and activities on or near airports.  The intent of the AC is to provide
airport operators and those parties with whom they cooperate with the guidance they need
to assess and address potentially hazardous wildlife attractants when locating new
facilities and implementing certain land use practices on or near public use airports.

The FAA establishes separation distances for airports serving piston-powered aircraft and
turbine-powered aircraft.  A separation distance of 5,000 feet from the nearest airport
operations area (AOA) is identified for piston-powered aircraft.  A separation distance of
10,000 feet is identified for airports serving turbine-powered aircraft.  The Santa Paula
Airport serves piston-powered aircraft.  In addition, the FAA also identifies specific land
use practices which have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife and threaten aviation
safety.  The FAA recommends that the separation distance between a wastewater
treatment facility (including percolation ponds) and the AOA be 5,000 feet. The proposed
project’s parking facilities would be located approximately 5,600 feet from the western
end of Runways 4 and 22, respectively.  The proposed project’s percolation ponds would
be located approximately 8,760 feet from the western end of Runways 4 and 22,
respectively.

1 Source: http://cahfs.ucdavis.edu/diseaseinfo/cholera-e.pdf and http://www.nwhc.usgs.gov/facts/avian.html,
accessed on March 13, 2005.

http://cahfs.ucdavis.edu/diseaseinfo/cholera-e.pdf
http://www.nwhc.usgs.gov/facts/avian.html
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A review of accident information for the Santa Paula Airport maintained by the FAA
indicates that no bird strike incidents have been recorded.2  Bird strike data for Santa
Paula Airport obtained from the Santa Paula Airport (personal communication, Bryan
Grantham, Airport Manager, February 28, 2005) indicates that bird strikes rarely occur.
The last recorded bird strike at the Santa Paula Airport occurred more than five years ago
(2000) and included a strike from a western gull (Larus occidentalis).

Waterfowl often use areas of open water for resting during migration, and gulls make
visits to water bodies during their daily movements between foraging and roosting
locations.  Wildlife that may occur in this area would include both resident forms as well
as those that would occur on a more seasonal basis in the southern California area.  As far
as birds are concerned, crows and ravens would be examples of resident species,
waterfowl (geese and ducks) and shorebirds would be most likely present during
migration and winter, gulls reach their highest numbers during winter, and swallows
reach their peak numbers during spring migration and summer months.

The FAA AC noted above, addresses aircraft safety issues related to hazardous wildlife
attractants and hazardous wildlife types in the vicinity of airports.  A listing has been
provided in this AC (Table 1) which ranks the 25 wildlife species groups that have been
found to pose the most hazards to aircraft.  Of the groups that are listed in Table 1, those
considered to have the highest potential to be attracted to the WRF percolation ponds
include geese, ducks, herons, gulls, pigeons and doves, crows and ravens, shorebirds,
blackbirds/starlings, swallows and nighthawks.  In evaluating the potential risk presented
by these bird groups, factors that have been considered include the potential population
sizes of each species group (based on their expected status and distribution in the region),
their potential to be attracted to the percolation ponds, and the typical height that these
species would likely fly.

It should be emphasized that the percolation ponds are over 8,000 feet from runways 4
and 22 of the Santa Paula Airport.  Due to the elevations at which the various bird species
would typically be expected to fly, and the distance from the airport, many of the bird
groups potentially attracted to the percolation ponds addressed above would not be
considered an aircraft strike risk.  These include pigeons and doves, crows and ravens,
shorebirds, blackbirds/starlings, swallows and nighthawks.

The larger birds that have been identified as being potentially attracted to the percolation
ponds, and those that may potentially fly at higher elevations, include geese, ducks,
herons and gulls.  Although geese (e.g., Canada geese) are large species, and capable of
flying at higher elevations relative to many other birds, these species not expected to
occur commonly in the area due to limited foraging opportunities (e.g., freshwater marsh
and other wetland habitats, grain fields).  Therefore, geese would be considered only
infrequent visitors to the percolation ponds, and thus be an unlikely candidate for aircraft
strike risk.  Up to twelve species of ducks would likely occur in the Santa Paula area
during migration and winter months and would be expected to make occasional stopovers
on the percolation ponds.  Similarly, several species of gulls may potentially occur in the

2 Source: http://www.ntsb.gov/ntsb/Response2.asp, accessed February 28, 2005).

http://www.ntsb.gov/ntsb/Response2.asp
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Santa Paula area, and visit the percolation ponds.  These species often occur in flocks
from a few to many dozen birds.  Due to the distance from the airport, however, it would
not be expected that ducks or gulls approaching or leaving the percolation ponds would
pose a significant risk of aircraft strike.

Deer and coyote are included in the FAA AC, and may potentially be attracted to the
percolation ponds, but due to the distance from the airport, these animals are not
considered to be a risk to aircraft operations at the airport.

As noted above, the WRF percolation ponds are located over 8,000 feet from the Santa
Paula Airport’s AOA and would not be anticipated to be a source of increased strike
incidents associated with aircraft utilizing this airport.  The location of the percolation
ponds outside of the AOA and infrequent use by avian species would result in less than
significant impacts.

S6-9 Comments noted.  The City will coordinate with the United States Natural Resources
Conservation Service concerning the preparation of a Farmland Impact Conversion
Analysis, if necessary.  However, it should be noted that Section 5.2 (Agricultural
Resources) of the DEIR did include a detailed analysis of impacts on agricultural lands
from implementation of the proposed project.

S6-10 The City of Santa Paula is currently in discussion with both the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
concerning potential project impacts to the least Bell’s vireo (LBV) from modifications in
the quantities of treated effluent disposed of in the Santa Clara River.  No modifications
to the amount of treated effluent would be undertaken until these agencies are consulted
and appropriate incidental take permits, if required, are obtained for project related
impacts, if any, on this species.

S6-11 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S7 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH DATED JANUARY
6, 2005

S7-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S7-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S7-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S7-4  Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S8 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH DATED JANUARY
24, 2005

Note:  This comment letter was received after the end of the public review and comment period
for the DEIR.

S8-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S8-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S8-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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S9 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION DATED JANUARY 21, 2005

Note:  This comment letter was received after the end of the public review and comment period
for the DEIR.

S9-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S9-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S9-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S9-4 Mitigation measures identified in the City’s General Plan FEIR on pages F-4.1-10
through F-4.1-18 which specifically address impacts to agricultural resources are hereby
incorporated by reference.

S9-5 The Williamson Act provides a number of conditions by which land under active contract
may be obtained and the contract terminated.  Accordingly, a public agency or person
may acquire Williamson Act land by public acquisition. As defined by the Williamson
Act,

"(1) 'public agency' means any department or agency of the United States or the state,
and any county, city, school district, or other local public district, agency, or entity, and
(2) 'person' means any person authorized to acquire property by eminent domain
(Government Code §51291(a)."

The policy of the state, consistent with the purpose of the Williamson Act to preserve and
protect agricultural land, is to avoid, whenever practicable, locating public improvements
and any public utilities improvements in agricultural preserves. If it is necessary to locate
within a preserve, it shall be on land that is not under contract (Government Code
§51290(a)(b)). More specifically, the basic requirements are:

• Whenever it appears that land within a preserve or under contract may be required for
a public improvement, the public agency or person shall notify the Department of
Conservation (Department) and the city or county responsible for administering the
preserve (§51291(b)).

• Within 30 days of being notified, the Department and city or county shall forward
comments, which shall be considered by the public agency or person (§51291(b)).

• "No public agency or person shall locate a public improvement within an agricultural
preserve unless the following findings [emphasis added] are made (§51292):"

"(a) The location is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of acquiring
land in an agricultural preserve (§51292(a)).
b) If the land is agricultural land covered under a contract pursuant to this chapter for
any public improvement, that there is no other land within or outside the preserve on
which it is reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement (§51292(a)(b))."
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• The contract shall be terminated when land is acquired by eminent domain or in lieu
of eminent domain (§51295).

• The Department and city or county shall be notified before project completion of any
proposed, significant changes to the public improvement (§51291(d)).

• The Department shall be notified within 10 working days upon completion of the
acquisition (§51291(c)).

• If, after acquisition, the acquiring public agency determines that the property will not
be used for the proposed public improvement, before returning the land to private
ownership, the Department and city or county administering the involved preserve
shall be notified. The land shall be reenrolled in a new contract or encumbered by an
enforceable restriction at least as restrictive as that provided by the Williamson Act
(§51295).

S9-6 Comments noted.  In addition, the City will coordinate with the Department of
Conservation’s Division of Land Resources Protection concerning the preparation of
required findings for cancellation of an active Land Conservation Act (LCA) contract.

S9-7 Comments noted.  In addition, the City will coordinate with the County of Ventura and
Ventura County LAFCO regarding rights, duties and powers associated with LCA
contract requirements.

S9-8 Comments noted.  The City has eminent domain powers, per state law and will
coordinate with the Department in preparing required findings in advance of acquisition
of the active LCA contract.

S9-9 Only that part of the LCA contract land that would be required to construct the proposed
project would be acquired by the City.  It is anticipated that the remaining 24 acres would
continue to be actively used for agricultural production.

S9-10 Comments noted.  Section 5.1 (Land Use) of the DEIR identified in detail the City’s
General Plan land use designation for this area, as well as its anticipated pre-zone
designation.

S9-11 The mitigation measures identified for agricultural resources in the City’s General Plan
FEIR were reviewed by the public and other public agencies with purview over these
resources and deemed adequate by the City Council prior to its certification. Therefore,
these mitigation measures have received adequate public review per the requirements of
CEQA and would not require that the WRF and Corporation Yard EIR be re-circulated.

S9-12 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-13 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-14 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-15 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.
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S9-16 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-17 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-18 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-19 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-20 Comments noted.  Refer to response S9-11, above.

