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GLOSSARY

AC Advisory Circular
ACBMs ashestos 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  Cadlifornia Department of Health Services
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFS cubic feet per second

CUP Conditional Use Permit

DEIR Draft Environmental | mpact Report

EIR Environmental | mpact Report

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FEIR Final Environmental | mpact Report
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

IN Institutional/Civic
IS Initial Study

LAFCO VenturaCounty 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
NOy nitrogen oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

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

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCH State Clearinghouse

SOl 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 COMMENTSON 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,
gate and local agencies. Thedistribution 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 digribution 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 al 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 unigue code assignment. For example, comment S1-1 isthe 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
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effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” Some of the comments received on the DEIR for
WREF 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:

N
H

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM STATE AGENCIES

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (November 8, 2004).
State of California Department of Health Services (December 6, 2004).

Southern California Association of Governments (December 8, 2004).

State of California Department of Transportation - District 7 (December 23, 2004).
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (December 30, 2004).

State Water Resources Control Board (January 5, 2005).

State of California Governor’ s Office of Planning and Research (January 6, 2005).
State of California Governor’ s Office of Planning and Research (January 24, 2005).
State of California Department of Conservation (January 21, 2005).

BBAERRBLBA

22 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 aclerical 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).

24 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL
PUBLIC

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

25 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM QUASI GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES

Q1. United Water Conservation Digrict (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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& £ 7 @
Mr. Rene Salas, Deputy Director of Public Warks ‘{f@r

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

Dear WMr. Salas
Subject: DEIR 2004071038

The California Departmer
EIR for the City of Sania

construction of a new Water Recycling
criteria for tertiary
permitting agency far this proj
COHS time to review (he projé

The City of
Engineering Report, an outline can be
also be required to submit the
review and comment. Our com
their permit. Your proposal includes th
that a validation study is required far th

If you have any guestions, please call t

Sinceraly,

K 1

Kurt Souza, P.E.
District Engineer
Santa Barbara District
Ce:  State Clearinghause
County EHD

L12082004 Santa Paulz WRF.das

1t of Health Serv
Paula Water Recycling Facility.

ireated effluent, The Regiona
sct but the CDHS wi
Santa Paula will be required to submit to this

plans and specification of
ments will be sent to the Ci

ices, Drinking Water Pragram has reviewed your Draft
The propaosed project includes

nt Plant to produce water that meets the Title 2
| Water Quality Contral Board is the lzad

| be reviewing aspects of the project. The

Treatme 2

ot will be billed 1o your system as required

office and the RWQCB a Title 22
eh site. The City of Santa Paula will
the treatment facility to this office for
ty and the RWQCE to be includad in
e use of Ultra Violet Light for disinfection. Please note
e use of UV light for Title 22 disinfection purposes.

abtain from ourw

his office at (805) 566-1326.

S2-1

S2-2

Southern Californi
1180 Eugenia Pla
(BOE)

interne: Address:

ce, Suite 200, Carpinteria,

a Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
CA 93013-2000

EER-1126; (B05) 745-2196 fax

t e d ke, ca. govipsiddwem/defsult ptm
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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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December 8, 2004 L

Mr. Rene Salas

Deputy Director of Public Works
City of Santa Paula

Public Warks Department

113 North Mill Streat

Santa Paula, CA 93060

By

S3

RE:
Recyeling Facility - SCAG No. | 20040760

Dear Mr. Salas:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Paula Water
Recycling Facility to SCAG for review and comment.  As arsawide clearinghouse fof
regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and
programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regional
planning organization pursuant o state and federal laws and regulations. . Guidancs
provided by these reviews is Intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take
actiens that contribute to the attainment of regianal goals and policies.

It is recognized that the proposad Project considers the development of a water racyeling
facility for the City of Santa Paula. The proposed Praject is located at 903/905 Corparation
Street in the City of Santa Faula.