S9-21 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

S9-22 Comments noted.  In addition, the Department will be sent a copy of the FEIR prior to its
consideration for certification by the City Council.
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R1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

R1-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R1-2 Copies of the Responses to Comments will be provided to the appropriate County
commenting agency (as noted in the correspondence received) in advance of the City
Council’s consideration of certification of the FEIR

R1-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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R2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY DATED JANUARY 4, 2005

R2-1 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments R2-2 and R2-3, below.

R2-2 Figure 4-9 in the EIR has been revised and is included as Attachment H of this Responses
to Comments Report.

R2-3 The last paragraph on page 5.3-1 in the DEIR is revised by reference to read: “The area
considered for development of the WRF and the Corporation Yard consists of the
following Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) identified in Section 4.6.12 (Land Acquisition
and Right-of-Way Easements).  According to the Ventura County General Plan, Non-
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, APN 099-0-080-245, 099-0-080-035 and 099-0-080-215 are
within a mineral resources protection (MRP) Overlay Zone.  The MRP overlay for APN
099-0-080-035 and 099-0-080-215 only applies to the parts of those parcels closest to the
river. The purpose of this Zone is:”

R2-4 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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R3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT DATED JULY 28, 2004

R3-1 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments R3-2 to R3-12, below.

R3-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R3-3 Section 5.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in the DEIR identifies project related
impacts, mitigation measures and truck trips during both construction and operation of
the proposed project.

R3-4 Section 8.3.4 (Cumulative Impacts Related to Transportation and Circulation) in the
DEIR discusses cumulative impacts as they relate to transportation and circulation.

R3-5 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R3-6 Section 8.0 in the DEIR discusses cumulative impacts as they relate to transportation and
circulation.  As documented in Section 5.4 in the DEIR, it was determined that the
potential traffic impacts during construction and operation of the proposed project would
be less than significant.

R3-7 Section 5.4 in the DEIR provides a mitigation measure for traffic related impacts.
Implementation of mitigation measure T-1 would mitigate the significant adverse short
term traffic impact during construction of the proposed project to below a level of
significance.

R3-8 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R3-9 As discussed on page 5.4-13 in the DEIR, the operation of the proposed project will
result in the addition of a total of 44.5 daily trips to the area road system.  In accordance
with the County Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance, the City of Santa Paula will pay the
required Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee to the County of Ventura, consistent with the
terms of the existing reciprocal agreement between the County and the City.

 The sentence in Section 8.3.4 discussing the average daily trips added to the road system
by the operation of the proposed project incorrectly stated that 45.5 trips would be added.
That sentence is revised by reference to correctly state that 44.5 trips would be added, as
follows:  “A total of 44.5 trips would be added to the road system above existing levels.”

R3-10 As discussed in Section 8.3.4 in the DEIR, the construction and operation of the proposed
project will not result in a cumulative significant adverse impact on transportation
facilities in the area.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.

R3-11 Refer to responses to comments R3-9 and R3-10, above.

R3-12  Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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R4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE VENTURA COUNTY AIR
POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT DATED JULY 21, 2004

R4-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-4 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-5 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-7 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-8 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-9 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R4-10 The air quality analysis provided in Section 5.5 (Air Quality) in the DEIR was prepared
in accordance with Ventura County Air Pollutant Control District’s Ventura County Air
Quality Assessment Guidelines.

R4-11 Reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions associated with the
proposed project were evaluated as discussed in Section 5.5 (Air Quality) in the DEIR
(refer to pages 5.5-15 and 5.5-16).  Potential impacts from fugitive dust, including PM10,
were also evaluated in Section 5.5 in the DEIR (refer to page 5.5-15).

R4-12 Section 5.5 in the DEIR discusses the potential local air quality impacts and provides
appropriate mitigation measures to address dust generation during construction.  Section
5.5 also discusses the potential odor impacts during operations of the WRF and provides
appropriate mitigation measures to address those impacts.

R4-13 Section 5.5 in the DEIR discusses the project’s consistency with the Ventura County Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  Refer to page 5.5-18 which indicates that the
project was determined to be consistent with the AQMP.

R4-14 Section 5.5 (Air Quality) in the DEIR discusses the potential air quality impacts of the
construction and operation of the proposed project. Refer to pages 5.5-21 to 5.5-23 for
the mitigation measures identified for the construction and operation of the proposed
WRF.

R4-15 Refer to pages 5.5-21 to 5.5-23 for the mitigation measures identified for the construction
and operation of the proposed WRF.  The City of Santa Paula is committed to
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implementing these mitigation measures during the construction and operation of the
proposed WRF.

R4-16 The proposed project was evaluated in terms of the federal General Conformity Rule.
The conformity analysis is provided on page 5.5-19 in the DEIR.

R4-17 Comments noted.  Refer to response R4-16.

R4-18 Comments noted.  Refer to response R4-16.

R4-19 Comments noted.  Refer to response R4-16.

R4-20 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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R5 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT DATED JULY 20,
2004

R5-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R5-2 Refer to response S5-3, above.  In addition, storm water runoff from the project will be
contained on site and directed to the on site storm drain detention basin and percolation
ponds.  Therefore, there is not an issue relative to reduction in recharge to the Santa Paula
Ground Water Basin (SPGB).  Further, the project involves a commitment to reclamation
of wastewater for beneficial reuse.  Such recycled water will be fully compliant with
permits issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) – Los Angeles
and California Department of Health Services (CDHS) relative to California Title 22
unrestricted reuse water regulations.  The level of acceptance and the timing of reuse of
such waters are as yet unknown; therefore, the extent of reductions of existing discharges
of wastewater to the Santa Clara River are also unknown.  Treated wastewater disposed
in the percolation ponds would, in effect, remain in the shallow alluvial system and be
potentially available for diversion by United Water Conservation District at the Freeman
Diversion in a fashion similar to the current direct discharge of wastewater to the Santa
Clara River.

R5-3 Refer to response S5-3, above.
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R6 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER DATED DECEMBER 21, 2004

R6-1 As described on page 5.2-6 in the DEIR, the configuration of the WRF considered several
factors in determining its overall layout including soil percolation rates, groundwater
dispersal rates and location of the FEMA’s (FEMA’s) 100-year floodway.  As noted in
the DEIR, this location provides percolation rates necessary for the proper function of the
percolation ponds.  The site also provides a sufficient hydraulic gradient between the
percolation ponds and the Santa Clara River, thereby, facilitating the proper function of
the ponds.  Areas north of the proposed plant site do not contain soil composition or
percolation rates equal to and/or better than the rates achieved by the proposed project
site location.  In addition, the site is located outside the FEMA 100 year floodway and
would not derive any additional benefit from locating the proposed project further north.
In addition, the location of the proposed WRF would require minimal use of pump
stations to transport the influent to the plant site.  The current design layout would require
initial pumping at the existing headworks location and then influent would flow via
gravity to the new WRF headworks for treatment processing.

R6-2 Refer to response R6-1 above.

R6-3 Section 5.2 (Agricultural Resources) in the DEIR indicates that a total of 53 acres of
Prime Farmland would be directly affected by the proposed project through conversion of
this land to non-agricultural uses.  This impact was considered an adverse and significant
impact to both State and County of Ventura Prime Farmland acreage.  No additional
Prime Farmland would be required for the WRF and Corporation Yard.  It is unclear by
the comment how the acreage impact ranges of 184 and 131 acres were derived.  The
City requests that further clarification of these acreage impacts be made.

As noted on pages 5.2-3 and 5.2-4 in the DEIR, the assessment of impacts to agricultural
resources was based on thresholds of significance criteria identified in the CEQA
Guidelines (2004) and County of Ventura Initial Study Assessment Guidelines
(September 2000).  These thresholds of significance provide standard impact criteria for
assessing and determining impacts to agricultural resources.  The thresholds evaluate a
broad range of impacts including direct conversion of agricultural lands to non-
agricultural uses, General Plan and Zoning consistency, water quality, creation of solar
impediments, water supply and other relevant parameters.  As such, the environmental
analysis prepared for this Agricultural Resources component of the DEIR used these
criteria in evaluating impacts to agricultural resources.

In addition, although not specifically identified in the thresholds of significance used in
the impact assessment for agricultural resources, access impacts to agricultural lands
located both north and south of the WRF and Corporation Yard were also discussed in
Section 5.2 in the DEIR.  As noted on page 5.2-8 in the DEIR, access to properties
located either north or south of the proposed project site would not be eliminated,
although more circuitous routes would be required.  For property owners located north of
the proposed project, access would continue to be available via Todd Lane/Corporation
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Street and/or via Todd Lane/Telegraph Road.  Similarly, properties located south of the
WRF and Corporation Yard would continue to be able to access their properties via
Corporation Street/Todd Lane under a permanent access easement on a paved road that
would be constructed parallel to the proposed levee.  Therefore, property owners would
continue to be able to access and actively farm the unaffected remainders of their
properties.  It should be noted that Figures 4-6 through 4-8 of the DEIR have been
revised to clearly show how access would be achieved along the north/south and
east/west access points along Todd Lane.  Implementation of the proposed project would
not preclude property owners from accessing their properties via Todd Lane.

As described on page 5.2-6 in the DEIR, the configuration of the WRF considered several
factors in determining its overall layout including soil percolation rates, groundwater
dispersal rates and location of the FEMA’s 100-year floodway.  As noted in the DEIR,
this location provides percolation rates necessary for the proper function of the
percolation ponds.  The site also provides a sufficient hydraulic gradient between the
percolation ponds and the Santa Clara River, thereby, facilitating the proper function of
the ponds.  Areas north of the proposed plant site do not contain soil composition or
percolation rates equal to and/or better than the rates achieved by the proposed project
site location.  In addition, the site is located outside the FEMA 100 year floodway and
would not derive any additional benefit from locating the proposed project further north.

Therefore, the analysis, which determined that a total of 53 acres of Prime Farmland
would be affected by implementation of the WRF and Corporation Yard remains valid as
discussed in the DEIR.