SCAG slaff has evaluated the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Paula
Water Recycling Facility for consistency with the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
(RCPG) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Draft EIR does nol include an analysis
of praject consistency with relevant and applicable policies of SCAG's RCPG and ATP, which
were outlined in our July 28, 2004 letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Draft EIR. .
It would be helpful if the Final FIR would provide a discussion and address the manner in which
the proposed Project is consistent with or detracts from the achievemant af RCPG and RTP
policies. SCAG's July 26, 2004 letter is attached for your [nformatian,

We expect the Final EIR 1o specifically cite the appropriate SCAG policies and address the
manner in which the Project is consistent with applicable core policies or supportive of
applicable ancillary. policies. Pleass uss our palicy numbers 1o refar 1o them in your Draft EIR.
Also, we would encourage you to use a side-by-side camparison of SCAG policles with a
discussion of the consistancy or support of the palicy with the proposed Project,

Based on the information provided in the Draft EiR, wa ars unable to determine whather the

Froject is consistent with SCAG policies, |f you have any quastions, please contact me at (213)
238-1867. Thank you.

nner
Intergovernmental Review

Atachmant: SCAG Letter, July 25, 2004

Comments on the Draft Enviranmental Impact Report for the Santa Paula Water -
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July 26, 2004

hr. Rene Salas

Deputy Diracior

Departrment of Public Works
City of Santa Paula

570 Vantura Street

Sania Paula, CA 83060

RE: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility — SCAG No. | 20040441

Daar Mr. Salas:

Thank you for submitiing the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact
Aeport for the Santa Paula Water Recyeling Facllity 1o SCAG for review and comment.
As areawide clearinghouse for regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews tha
sonsistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans. This activity is
based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to stale
and federal laws and regulations, Guidance provided by thase reviews |s intended to
assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regional goals and policies.

We have reviswed the Notice of Preparation, and have datsrmined that the proposed
Project is regionally significant per SCAG mandates that directly relate to the
palicies and strategies contzined in the Regional Comprehensive Plan. The
propased Project considers the consiruction of & water treatment facility with a capacity of
205 000 gallons per day. CEQA requires thal EIRs discuss any Inconsistencies between
the proposed project and the applicable general plans and regional plans (Section 15125
[d]). If thers are inconsislencies, an explanation and rationalization for such
inconsistencies should be provided.

Paolicies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional Transportation
Plan, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined in the attachment. We expect
the DEIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG policies and address the manner
in which ihe Project is consistent with applicable core policies or supportive of
applicable ancillary policies. Please use our policy numbers to refer to them in your
DEIR, Also, we would encourage you io use a side-by-side comparison of SCAG
policies with a discussion of the consistency or support of the policy with the
Proposed Project.

Please provide a minimum of 45 days for SCAG to review the DEIR when this document is
available. |f you have any guestions regarding the attached comments, please contact me
at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Faf MO, 8059334275 P, 03

T
M. SMITH, AICP '

Senior Regiopal Planner
Intergovernmenial Review
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DEC-14-2004 TUE 10:06 AM SANTA PAULA/PUBLIC WORKS

FAX NO. 8059334275 P

July 26, 2004
Mir. Hene Salas
Page 2
COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
SANTA PAULA WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
SCAG NO. | 20040441
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the development of a water recyeling facility for the City
of Santa Paula. The proposed Project is located at 903/905 Corporation Street in the
City of Santa Paula.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide (RCPG) contains the following policies that are particularly applicable and should
be addressed in the Draft EIR for the Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility.

303 The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transporiation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the regior’s growth
policies.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL
STANDARD OF LIVING s

The Growih Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to
stimulate the regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals
and does rot infer regional interference with local land use powers.

3.10 Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting
process to maintain econornic vitality and competitiveness.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL
QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining

. 04
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2004

Mr. Rene Salas

Page 3

the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

3.18

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental
impact.

Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals,

Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sifes.

Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
arsas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.

Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in ceriain locations, measures
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and fo
develop emergency response and recovery plans.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL. POLITICAL,
AND CULTURAL EQUITY

The Growth Management Geal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society, The evaluation of the
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is Intended guide direction for the
aceormnplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with
local land use powers.

3.27

Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop
sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible
and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social
services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has goals and policies that are

a1
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pertinent to this proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility with the
goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy
consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development pattems, and encouraging S3-19
fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and
commercial limitations, The RTP continues to support all applicable federal and state
laws in implementing the proposed project, Ameng the relevant goals and policies of the
RTF are the following:

Regional Transportation Plan Goals
. Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region.
Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region.