R6-4 The West Area 2 area is located within the City’s SOI and is also designated by the
City’s General Plan as a future expansion area.  It is also recognized by the Ventura
County LAFCO and County of Ventura as an area in which the City of Santa Paula is
expected to eventually provide services.  However, because the City is not seeking to
annex areas beyond the 53 acres identified for construction of the WRF and Corporation
Yard, the County of Ventura would continue to be the land use planning and entitlement
agency for the other areas identified within the West Area 2.  Therefore, until such time
that the City seeks annexation of those areas in the West Area 2 excluding the 53 acres,
all land use proposals will be processed through the County of Ventura and subject to its
land use regulations and controls.  Therefore, it is premature for the City to develop a
Specific Plan for the parcels remaining in the West Area 2 expansion area at this time.

Refer to response to comment R6-3, above, for discussion of the continuation of access to
the remainder agricultural parcels.

R6-5 Refer to response R6-1 above.

R6-6  Refer to responses R6-3 and R6-4, above.
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R7 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN BUENAVENTURA
DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

R7-1 A copy of the most recent "Investigation of the Santa Paula Basin Yield" (July 2003)
prepared by the Santa Paula Basin Experts Group has been obtained and is included in
Attachment C of this Responses to Comments Report.  The City will provide the
Technical Advisory Committee with water quality data, if requested.
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R8 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE VENTURA COUNTY PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT DATED NOVEMBER
22, 2004

R8-1 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments R8-2 to R8-12, below.

R8-2 As indicated in Section 5.4 (Transportation and Circulation) in the DEIR, the proposed
project would result in short term traffic impacts at the Peck Road intersection during
construction of the proposed project.  Implementation of mitigation measure T-1,
provided in Section 5.4, would mitigate this significant adverse short term impact during
construction to below a level of significance.  The operation of the proposed project
would not result in a significant adverse traffic impact, as documented in Section 5.4.
Section 8.3.4 (Cumulative Impacts Related to Transportation and Circulation) determined
that the construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in significant
cumulative adverse impacts.  The analysis for cumulative projects utilized the City’s
General Plan Update since this document represents the planned buildout of the City to
2020, the planning horizon for the proposed project.

R8-3 Refer to response to comment R3-4, earlier in this Responses to Comments Report.

R8-4 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R8-5 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment R3-6, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

R8-6 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment R3-7, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

R8-7 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R8-8 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment R3-9, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

R8-9 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R8-10 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments R3-9 and R3-10, earlier in this
Responses to Comments Report.

R8-11 Comments noted. No response necessary.

R8-12 Comments noted. No response necessary.
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R9 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE VENTURA COUNTY AIR
POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT DATED DECEMBER 29, 2004

R9-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-2 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-4 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-5 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-7 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-8 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-9 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-10 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-11 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-12 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-13 Emissions attributable to operations related project trips would be less than shown on
Table 5.5-6 in the DEIR which included all trips and not just the net operations related
trips.  The emissions inventory modeling was conducted using the net trips and Table 5.5-
6 was revised to reflect the lower emissions generated by the net trips.  That emissions
inventory modeling is provided in Attachment D of this Responses to Comments Report.
Table 5.5-6 in the DEIR is revised by reference as follows:

Table 5.5-6
PROJECT RELATED OPERATIONAL PHASE EMISSIONS

(IN POUNDS PER DAY)

ROC NOx

Stationary Sources (Electricity consumption) 0.1 14.7
Mobile Source 5.0 0.6
Total 5.1 15.3
VCAPCD Standard 25 25
Significant Adverse Impact? No No

R9-14 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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R9-15 Comments noted.  The City of Santa Paula is committed to implementing these
mitigation measures during the construction and operation of the proposed WRF.

R9-16 Table 5.5-5 in the DEIR was updated to use the lower emissions level of 25 lbs/day, for
mitigation of ROC and NOx, as follows:

TABLE 5.5-5
PROJECT RELATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

(IN POUNDS PER DAY)

ROC
NOx

Emissions During the Grading Phase
Construction Equipment 26 191
Delivery Truck Emissions 11 161
Total Grading Phase 37 352
VCAPCD Daily Threshold 75 150
VCAPCD Daily Threshold  for Mitigation 25 25
Threshold Exceedance for Mitigation? Yes Yes

Emissions During the Building Construction Phase
Construction Equipment 13 67
Delivery Truck Emissions 1 20
Total Building Construction Phase 14 87
VCAPCD Daily Threshold 75 150
VCAPCD Daily Threshold for Mitigation 25 25
Threshold Exceedance for Mitigation? No Yes

The last paragraph on page 5.5-14 in the EIR is referenced as follows:

“Daily construction-related regional emissions for the proposed project are presented in
Table 5.5-5.  NOx and ROC emissions would be produced from diesel consumption due
to the use of heavy construction equipment during the grading phase of the project.
During the grading phase, daily emissions of NOx and ROC would exceed the daily
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) construction emission
thresholds and would exceed the VCAPCD daily thresholds for mitigation of these
construction emissions.  These short term impacts are considered significant and adverse.
During the building construction phase, NOx emissions would exceed the VCAPCD
construction emission threshold for mitigation and the ROC levels would be below the
VCAPCD construction emission threshold for mitigation.  Therefore, NOx emissions
during the building construction phase of the project would be considered significant and
adverse prior the application of mitigation measures.”

R9-17 Comments noted. Refer to response to comment R9-6, above.

R9-18 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

R9-19 The future demolition of the existing plant and corporate yard will be subject to existing
requirements and regulations related to hazardous materials, including the identification,
removal, handling, transport and disposal of asbestos containing building materials
(ACBMs).  Existing requirements regarding ACBMs include District Rule 62.7 and
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several state and federal laws.  Because the demolition of the existing facilities in the
future would be subject to these requirements, no specific mitigation related to ACBMs
for that future demolition is required as part of the EIR and mitigation program for the
proposed WRF and Corporate Yard.

R9-20 Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment R9-19, above.

R9-21 The City of Santa Paula will coordinate all Permit to Operate requirements for the
proposed WRF, if the City Council certifies the EIR and approves the project for
implementation.

R9-22 Comments noted. No response necessary.
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B1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM McCONICA CITRUS PARTNERSHIP
DATED JANUARY 3, 2005

B1-1 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B1-2 to B1-25, below.

B1-2 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B1-3 to B1-25, below.

B1-3 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

B1-4 Section 5.1 (Land Use and Planning) in the DEIR evaluated the consistency of the WRF
and Corporation Yard with the City’s General Plan land use designation of
Institutional/Civic (IN), as well as its pre-zone annexation designation for this area,
which is also anticipated to be IN.  It also evaluated the implementation of these proposed
uses in the West Area 2 expansion area.  Both the WRF and Corporation Yard were
determined to be acceptable and appropriate uses under the General Plan and pre-zone
designations of IN and for the West Area 2 expansion area in Section 5.1.  The CEQA
does not normally require the evaluation of economic impacts of a proposed project and
as such an economic analysis was not prepared.

B1-5 In the event that an operating well is required to be abandoned due to implementation of
the proposed project, an alternate water source would be provided.  This may include
drilling of a new well in an alternate location and/or supplies via the City’s domestic
water supply.

The City would coordinate with the County of Ventura Public Works Agency, Water
Resources Division concerning abandonment procedures for all wells proposed for
abandonment.

B1-6 The DEIR evaluated impacts based on existing conditions at the time the NOP of the EIR
was released for public review and comment on July 8, 2004.  Because the referenced
residence was demolished prior to the issuance of the NOP, no impacts from the
proposed project related to residential uses were identified in the EIR.  Moreover, CEQA
does not require that an EIR speculate as to potential impacts that might be associated
with a hypothetical use and/or location, such as the replacement residence noted.  In
addition, it is unclear as to whether or not an application to the County has been
submitted to construct an alternate residences and at what location.  The City requests
additional information in order to determine if implementation of the proposed project
would preclude construction of an alternate residence at this site based upon County land
use regulations for such a use.

B1-7 The City is required by federal and state regulations to provide just compensation,
including fair market value, for the acquisition of private property.  The proposed project
and any property acquisition proposed for the project will comply with the applicable
federal and state regulations regarding acquisition of private property.  Further, CEQA
does not require an EIR to consider economic impacts of a proposed project and,
therefore, an economic analysis was not included in the EIR.
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B1-8 Stormwater runoff from rainfall events will be collected and maintained on-site through
the use of on-site drainage conveyance facilities and the storm drain detention basin.  No
stormwater flows will be directed to off-site areas.  Storm flows collected on-site will be
processed as part of the influent treatment process.

B1-9 California Code of Regulations Title 22 unrestricted reuse water which would be
produced by the WRF can and is actively used for agricultural production.  The City is
unaware of any agricultural limitations which would prohibit the use of recycled water
produced by the WRF for agricultural uses, including citrus.  The recycled water
produced by the WRF would meet standards for Total Dissolved Solids and salts,
applicable for on-site percolation as required by Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR)
imposed by the RWQCB – Los Angeles.

Refer to response to comment B1-7, above, concerning economic impacts.

Relocation of utilities (e.g., water, electricity, etc.) affected by the proposed project will
be addressed prior to their removal and/or disturbance.  The City will work with service
providers and property owners to ensure that all service disruptions are minimized.

Implementation of the WRF and Corporation Yard would not require the acquisition of
additional acreage beyond that already identified in the DEIR and shown in Figure 4-9 in
the DEIR.  The proposed project does not include the acquisition (either temporary and/or
permanent) of lands located within the Santa Clara River.  Access and/or use of property
located within the Santa Clara River would not be precluded and would continue to
available as discussed in Response R6-3.