L]
+ Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system. S3-20
« Maximize the productivity of our transportation system.
« Protect the environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency.
. Encourage land use and growth patiems that complement our transportation
investments.
Regional Transportation Plan Policies
« Transporiation investments shall be based on SCAG's adopted Regional Performance
- Indicators.
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« Ensuring safety, adequate maintenance, and efficiency of operations on the existing
multi-modal transportation system will be RTP priorities and will be balanced against
the need for system expansion investments,

= RTP land use and growth strategies that differ from currenily expected trends will
require a collaborative implementation program that identifies required actions and
policies by all affected agencies and sub-regions.

« HOV gap closures that significantly increase transit and rideshare usage will be
supported and encouraged, subject to Policy #1.

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality Chapter core actions related to the proposed project includes:

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source
rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
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services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be
assessed.

Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider
air quality, land use, transporation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency arid minimize confiicts.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the nation's water; and, to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters,

11.06

11.07

11.08

Clean up the contamination in the region's major groundwater aquifers since ils
waler supply is critical to the long-terrn economic and environmental health of the
region. The financing of such clean-ups should leverage stale and federal
resources and minimize significant impacts on the local economy.

Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,
feasible. and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater
discharges, Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed.

Ensure wastewater treatment agency facility planning and facility development be
consistent with population projection contained in the RCPG, while taking into
account the need fto build wastewater treatment facilities jn cost-effective
increments of capacity, the need to build well enough in advance 1o reliably meet
unanticipated service and storm water demands, and the need to provide standby
capacily for public safety and environmental protection objectives.

CONCLUSIONS

All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts
associated with the proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required
by CEQA.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVEANMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency establishacd
under Califormia Govemment Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Geveramants (COG), a Regional Transponation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropalitan Flanning Crganization
(MPD). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibillties include the following:

SCAG iz designatad by the tederal government as the Begion's Metropalitan Flanning Organlzation and mandaled to
maintain @ continuing, cooperative, and comprehersive transporation planning process resulling in & Regional
Transportation Plan nd & Reglonal Transportation improvement Program pursuant to 23 ULS.C. '134, 48 ULS.C. '5301
gl seq., 23 C.F.F. '450, and 48 C.F.FL. ‘613, SCAG is aiso the designated Regional Transporiation Planning Agency,
and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTF) and Regional Transportation
Imprevement Program (ATIF) under Calilomia Govemment Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsibla for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, emplayment,
and transportation programs, measures, and stralegies portions of the South Ceast Alr Quality Managemant Plan,
pursuant to Calilarniz Health and Safsty Code Seclion 40460(b)-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. 'T504(a)
as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning fer ihe Central Coast and Southeast Deseart Air Basin District.

SCAG is responsible under the Foderal Clean Air Act for determining Confarmity ol Prejects, Plans and Frograms (o
tha State Implamemation Plan, pursuant to 42 11.5.C, Ta04.

S3-32
Pursuant to Calfomia Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG ls responsible for reviswing all Cengestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transpertation plans required by Section 65080 of the
Govemment Code, SCAG must alse evaluade the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the reglan.

SCADG iz the authorized regicnal agency for Inter-Governmenial Review of Pragrams proposed for federal financial
assisiance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-35 Review).

SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Environmental Impacts Aeports of
prajects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sections 15206 and 15125(h)].

Bursuant 1o 33 U.S.C. 1288(a)(2) {Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act), SCAG is the authorized
Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsibla for preparation of the Reglonal Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant io Calilomia Govemmen!
Code Section 66584(a),

SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Govemmants, the Sacramento Area Council of Govemments,
and 1he Association of Monterey Bay Area Govemments) for preparing the Seuthern Califernla Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant 1o Calitornia Health and 2afety Code Sechion 25138.3.

Aevised July 2001
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

S3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTSDATED 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. NoO 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 (Alternativesto the
Proposed Project) describes alternatives to the proposed project.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 17
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

S3-14

S3-15

S3-16

S3-17

S3-18

S3-19

S3-20

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.

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.

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 Digrict (VCWPD) to
ensure that flood flows are not impeded and/or redirected. Therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with this policy.

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.

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.

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

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

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 18
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S3-21

S3-22

S3-23

S3-24

S3-25

S3-26

S3-27

S3-28

S3-29

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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. Thedistribution list for the DEIR is provided in Attachment B.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with this policy.

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.

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.

The proposed project is consistent with Policy 11.07 of the Water Quality Chapter.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 19
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S3-30

S3-31

S3-32

Section 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in the DEIR addresses the issue of water
reclamation requirements and wastewater discharge in the region.

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.

Section 11.0 (Inventory of Mitigation Measures) in the DEIR provides an inventory of al
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).

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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@ WL 8 7 930
IGR/CEQA No. 041127AL, DEIR
TAlZasg Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility
Vic. VEN-126/FPM R10.36
SCH #: 2004071038
December 23, 2004

Ms. Rene Salas

Deputy Director of Public Works sS4
City of Santa Paula

Public Works Department

113 North Mill Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060

Dear Ms. Salas:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
envirommental review process for the above referenced project. The propoesed project is to
construct and operate a Water Recycling Facility and Corporation Yard.

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties. Please be
mindful that projects need to be designed to discharge clean run-off water,

Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which requires the
use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a Caltrans
transportation permit. We recommend that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak
commute periods, In addition, a truck/traffic construction management plan is needed for
this project. Thank you for the opportunity to have reviewed this project.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-3747 or Alan Lin the
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 041127AL.

Sincerely,

W Loy e T

CHERYL 1. POWELL
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

cc:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

"Calirans improves mobilty coross Californie®
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

A

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 7 DATED DECEMBER 23,
2004

Comments noted. No response necessary.

Storm water runoff impacts during construction and operation of the WRF and
Corporation Y ard 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.

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.

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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/“ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Los Angeles Region
Terry Tamminen . Over 51 Years Serving Coastal Los f'hngnlcs amdl Ventura Counties
Secratary for Reeipient of the 2001 Exvironmental Leadership Award from Keep Californin Beautifnl

Enviranmensal

PhniseHin 320°W, ath Sireet, Suite 200, Log Angeles, California 80013

Arnold Schwarzenegper
I::.'\'L'rn.?.r

Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6540 - Imigrnet Address: hupywww.swrch, ey govirmgebd
December 30, 2004

Rene Salas HECEWED

City of Santa Paula JAN 0

970 Ventura Strest o d 2005

Santa Paula, CA 93060 MY OF sanTA ppyy. S5
Dear Rene Salas,

Ee: CEQA Documentation for Project in the Santa Clars Watershed

Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility
SCH No. 2004071038

We appreciate the opportunity (0 comment on the CEQA documentation for the above-
mentioned project. For your information a list of permitting requirements and Regional Board
Contacts is provided in Attachment A hereto,

The project site lies in the Santa Clara watershed that was listed as being impaired pursuant to
Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act. Impairments listed in reaches downstream from the
propesed project include nutrients and their effects, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic
pesticides. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board will be developing Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the watershed, but the proposed project is expected to
proceed before applicable TMDLs are adopted. [n the interim, the Repional Board must carefully
evaluate the potential impacts of new projects that may discharge to impaired waterbodies.

Our review of your documehtation shows that it does not include information on how this project
will change the loading of these pollutants into the watershed. Please provide the following
additional information for both the construction and operational phases of the project.

 For each constituent listed above, please provide an estimate of the concentration (ppb)
and load (Ibs/day) from non-point and point source discharges.

e FEBstimates of the amount of additional runoff generated by the project during wet and dry
52a50NE,

¢ Estimate of the amount of increased or decreased percolation due to the project.

California Environmental Protection Agency

T
% Recyelud Paper
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Page 2 of 2 -2- December 30, 2004

* Estimates of the net change in cubic feet per second of groundwarer and surface warer S5-3
contributions under historic drought conditions (as compiled by local water purveyors,
the Department of Water Resources, and others), and 10-year 50-year, and | 00-vear
flood conditions.

The Upper Santa Clare River River has been subjected to significant urban development during
the past 10 years. Unfortunately very little water quality data has been collected in this area, S5-4
especially in comparison with data collected in the Lower Santa Clara River,

Additional waier quality data are necessary to evaluate the cumulative impacts of past
development and predict potential impacts of the subject project. Pollutants of concern include_ .
sediment, dissolved oxygen, pesticides, metals, and bioassessment.

S5-5

It you have any questions please call me at (213) 576 6683,

Sincerely,

Lo oo 4.