B1-10 As noted in Section 5.12 (Public Services) and on page 5.12-1, the size of the access road
required will be determined by the Santa Paula Fire Department (SPFD).  Such factors as
minimum roadway width, unrestricted vertical clearance and turnaround requirements are
required to be considered before roadway design and construction are approved.  As
noted on page 5.2-8 in the DEIR, access to existing residences and property owners
would not be precluded and would continue to be guaranteed.  It is anticipated that the
turnaround widths required by the SPFD would be sufficient to meet requirements of
property owners utilizing farm equipment located to the north and south of the WRF and
Corporation Yard.  However, the design of the access roads serving the WRF and
Corporation Yard will be finalized pending input from the City of Santa Paula, SPFD and
adjacent property owners containing current valid access easement rights.

The proposed earthen dike would be limited to five feet in height and would not alter
local wind patterns resulting in increased incidence of frost.  Winds in this part of the
Santa Clara River Valley are predominately west to east, during daylight hours and then
reversing during the evening and early morning hours.  For specific wind pattern data for
this area, refer to page 5.5-6 in the DEIR.  The existing design of the WRF and
Corporation Yard and proposed earthen dike are arranged in an east/west layout and
would not impede the typical wind patterns of this part of the Valley.  In addition, Section
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5.2 (Agricultural Resources) in the DEIR determined that no solar impediments would
result due to implementation of the proposed project and, therefore, impacts were
considered less than significant.

Air quality and noise impacts are discussed in detail in Sections 5.5 (Air Quality) and 5.6
(Noise) in the DEIR.  Those impact analyses determined that air quality and noise
impacts were less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures
identified in Sections 5.5.5 and 5.6.5 in the DEIR, respectively.

The earthen dike would be designed to protect the WRF and Corporation Yard from a
100-year flood event occurring in the Santa Clara River.  Properties located south of the
earthen dike are currently within the FEMA-designated 100 year floodway and would be
subject to flooding, regardless of the construction of the earthen dike.  In addition, the
earthen dike would not exacerbate or re-direct flows to adjacent areas.  A hydrology
analysis performed for the proposed project (see Attachment E of this Responses to
Comments document) determined that during a 100-year storm event in the Santa Clara
River, the earthen dike would not re-direct flows to adjacent areas.

B1-11 Access to properties located south of the WRF and Corporation Yard will be made
available via the extension of Corporation Street south to Todd Lane as noted on page 4-
26 and as shown on Figures 4-6 through 4-8 in the DEIR.  All property owners (including
employees and contractors) would be guaranteed access and use of the access roads
serving the WRF and Corporation Yard.

 It is unclear from the comment how many acres of land would be required for equipment
turnaround, staging areas and bin and truck loading associated with the adjacent property.
Fire and safety requirements would require that all roadway widths meet equipment
turnaround requirements for the largest fire engine operated by the City of Santa Paula.
These roadway widths are assumed to provide sufficient turnaround areas for equipment
required for harvesting agricultural crops currently grown within adjacent areas.

B1-12 No acquisition of additional acreage beyond that already identified in the DEIR (i.e., 53
acres) as necessary for construction of the WRF and Corporation Yard is planned.  Areas
not required for construction of the proposed project would be left intact and would not
be converted from their existing uses as part of the proposed project.

B1-13 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-6, above.

B1-14 The CDHS regulates the use of recycled water, including California Code of Regulations
(CCR) Title 22 unrestricted reuse water that would be produced by the WRF.  As noted
in Section 5.9 of the DEIR, CDHS permit CCR Title 22 unrestricted reuse water
produced by the WRF would be permitted for use in agricultural production.  The
percolation of the recycled water would not adversely affect agricultural crops or
potentially cause health and safety issues.  Recycled water produced by the plant would
comply with current CDHS permit standards for CCR Title 22 unrestricted reuse water.
Provided these requirements change in the future, the City would be required to ensure
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compliance with those future standards.  The use of chemicals associated with
agricultural production would not be impeded by the construction of the WRF and
Corporation Yard.  The City would not require application of these chemicals in a
manner that is not normally used.  As discussed in Section 5.10 (Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) of the DEIR, chemicals used in operation of the WRF and Corporation Yard
are not considered acutely hazardous and would not pose an unusual safety risk to
employees or adjacent residents and/or farm workers.

B1-15 Construction and operation of the WRF and Corporation Yard would not require the
acquisition of additional land beyond that identified in the DEIR (i.e., 53 acres).  No
property is proposed for acquisition in the Santa Clara River.  In addition, access to
properties (including those located in the river) would not be precluded and would be
available as they are currently achieved by these property owners.

The City of Santa Paula recognizes the importance of private property rights and does not
intend to preclude property owners from accessing and/or using their land that is not
proposed for acquisition.  In addition, the City is unaware of any wildlife refuge status for
this part of the Santa Clara River.  However, the presence of sensitive species, including
the federally endangered least Bell’s vireo prohibits the City, as well as all property
owners, from modifying (e.g., removing and/or damaging vegetation, diverting water
courses, etc.) the river and the associated riparian habitat.  All modifications (e.g.,
hydraulic, vegetation removal, etc.) proposed within the river are subject to regulatory
controls of the ACOE, USFWS and CDFG.  The City is working closely with these
agencies to ensure that any proposed indirect and/or direct modifications to the river and
subsequent impacts to sensitive species are mitigated to the extent practicable.  Potential
impacts (and mitigation measures) to sensitive species identified in this part of the Santa
Clara River were discussed in detail in Section 5.7 (Biological Resources) in the DEIR.

The City does not intend to acquire lands in addition to the 53 acres required for the WRF
and Corporation Yard for use as a wildlife refuge and/or nature preserve.

B1-16 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B1-17 to B1-25, below.

B1-17 The location of the 100-year floodway was based upon information obtained from maps
prepared by the FEMA for this part of the Santa Clara River.  The WRF and Corporation
Yard are proposed to be located outside of the FEMA-designated 100-year floodway.
There are no project components that would necessitate river bank protection structures
within the Santa Clara River.  CEQA does not normally require the evaluation of
economic impacts of a proposed project, including the WRF and Corporation Yard.  The
DEIR concluded that residential land uses located within close proximity of the WRF and
Corporation Yard would not be adversely affected by the proposed project with the
application of identified mitigation measures.

B1-18 Refer to response B1-14 above.  In addition, CEQA does not normally require the
evaluation of economic impacts from a proposed project, including the WRF and
Corporation Yard.  Acquisition of property necessary for construction of the proposed
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project would be subject to requirements identified in the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  The relocation of utilities (including
wells) and impacts to other equipment necessary in on-site agricultural production (e.g.,
wind machines, etc.) would also be addressed during acquisition negotiations and
compensation provided.  Access to properties located to the south of the WRF would
continue to be provided via Todd Lane, as shown on revised Figures 4-6 through 4-8 of
the DEIR.

B1-19 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B1-4 and B1-6, above.

B1-20  Section 6.0 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) in the DEIR evaluated the following
three alternatives to the proposed project:  Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative),
Alternative 2 (Reuse/Rehabilitation of the Existing Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP)
Site) and Alternative 3 (Todd Road (Ventura County Jail Site).  However, Alternative 3
was evaluated but for the specific reasons provided in Section 6.5 (Alternatives
Considered But Rejected), this Alternative was eliminated from further consideration and
analysis.  Briefly, the elimination of this Alternative was based on its inability to meet the
project’s identified objectives, its location outside the City’s SOI, impacts to agricultural
resources and costs associated with extending the influent/effluent lines approximately
10,000 feet west to the new plant site.

As noted on page 6-1 in the DEIR, the CEQA Guidelines require that a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could be feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project and are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening and
of the significant adverse effects of the proposed project be considered in an EIR.  It does
not however, require that all alternatives to a proposed project be considered.  In selecting
and eliminating the project alternatives, the City used objectives identified in Section 6.2
(Project Objectives) as a standard against which to measure possible alternatives for the
proposed project.

B1-21 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-4, above.

B1-22 Refer to response S5-3, above.  In addition, localized mounding (e.g., elevated
groundwater levels) of CDHS permit CCR Title 22 unrestricted reuse water may occur
during the winter as groundwater levels become elevated due to rain events.  Areas
located to the south and west of the proposed project may experience these temporal
conditions.  However, no agricultural crops would be adversely affected by the elevated
groundwater levels.  As indicated previously, wells required to be abandoned as part of
the proposed project would be relocated or an alternate source of water provided by the
City.  All water provided would meet applicable water quality standards for agriculture
and domestic use as required by state and local guidelines.

B1-23 Sections 5.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and 5.12 (Public Services) in the DEIR
evaluated impacts associated with risk of upset and the provision of emergency services,
respectively.  The analyses concluded that with the implementation of standard BMPs
and other local, state and federal requirements no adverse impacts related to risk of upset
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would occur.  The previous plant had a direct discharge to the river.  The existing plant is
utilizing over 40 year old technology.  The new WRF will treat the wastewater to a
tertiary level and provide Title 22 unrestricted reuse effluent.  It will be state of the art
utilizing current technology.  If wastewater is not completely processed it will be
discharged into a holding pond rather than directly into the river.  From there it can be
reprocessed.  If a spill were to occur, it would be contained onsite. In addition, the
analysis considered emergency response vehicle access to the site.  As noted in Section
5.12, the WRF and Corporation Yard would be subject to design review and conditions of
approval from the SPFD and City.  These conditions of approval would need to be
satisfied before construction permits are issued.  As part of the design review, the SPFD
will evaluate whether vertical clearance, roadway width and turnaround requirements can
be met.  As noted on page 5.12-4 in the DEIR, emergency vehicle access would be
obtained via the extension of Corporation Street south to Todd Lane and then via Todd
Lane west.  No emergency vehicle access is proposed for the north/south segment of
Todd Lane, due to the width and height limits associated with Todd Lane at SR 126.

B1-24 Section 5.7 (Biological Resources) in the DEIR evaluated impacts to sensitive plant and
animal species known to occur and/or directly observed during sensitive species surveys.
The impact analysis determined that the southern willow riparian scrub habitat could be
adversely affected by the proposed project if future discharge of treated effluent is
completely eliminated.  In addition, the analysis also determined that impacts to the
federally endangered least Bell’s vireo would be significant.  The City will coordinate
with the USFWS and CDFG concerning appropriate mitigation measures to address
impacts to this species.

The proposed project would not preclude existing access to the Santa Clara River.
Access to the river would continue to be available via Todd Lane and other previously
used access points.  Construction of the proposed project would not require the
implementation of bank protection within the Santa Clara River.  The proposed project
would be located outside of the FEMA-designated 100 year floodway.  Construction of
the earthen dike would not result in increased incidents of flooding or redirect flows to
adjacent properties.  The FEMA 100-year flood maps for this part of the Santa Clara
River indicate that properties located to the south and west of the proposed project are
within the 100-year floodway and are subject to inundation during such a storm event in
the Santa Clara River.

Refer to response to comment B1-9, above, concerning access to the Santa Clara River.

B1-25 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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B2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT
SOCIETY DATED JANUARY 4, 2005

B2-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

B2-2 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B2-3 to B2-8, below.

B2-3
&
B2-4  A rare plant survey and floral compendium was not included because the direct impact

area of the proposed project does not contain habitat suitable to rare native plant species.
The proposed project site consists of orange groves, agriculture and ruderal areas with
extreme disturbance regiments.  These plant communities are not expected to support rare
native plant species nor were any native plant species seen during project site visits.

The southern willow scrub plant community was evaluated for sensitive biological
resources due to the potential indirect impacts of proposed project activities.  Suitable
habitat for the plant species listed in Table 5.7-1 of the DEIR is not found in the southern
willow scrub plant community.  Therefore, these plant species, if present, would not be
impacted by the proposed project.

During sensitive biological resource surveys in the southern willow scrub habitat, notes
were taken on plant species occurring within the alluvial sage scrub plant community that
occurred along the edges of the southern willow scrub.  These plants were included in
order to describe the general plant communities of the survey area but were not meant to
be a rare plant survey, since no impacts are associated with this plant community.
However, the sensitive biological resource surveys were conducted April-July and
coincided with the flowering periods for the plants listed in Table 5.7-1.

B2-5 The southern willow scrub community will be mitigated (Mitigation Measure B-2) at a
level that is considered adequate by the resource agencies involved.  It is assumed that
any such mitigation ratio as determined by the resource agencies would compensate for
any loss of southern willow scrub habitat, both in quantity and quality.

B2-6  The plant monitoring plan will be made available to the resource agencies to ensure the
adequacy of the plan to measure the degree of drought stress in relation to cessation of
the WRF effluent discharge outflow.  An adaptive management approach will be taken
that meet the satisfaction of the resource agencies and will be a condition of permits
required for impacts to this plant community.

B2-7 The Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP) will be made available to the
public as part of permit approvals with the USFWS and CDFG.

B2-8 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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B3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE LAW OFFICE OF K.M.
NEISWENDER DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

B3-1 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B3-2 to B3-54, below.

B3-2 Comments received on the NOP were summarized in Table 2-2 of the DEIR and
addressed specifically in the DEIR

B3-3 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B3-4 to B3-54, below.

B3-4 The project description in Section 4.0 (Project Description) in the DEIR contains all
mandatory elements of the CEQA Guidelines, as required by the Act and was written to
provide the public and decision-makers with a clear and concise understanding of the
proposed project.  As required by CEQA, the project description identified the regional
and local settings through the use of maps and text descriptions of these areas.  In
addition, the project objectives, a mandatory element of the project description, were
included in Section 4.6.2 in the DEIR.  A discussion of existing and planned (i.e., County
of Ventura and City of Santa Paula General Plans) land uses both on and off the project
site is provided in Section 4.2 (Environmental Setting) in the DEIR.

B3-5 The NOP/Initial Study (IS) and Section 4.2 in the DEIR provided general descriptions of
off site land uses based on the percentage of dominance.  As such, land uses located to
the west were described as agriculture.  The residential uses located to the west were not
specifically described because these constitute secondary uses.  The presence of single-
family residences west of the proposed WRF and Corporation Yard are, however,
explicitly identified and/or referenced throughout the DEIR including Sections 5.5 (Air
Quality, page 5.5-10) and 5.6 (Noise, page 5.6-3).  In addition, page 10 the NOP notes
there are single-family residences located approximately 1,200 feet east and immediately
west of the site proposed for WRF and Corporation Yard.  In addition, page 22 of the
NOP notes that there are three single-family residences located immediately west of the
proposed percolation ponds.

The location of known water wells is also referenced and shown on Plate 1 of Appendix J
(Geological Technical Report).

The DEIR provided a detailed analysis of potential impacts from implementation of the
proposed project, including those impacts that might affect off site and adjacent
residences and/or businesses.

Figure 4-9 (Parcels by Assessor Parcel Numbers Affected by the WRF and Corporation
Yard) in the DEIR, identifies the parcels comprising the four residential uses as APN
099-0-0080-185, 099-0-080-205 and an unknown APN located to the south and bounded
by APN 099-0-080-035 to the east.  Section 4.6.12 (Land Acquisition and Right-of-Way
Easements) identified those parcels which may require full and/or partial acquisition with
implementation of the proposed project.  Only those parcels identified in the DEIR are
proposed for partial and/or full acquisition.
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B3-6 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B3-5, above.

B3-7 Todd Lane is acknowledged in the DEIR as a private access road, in Section 5.12 (Public
Services) on page 5.12-2.  In addition, as noted in response to comment B3-5, above,
APNs potentially affected (i.e., through direct acquisition) by the proposed project were
identified in Section 4.6.12 and Figure 4-9 in the DEIR.  As shown in Figure 4-9, this
would include part of the existing north/south and east/west segment of Todd Lane.
Further, Section 4.6.13 (Site Access) in the DEIR notes that access along Todd Lane
(with project implementation) would be restricted, but would be available to employees,
visitors and adjacent property owners.  Similarly, access to Todd Lane during
construction of the WRF and Corporation Yard would also be ensured.  As noted in
Figures 4-6 through 4-8 of the DEIR both north/south and east/west access along Todd
Lane would be maintained in its current form.  The WRF and Corporation Yard site plans
have been modified to ensure that this access is maintained for use by existing area
residents.

B3-8 Section 1.3.1.2 (Alternative No 2 – Reuse/Rehabilitation of the Existing WRP Site)
identified APN parcels that may require direct acquisition (i.e., partial and/or full).  The
four residences located west of the proposed WRF and Corporation Yard are not
proposed for acquisition and, therefore, were not identified.

B3-9 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B3-5, above.

B3-10 The IS prepared for the proposed project determined that no impacts to population and
housing would occur as a result of the proposed project.  Appendix J of the CEQA
Guidelines identifies three questions that must be addressed to determine if a proposed
project will have an impact on population and housing.  These include the project’s
ability to result in population growth (either directly and/or indirectly), whether it would
result in the displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing or necessitate the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere, or displace substantial numbers of people
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  As noted in the IS, no
residential uses are proposed as part of the WRF and Corporation Yard.  In addition,
neither the WRF nor Corporation Yard would generate substantial increases in
employment as a result of their construction.  A total of 5.5 new employees would be
required, or a combined total of 21 employees would work on-site within these facilities.
Based on information in the IS no additional analysis beyond that provided was required
and as such, no further analysis was provided in the DEIR.  References to the four
residences located west of the proposed WRF and Corporation Yard would not change
this conclusion.

B3-11 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B3-10, above.

B3-12 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B3-5 and B3-10, above.
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B3-13 Public agencies such as the City of Santa Paula are permitted to acquire active Land
Conservation Act (LCA) lands under certain circumstance for public improvements, such
as the proposed project.  As part of acquisition, certain findings and conditions must be
met as identified in Government Code Section 51292.  The City fully intends to comply
with these requirements and will actively coordinate with the California Department of
Conservation’s Division of Land Resources Protection, County of Ventura, LCA contract
holder and the Ventura County LAFCO.3

As noted in Section 5.1 (Land Use), the land identified for use as part of the proposed
project is located within the City’s SOI and proposed West Area 2 expansion area.  Both
the County of Ventura and Ventura County LAFCO recognize that this area will be
converted to non-agricultural uses as identified in the City’s current General Plan.
Provided these lands are approved for annexation by LAFCO, the City’s land use
authority would apply and re-zoning of the land could be lawfully undertaken.

As identified in Section 6.0 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project), while the total amount
of agricultural land necessary for acquisition under Alternative 2 would be less than the
proposed project and no active LCA contracts would be required, a number of other
environmental factors would be exacerbated.  As such, the proposed project was
identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

B3-14 Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that:

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical
changes.” [emphasis added]

As noted above, the focus of the DEIR analysis is placed upon the physical impacts of the
proposed project on the environment.  The City is not required per CEQA to consider the
economic costs (e.g., land acquisition, easements, court costs, etc.) associated with the
proposed project although this may constitute one of many factors used in determining
the feasibility of a proposed project.

The City would be responsible for paying all cancellation fees associated with the LCA
parcel.  The fee will be determined pending consultation with the property owner, the
County of Ventura and California Department of Conservation.

Section 6.0 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) in the DEIR evaluates in detail the
potential impacts of alternatives to the proposed project.  As noted previously, CEQA
does not generally require the analysis of impacts to include a discussion of economic
effects.

3 Source: http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/lca/FAQ/public_acquisitions.htm, accessed March 14, 2005.

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/lca/FAQ/public_acquisitions.htm
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B3-15 As noted in Section 5.2 (Agricultural Resources) on page 5.2-5 in the DEIR, a total of 53
acres of land designated by the State as Prime Farmland will be acquired for the proposed
project.  The proposed project would not require the acquisition of Farmland of Statewide
Importance.  Properties located to the south and west of the proposed project are not
proposed for acquisition.  As such, impacts to Prime Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance were only addressed for those properties that would be directly
acquired as part of the proposed project.  Construction of the earthen dike would not
redirect storm flows to properties located to the south and/or west of the proposed
project.  The hydrology analysis contained in Attachment E of this Responses to
Comments Report concluded that during a 100-year storm event in this part of the Santa
Clara River, flows would not be redirected to off-site areas to the south and/or west of the
proposed project.  In addition, a review of FEMA 100-year flood event maps indicates
that properties located to the south and west of this part of the river would be subject to
flooding during such a flow event.  Therefore, the construction of the earthen dike would
not exacerbate or redirect flows to adjacent areas.

B3-16 The WRF would be constructed as a state-of-the-art self-contained water recycling plant
with no treated effluent discharge to the Santa Clara River occurring.  All influent and
treated effluent spills potentially occurring would be contained on-site via a number of
redundant treatment processes.  Therefore, adjacent properties (including agricultural
operation) would not be affected during a potential spill event.

B3-17 Refer to responses to comments B3-1 to B3-16, above.  These issues were adequately
addressed in the IS and/or the DEIR and, therefore, no revision or recirculation of the
EIR related to these issues is necessary.

B3-18 Construction access to the site would be via SR 126, Peck Road, Corporation Street and
Todd Lane west of the existing site. Construction staging would occur to the east of the
proposed plant site, on a temporary staging area.  The construction access routes will be
clearly marked to ensure that all contractors utilize identified routes.  Construction trips
along Todd Lane between Telegraph Road and the project site south of the freeway
would not be included as a part of the construction access plan and all contractors and
staff would be advised of this.

B3-19 Construction access to the site would be via SR 126, Peck Road, Corporation Street and
Todd Lane west of the existing site. Construction staging would occur to the east of the
proposed plant site, on a temporary staging area.  Construction trips will not use Todd
Lane between Telegraph Road and the project site south of the freeway.  Impacts to local
residents would not be anticipated with this construction trip routing.

 During operation of the WRF and Corporation Yard employee and delivery access would
be achieved via the future extension of Corporation Street and the east/west segment of
Todd Lane.  No employee and/or delivery access would be allowed along the north/south
segment of Todd Lane.  In addition, as shown in Figures 4-6 through 4-8 of the DEIR
north/south and east/west access to Todd Lane would not be eliminated by the proposed
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project.  Figures 4-6 through 4-8 have been revised to include unimpeded access along
the north/south and east/west segments of Todd Lane.  Access to Todd Lane by area
residents and land owners would continue to be maintained.

B3-20 Not all phases of the project would be under construction at the same time, so the total
number of truck trips on a particular day would vary and would not be additive of all the
construction trips at all the construction areas.  Refer also to response to comment B3-19,
above.

B3-21 The section of Todd Lane specified in the comment is not part of the construction access
route.  Therefore, no construction related traffic impacts on this segment of Todd Lane
are anticipated.  In addition, refer to response B3-19 above.

B3-22 As noted on pages 5.10-1 and 5.10-5 in Section 5.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
in the DEIR, no chemicals that would be used and/or stored at the WRF or Corporation
Yard would be considered acutely hazardous (i.e., determined by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency to be so dangerous in small amounts that they are
regulated the same way as are large amounts of other hazardous wastes).  On page 5.10-5,
the required Business Plan that must be approved by the SPFD is described, to
specifically to address hazardous materials use and storage on the project site.  In
addition, all vendors supplying the WRF and Corporation Yard would be required to be
permitted by the appropriate federal, state and local agencies to transport and handle all
hazardous materials delivered to the site.

In the event of a chemical or hazardous materials spill, residents would be instructed by
the SPFD and/or the County Fire Department concerning evacuation procedures and
evacuation routes, in the event a local evacuation is necessary as part of the overall
response to the spill.  Given that Todd Lane contains both north/south and east/west
access points to Telegraph Road and Corporation Street, respectively, it is likely that this
private road would be available to residents during an emergency event.  Alternatively,
South Clow Road (located west of the WRF and Corporation Yard) could also serve as an
additional emergency evacuation route.

B3-23 Section 5.5.4 (Potential Impacts) in the DEIR discusses potential construction (exhaust
emissions, fugitive dust, micro-climate) and operations (regionally, local impacts, carbon
monoxide hotspots, odor impacts, toxic air contaminants) impacts of the proposed
project.  The identified air quality impacts were based on whether the proposed project
would exceed the significance thresholds defined by the VCAPCD.

 Section 5.5.5 (Mitigation Measures) in the DEIR identifies the need to incorporate a
Model Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan in the final design and construction specifications
for the proposed project, to minimize dust generation during construction.  In addition,
mitigation measures AQ-14 and AQ-15 have been incorporated in the proposed project to
address odor impacts.  With implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Section 5.5.5, the construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in
significant adverse air quality impacts.
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B3-24 Section 5.6.5 (Mitigation Measures) in the DEIR identifies three mitigation measures that
would be implemented during the construction phase to minimize noise impacts.

B3-25  Section 5.6.4.2 (Operations Noise Impacts) in the DEIR discusses the potential noise
impacts related to the operation of the proposed project.  In order to determine whether or
not a certain noise level is considered significant, it must be determined whether or not it
exceeds an established City and/or County threshold.  Another factor that is considered
when determining significant noise impacts is the distance between the closest sensitive
receptor and the noise source.  As such, the distance between the noise source (WRF
machinery during operation) and the location of the closest sensitive receptor (nearest
City of Santa Paula residence) is approximately 200 feet.  The noise analysis concluded
that noise generated by operation of the proposed project would not result in an
exceedance of the City noise level limits (i.e., threshold) at the distance of 200 feet from
the WRF machinery.   The Malzacher property boundary (receptor) is substantially
farther than 200 feet from the WRF equipment (noise source).  Therefore, noise
associated with the operation of the proposed project would not result in a significant
adverse noise impact at the Malzacher property.

B3-26 The earthen dike is located outside of the 100 year floodway.  Although some work may
be required within the 100 year floodplain, it would not affect properties located
downstream.

B3-27 Refer to responses B3-26 and B1-23.

B3-28 The locations of domestic and agricultural water wells were derived from existing public
well location data.  The exhibits provided in the comment letter do not show the location
of the water well referenced.  The City requests that the location of the water well be
more specifically identified in order to ensure that an appropriate response to the
comment can be made.

The WRF would be constructed as a state-of-the-art water recycling facility and would
not directly discharge treated effluent to the Santa Clara River.  The WRF would have a
number of redundancy treatment processes in place to treat and/or contain influent and/or
treated effluent in case of an accidental spill.  In the event of an accidental spill, all
influent would be contained on-site and would not be discharged to off-site areas.
Therefore, impacts to domestic and/or agricultural water wells from an accidental on-site
spill are not anticipated.

B3-29 Section 4.6.11 (Water Reuse and Conservation Strategies) in the DEIR indicates that
treated effluent will be released via the existing outfall pipe located southeast of the
existing Santa Paula Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP).  Figures 4-6 through 4-8 in the
DEIR have been revised to show the location of the outfall pipe.  As noted in Section
4.6.11, the City is considering a number of options for the reuse and/or conservation of
the treated effluent.  Because the treated effluent produced will meet CDHS permit
requirements for CCR Title 22 water reuse, this recycled water can be used for a number
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of beneficial uses including agriculture and municipal landscape, groundwater recharge
or other permitted uses.  As described on pages 4-22 to 4-24 in the DEIR, the quantity
and ultimate disposition of the treated effluent is not known at this time and is dependent
on a number of factors including impacts to biological resources and future end-user
needs.

It should be noted that the City’s preferred disposal method is percolation via the on-site
percolation ponds.  Any disposal of treated effluent to the Santa Clara River would be
undertaken in response to requirements by the USFWS and/or CDFG related to potential
impacts to LBV and the riparian area.  No direct discharge to the river would occur, but
may instead be achieved via an on-site water well or other agency-approved disposal
mechanism in which treated effluent could be delivered to this area.

As discussed in Section 5.7 (Biological Resources) in the DEIR, the existing treated
effluent discharge supports a variety of sensitive plant and animals including a southern
willow riparian scrub community, federally endangered least Bell’s vireo and the
southwestern pond turtle, a California Species of Special Concern.  The City is currently
working with the USFWS and the CDFG to determine how variations in the quantity of
treated effluent may affect these sensitive resources.  As discussed in Section 5.7, two
effluent discharge scenarios are contemplated to assess impacts to these species:
maintaining existing discharge levels or zero discharge of treated effluent to the Santa
Clara River.  Pending the outcome of discussions with these agencies, it is unknown at
this time whether treated effluent discharges will be maintained, permitted to be reduced
and/or eliminated altogether.

Section 4.6.11.1 (Agricultural and Municipal Landscape Reuse) in the DEIR indicates
that future end-users may include agricultural and/or municipal users.  These users have
not been identified to date but may include agricultural users in and/or adjacent to the
City of Santa Paula.  Municipal users may include the City itself, future residential and/or
commercial projects proposed in the City, or the California Department of Transportation
(landscaping water needs along the median of SR 126).  The construction of recycled
water transmission lines to these future end-users are not proposed as part of the proposed
project.  Once future end-users are identified and/or transmission lines identified,
appropriate CEQA documentation will be prepared to address impacts associated with
those transmittal facilities.

B3-30 Refer to response to comment B3-29, above.  In addition, Section 4.6.9.1 (Effluent
Discharge) in the DEIR indicates that a new 24-inch diameter pipe will be extended from
the proposed WRF east approximately 1,200 feet to the existing culvert serving the
existing WTP.  The Ventura County Watershed Protection District is the property owner
of the site where the existing culvert is located.  Figure 4-9 (Parcels by Assessor Parcel
Numbers Affected by the WRF and Corporation Yard) in the DEIR identifies the site of
the existing culvert as APN 099-0-080-245.  Disposal of treated effluent via the existing
culvert is not currently proposed, but instead would be accomplished via percolation
within the on-site percolation ponds.  No treated effluent would be disposed of on
adjacent property owners’ properties.  Treated effluent released would meet CDHS
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permit requirements for CCR Title 22 unrestricted reuse water and would not negatively
affect agricultural crop production.

B3-31 Refer to response B3-16, above.

B3-32 All utilities (e.g., water, sewer, etc.) directly affected by implementation of the proposed
project will be relocated and service disruptions minimized to the extent practicable.  The
City will coordinate with utility service providers and property owners directly affected
by the relocation of these utilities in advance of construction activities.

B3-33 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-20, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

B3-34 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-20, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

B3-35 Alternative 2 as described on page 6-5 does not intend to imply reuse of the existing
water treatment facilities.  This section specifically states that Alternative 2 proposes
“This Alternative would entail the reuse/rehabilitation of the existing WTP and Corporation
Yard sites for a new WRF and Corporation Yard. All existing WTP and Corporation
Yard structures would be demolished under this Alternative, once the new WRF and
Corporation Yard are constructed and operational.” (bold added).  The intent of
Alternative 2 is to reuse as much of the existing site as possible, not of the existing treatment
facilities.  Reuse of the existing site for new facilities is different from the proposed project
and does result in different environmental impacts than the proposed project, as describe in
Section 6.0 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project).  Therefore, Alternative 2 is a reasonable
and feasible alternative to the proposed project, consistent with the intent of CEQA to
identify and evaluate reasonable and feasible alternatives to a proposed project which meet
some or all of the defined project objectives.

B3-36 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-20, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

In addition, the areas located to the east of the existing WTP (noted as parcels 099-0-040-
635, 099-0-040-625, 099-0-030-635, 099-0-040-585, 099-0-040-575, 090-0-040-605 and
090-0-04-615 in the comment letter) are comprised of existing light industrial,
commercial and residential land uses.  The inclusion of an alternative that would
contemplate acquisition and subsequent demolition of these land uses would result in
greater environmental impacts than the alternatives currently considered in the DEIR.
The demolition of these structures would generate greater air quality, noise and traffic
impacts (amongst other environmental factors) than the proposed project. In addition, it is
likely that hazardous materials may be encountered during the demolition of these
structures from past and present uses that could result in substantial remediation
requirements and subsequently delay the implementation of the proposed project.
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B3-37 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B1-20, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

In addition, the City previously considered a joint regional water recycling plant with the
City of Fillmore.  However, that proposal is no longer being considered by either City
due to cost and operational considerations.  The WRF would be constructed to serve the
existing and future needs of the residents of the City of Santa Paula.  No wastewater
treatment services would be provided for City of Fillmore residents as part of the Santa
Paula WRF.  In addition, alternative locations for the WRF and Corporation Yard
(including those areas east of the City) were initially considered during the preliminary
planning stages of the project.  However, preliminary analysis determined that many of
the potential locations did not meet technical requirements (e.g., soil permeability, etc.)
necessary to construct the proposed project.  In addition, existing and future land use
compatibility factors were also considered which eliminated these areas.

B3-38 Refer to response B3-37 above.

B3-39 Both the IS and DEIR provide an adequate baseline of existing conditions, as required by
CEQA.  The analysis provided in the IS concluded that the proposed WRF and
Corporation Yard would not divide an existing community.  The dominant land uses in
the areas immediately north, south and west of the site for the proposed WRF and
Corporation Yard are comprised of agricultural uses.  The four residences located to the
west of the WRF and Corporation Yard would not be and are not proposed for acquisition
as part of the proposed project.

Under CEQA, the analysis establishing whether or not a project would physically divide
a community is generally applied to urbanized areas in which the dominate land use is
residential and to a lesser degree commercial.  Common examples of projects that have
been determined to result in the division of a community include transportation
infrastructure (e.g., freeway, rail lines, etc.) or other industrial uses.  In these instances,
the division of the community (e.g., road closures, removal of residential and commercial
land uses, etc.) results in both physical changes (e.g., changed transportation patterns)
and community perception (e.g., distinct new land use boundaries, etc.).  The four
residences west of the proposed WRF and Corporation Yard would not normally meet the
definition of an established community.  In addition, because these residences are not
proposed to be acquired by the proposed project, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in the division of an established community.  As such, the conclusion
identified on page 19 in the IS, noting that the proposed project would not result in the
division of an established community remains valid and no additional analysis in the EIR
is required.

B3-40 Comments noted.  Refer to response B3-39, above.

The DEIR does analysis potential impacts to the adjacent four residential units, in
Sections 5.5 (Air Quality), 5.6 (Noise) 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and 5.10
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(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) which specifically evaluate impacts to residential
uses and which include detailed discussions of potential impacts.

B3-41 The City’s General Plan does not prohibit modification or amendment of the Greenbelt
Agreement with the City of San Buenaventura.  The City will coordinate with Ventura
County LAFCO and City of San Buenaventura concerning modification of the existing
Greenbelt Agreement.

B3-42 As noted in Section 5.1 (Land Use and Planning) in the DEIR, the Ventura County
LAFCO considers the City’s General Plan as the governing planning document for any
territory already within the City’s SOI.  In addition, LAFCO indicates that there is no
need to consider or discuss any inconsistency issues with the County’ General Plan or
Zoning Code, if the territory involved is in the City’s SOI and if annexation is
contemplated.  As indicated on page 5.1-1 in the DEIR, information on the County of
Ventura’s General Plan and Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance were included to provide
background information on existing conditions and restrictions.

Although the 53 acres proposed for locating the WRF and Corporation Yard are currently
designated by the County General Plan and Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance as
Agriculture and Agriculture Exclusive (AE), respectively, this designation is not
applicable to City’s General Plan and Zoning Code because these areas are in the City’s
SOI.  As noted on page 5.1-1 in the DEIR, the City’s General Plan (the governing
planning document, as identified by LAFCO for the DEIR) designates this area as Mixed
Use – Commercial/Light Industrial.  The annexation pre-zone designation is anticipated
to be IN.  Page 5.1-3 in the DEIR notes that City’s IN zoning designation permits the
operation of community wastewater facilities and corporation yards, pending a City
Council-approved Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  Therefore, under the City’s General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance, the construction of the WRF and Corporation Yard are
considered permitted uses and are consistent with these land use planning documents.

It should also be noted that the County’s AE designation also permits the
construction of community wastewater plants, provided a County Board of
Supervisors-approved CUP is obtained (bold added).

B3-43 Policy 3w.w. of the City’s General Plan also notes that the agricultural land use
designation on the parcel south of SR 126 in the City should be replaced with a
Commercial/Industrial designation consistent with the West Area 2 Sphere Amendment.
This policy was included with the intention of ensuring that agricultural lands that are
eventually annexed as part of the City’s planned West Area 2 expansion area would be
re-designated for Industrial, Light Industrial or other non-agricultural uses compatible
with planned uses in this area.  As noted in Section 5.1.1.3 (Sphere of
Influence/Expansion Areas) in the DEIR, the West Area 2 expansion area is one of six
planned expansion areas identified in the City’s General Plan.

Section 5.2 (Agricultural Resources) in the DEIR acknowledges that conversion of 53
acres of Prime Farmland would constitute an adverse and significant impact.  Further,
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impacts to Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance were previously
evaluated under the City General Plan FEIR and the determination in that EIR, that
individual and cumulative significant adverse impacts on agricultural resources would
occur, is still applicable.  In adopting the General Plan, the City evaluated and weighed
the impacts of its decision to include agricultural lands currently contained in the West
Area 2 expansion area for future conversions to non-agricultural uses.  Pages CO-36 and
CO-37 in the General Plan discuss in detail Constraints and Conservation Opportunities
for the West Area 2.

B3-44 The reference to page CO-35 in the General Plan is not applicable to the West Area 2
expansion area, but instead refers to Constraints and Opportunities associated with the
East Areas 1 and 2 which are located along the City’s eastern boundary.  The West Area
2 expansion area is located along the City’s western corporate boundary.  In addition,
refer to response to comment B3-43, above.

B3-45 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B3-29, above.

B3-46 Section 5.6 (Noise) in the DEIR evaluated the potential for noise impacts from
construction and operation of the WRF and Corporation Yard.  As noted on pages 5.6-18
and 5.6-19 in the DEIR, with the implementation of mitigation measures contained in
Section 5.6.5 (Mitigation Measures), impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels and, therefore, were determined to meet both City and County daytime and
evening noise standards.

In addition, all building materials used on-site would be subject to the City’s architectural
design standards to ensure that no building materials capable of creating substantial levels
of glare would be used.

B3-47 APN information used to prepare Figure 4-9 in the DEIR did not identify an APN for
parcel 099-0-080-195.  Figure 4-9 is revised to include parcel 099-0-080-195.

Property rights relating to Todd Lane, along with maintenance fees, will be determined
and addressed as part of the City’s acquisition discussions with affected property owners.

B3-48 The DEIR adequately identified and discussed potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project.  CEQA does not normally require that economic
impacts be evaluated as part of the DEIR process.  Whether the City acquires property by
contract or pursuant to its eminent domain powers, it is obligated to compensate current
property owners for the acquisition of such property.  The DEIR need not speculate on
how the City would acquire property needed to construct the WRF and Corporation Yard.

B3-49 Comments noted.  Refer to response to comment B3-48, above.

B3-50 Please refer to Response B3-48.
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B3-51 The DEIR acknowledges the presence of the four residences located to the west of the
proposed WRF and Corporation Yard.  These residences are identified as sensitive
receptors in Sections 5.5 (Air Quality) and 5.6 (Noise) in the DEIR

The article referenced as Exhibit 9 refers to the County of Santa Barbara’s prohibition of
farming activities in an area proposed as containing wetlands.  The City of Santa Paula
does not have land use control over areas outside of its existing corporate boundaries.
Land use control outside of the City’s corporate boundaries is under the jurisdiction of
the County of Ventura.  The four residences located west of the WRF and Corporation
Yard are located within unincorporated Ventura County.  As such, the City is not
authorized to determine and/or define the type of activities permitted on land uses outside
its control.

In further response, refer to Response B3-48, above.

B3-52 A copy of the Time Schedule Order and containing the Interim Effluent Limits is
provided as Attachment F of this Responses to Comments Report.

Water quality tests were not performed for the March 15, 2003 recorded flow event.

As noted on page 4-1 in the DEIR, the existing WTP was built in 1938 and employs
trickling filter technology to treat the City’s wastewater needs.  Despite upgrades, the
WTP facilities are aging with major equipment and unit process structures reaching the
ends of their useful lives.  In addition, tricking filter technology in unable to meet
RWQCB water quality standards.  Revisions and/or upgrades to the existing plant would
require taking some facilities off-line potentially resulting in major spill events.  Water
quality treatment requirements established by the RWQCB require that a new state of the
art water recycling plant be constructed.

No leak data is currently available for the existing WTP.

Sections 5.7 (Biological Resources) and 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in the DEIR
describe impacts to the Santa Clara River from implementation of the proposed project.
The culvert used to dispose of existing and future treated effluent is shown in revised
Figures 4-6 through 4-8 in the DEIR, which is provided in the Clarifications and
Revisions to the Draft Environmental Report.

B3-53 Exhibits provided do not show the location of water wells identified in the comment letter
and therefore, cannot be addressed.  The City requests that the location of the wells be
identified and re-submitted for review.

B3-54 Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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P1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM S. DAVID LIPPERT DATED
DECEMBER 4, 2004

P1-1 Comments received on the NOP were addressed in the DEIR in one of two ways.  Those
comments that addressed environmental parameters in which the NOP determined to
result in less than significant and/or no impact were addressed in Section 3.0 (Effects Not
Found to be Significant) in the DEIR.  Remaining comments were addressed in Section
5.0 (Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance) in the
DEIR.  Refer also to responses to comments P1-1 to P1-10, below.

P1-2 The reference to Appendix J (Geological Technical Report) in Section 5.9.1.8 (Water
Wells) is revised by reference as follows:

 5.9.1.8 Water Wells

There are four agricultural water wells located on the project site.  An additional
agricultural water well is located immediately south and east of the project site, outside
the project limits.  One domestic water well is located immediately west of the project
site (adjacent to the proposed percolation pond area).  Plate 1 of Appendix  K (Geological
Technical Report) of this EIR shows the locations of water wells in relation to the
proposed project.

Treated effluent produced by the WRF would meet CDHS permit requirements for CCR
Title 22 unrestricted reuse water and would not adversely affect groundwater quality of
local wells.  However, the City will install wells to monitor the groundwater quality of
domestic water wells located within the influence area of the WRFs Title 22 unrestricted
water reuse percolation ponds.  In the event that monitoring data indicates that the
domestic water wells are being adversely affected by the percolated Title 22 unrestricted
reuse water, such that applicable federal, state and local domestic water quality standards
are being regularly exceeded, the City will provide the affected residences with an
alternative domestic water supply.  This supply would be derived from the City’s existing
domestic water supply.  The following mitigation measure is hereby included in the
FEIR:

“H-2 The City shall install wells to monitor the groundwater quality of domestic water
wells located within the influence area of the WRFs Title 22 unrestricted water reuse
percolation ponds.  In the event that monitoring data indicates that the domestic water
wells are being adversely affected by the percolated Title 22 unrestricted reuse water,
such that applicable federal, state and local domestic water quality standards are being
regularly exceeded, the City shall provide the affected residences with an alternative
domestic water supply.  This supply shall be derived from the City’s existing domestic
water supply.”

P1-3 The intent of Section 4.0 (Project Description) in the DEIR is to provide the public with
an understanding of the location, objectives of the project, technical, economic and
environmental characteristics of the proposed project.  It also provides the names of
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agencies that are expected to review the DEIR, permits and required approvals necessary
to implement the project and other applicable laws and regulations.  The project
description also identifies all permits and required approvals required of the proposed
project. It is not however, intended to describe specific impacts and/or mitigation
measures associated with the proposed project.  This information is provided in Section
5.0 (Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance) in the
DEIR.

 The WRF would be constructed as a state-of-the-art water recycling facility that would
not directly discharge treated effluent to off-site areas.  The WRF would contain a
number of system redundancies designed to contain accidental influent and/or treated
effluent spills on-site.  No spills would be directed off-site.

P1-4 As shown in Figures 4-6 through 4-8 north/south and east/west access along Todd Lane
would not be eliminated by the proposed project.  In the event of an emergency, area
residents would be able to utilize one of these two access points.  Alternatively, South
Clow Road (located west of the WRF and Corporation Yard) could also serve as an
additional emergency evacuation route.

P1-5 As noted in Section 5.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR, no chemicals
identified as acutely hazardous would be used on-site during WRF and Corporation Yard
activities.  Neither residents nor their children would be exposed to harmful chemicals or
other associated risks.  In addition, the Title 22 unrestricted reuse water produced by the
WRF and disposed of via percolation within the percolation ponds would not be
considered toxic and/or hazardous to residents and/or their children.  Recycled water
produced by the WRF is deemed suitable by the CDHS for landscape, agriculture and
other end-uses and would not jeopardize the health and/or safety of areas residents.

P1-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

P1-7 Comments noted.  Refer to responses to comments B1-7, earlier in this Responses to
Comments Report.

P1-8 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

P1-9 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

P1-10  Comments noted.  No response necessary.
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Q1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

Q1-1 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

Q1-2 Based on discussions with United Water Conservation District staff, the City appreciates
the clarification that not all effluent from the existing plant is recharged to the Santa
Paula Basin.  Published documents, notably those by the Santa Paula Basin Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) (2003) and the Santa Paula Basin Annual Report (2002), cite
streambed recharge along the Santa Clara River, especially in the two mile stretch that
begins immediately south of the City of Santa Paula, as being significant, perhaps the
major source, of recharge to the groundwater basin.  The United States Geological
Survey (USGS) report "Simulation of Groundwater/Surface Water Flow in the Santa
Clara-Calleguas Basin, Ventura County” (2003) also provides graphs of estimated
streamflow losses for gauged inflows along the Santa Clara River under dry- and wet-
year seasons.  The losses, and thus recharge to the basin, can be significant depending on
the reach considered.  The USGS data, however, are fairly generic to the entire reach of
the Santa Clara River from Piru to Santa Paula.  United points out, based on their own
stream gauging and field observations, that the Santa Clara River reach from about Peck
Road to the Freeman is relatively stable, with wastewater discharged from the existing
Santa Paula plant for the most part remaining in the unconfined alluvial aquifer system
and potentially available for diversion and recharge by United.  United acknowledges that
when the water table along this reach is severely depressed, such as in droughts, some
recharge to the deeper aquifer systems in the basin likely occurs.

Q1-3  The preferred disposal method of treated wastewater from the proposed project is
percolation ponds.  Recycled water use is not discussed in detail in the EIR.  It is noted as
a possible future project, which would need to be adequately addressed as a separate
project with a separate EIR (or supplement).  It is the intent that the treated wastewater
will be in compliance with the permits issued by the RWQCB – Los Angeles and CDHS
for Title 22 water quality for unrestricted use.  Because the beneficial use designation, as
defined in the Basin Plan is potential Municipal and Domestic Supply, concentrations of
chemical constituents are not to exceed the limits specified in the provisions of Title 22
of the California Code of Regulations (Division 4. Environmental Health, Chapter 15.
Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring Regulations).  The following table summarizes
the anticipated levels for most of the primary constituents, which need to be finalized
during the WDR and CDHS permit processes.
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Constituent Anticipated Discharge Requirements
Reclamation/Reuse (On-Site Percolation Ponds) (4)

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5 20° C) 10 mg/L(1)

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 10 mg/L(1)

Oil & Grease 10 mg/L
Settleable Solids 0.1 mg/L
Total Residual Chlorine 0.1 mg/L
Nitrate + Nitrite-N 10 mg/L
Total Dissolved Solids 2,000 mg/L(2)

Sulfate 800 mg/L(2)

Chloride 110(2) mg/L
Boron 1.0(2) mg/L
Coliform 1.1/100 ml
pH 6.5 – 8.5
Turbidity 2 NTU

(1) disinfected tertiary treatment, Title 22.
(2) Basin Plan Table 3-10 – Santa Clara-Santa Paula Area, west of Peck Road.
(3) Water quality monitoring upstream and downstream of the percolation area to demonstrate compliance

with WDR issued by RWQCB – Los Angeles.
(4) Title 22 effluent and Basin Plan criteria as noted.

Q1-4 Fugro West, Inc., (water quality and geology consultants to the City) has completed
considerable technical studies relative to the feasibility of the percolation ponds.  The
studies have included cone penetrometer soundings, test holes with completions to
monitoring wells, test pits, and the performance of field and laboratory permeability tests.
While the studies are preliminary to the final design of the percolation ponds, the results
suggest sustained percolation rates will be adequate to accept the volumes of wastewater
being considered while maintaining adequate separation to groundwater.  The final
geotechnical report documenting the field investigations and testing should be available
prior to April 2005 and a copy will provided to United.

Q1-5 The chloride within the wastewater will be addressed through source control.  A separate
project has been defined to evaluate source control.  This project will include a separate
Project Report and associated EIR.  The source control program will also include a
commitment to reduce chloride loading from private water softeners to achieve eventual
compliance with the RWQCB – Los Angeles WDRs that will be issued for operation of
the recycling facility.

Q1-6 Comments noted.  No response necessary.

Q1-7  Comments noted.  No response necessary.