Elizabeth Erickson
Associate Geologist, TMDL Unit
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

EE

Artachments (1)
g8 = alw
State Clearinphouse
File

California Environmental Protection Agency
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ATTACHMENT A

v If the proposed project will result in @ discharge of dredge or fill into a surface water (including a dry streambed),
and is subject to a federal licenee or permit, the project may tequire a Section 401 Water Quality Cerdificalion, or
waiver of Wasts Discharge Requirements. For further information, please eontact:

Valerie Carille, Nonpoint Source Unit at (213) 676-6754.

¥ If the project involves Infand disposal of nonhazardous contaminated solls and materials, the proposed project
may be subject to Wasle Discharge Requirements. For furlher information, please centact

Rodney Nelson, Landiills Unit, at (213) B20-8118

e

¥ Iithe overall project area is larger than five acres, tha proposed project may b =ubject io the State Board's Genoral
Construction Activity Starm Water Permit. For further infarmation, please contact :

Tracy Woods, Statewide General Construction #-E‘-t;l'u'il'y' Siorm Water Penmits at (213) B20-2085

¥' |f the preject invohves 2 facility that is proposing 10 discharge storm water associated with industrlal activity (2.9.,
manufacturing, recycling and transportation faciiies, ete.), the facility m=y be subject to the Siate Board's General
Industrial Aciivities Storm Water Bermit. Eor furiher information, pleass caontact:

Kristie Chung, Statewlde General Industrial Storm Water Parmits at (213) 620-2283.

v"  |f the proposed project imvolvas requirements for new development and construction pertaining to municipal storm
water programs, f/ease contact

Dan Raduleseu, Municipal Starm \Water Permits, Los Angeles County &t (243) 620-2038;
Jeff Mack, Municipal Sterm Water Aermits, Ventura County at (213) B20-2121.

¥ The proposed project also shall comply with the local regulstions asscdated with the applicable Regional Board
stormwater permit

Los Angeles County and Ce-permiiees:

NPDES Mo, CASE14001

\Wasta Discharge Reguirements Ordar Mo, B6-054.

Long Beach County apd Co-permillees;

NFCES CAS004003

\\aste Dischargs Requiremenis Order No. 99-DE0.
\epwra County and Co-permitiees:

NEDES Mo, CAS004002 ;
\Waste Discharge Requiraments Order Mo, D0-108.

bl b

v I the proposed project involves any construction and/or llérﬂLlTll‘.‘iwalar dewatering to be discharged to surface
waters, the project may be subject 1o NPDESMWaste Dischange Requirements. For further information, please conlact

Augustine Anijielo, Genearal Permitling and Special Projects Unit at (213) F76-5657 (Al Region 4 Watersheds),

v’ If the proposed project involves any construction andior groundwaler dewatering to be discharged to land of
groundwatar, the project may be subject 1o Wasie Discharge Reguirements. For further information, please contack:

Kwang-il Lee, Mon-Chapter 15 Unit, at (212) 620-2269 (Al Region 4 Watersheds),

Revised ; Mareh 11, 2004
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S5 RESPONSESTO COMMENTSFROM 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.

SAts: 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
sdlts 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 Bacteriaz 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
wadtewater treatment facility. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in an adverse
impact related to coliform bacteria

Higoric Pegticides: Pedticides 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
pegticides. 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 gtructures and, therefore, subject to sorm water runoff. The proposed
project includes an on-site storm water retention basin intended to capture the first flush
during a sorm event. As a result, there would be no increase off site in polluted runoff
generated by the project. Likewise, the majority of the ssorm water generated on the site
would be directed to the adjacent percolation basins; thus there will be no change in natural
percolation of sorm water percolation due to the project.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 26
March 31, 2005



Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

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), atotal 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 gallonswould 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:

46114 Stormwater Basin

“As shown in Figures 4-6 through 4-8, a sormwater basin would be congructed on-site
within the WRF. The sormwater basin would be capable of capturing and retaining al on-
gite firg flush sormwater flows from the WRF and Corporation Yard. This facility would
have aone-half million gallon stcormwater 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 thereis aproportiona 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.

Available information was used for the analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed
WREF 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.

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 aresult of the proposed project is not necessary.
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v Division of Financial Assistance N\
Alun € Lloyd, Ph.D. 1001 1 Streer - Sacramento, Californie 95814 - (916) 341-5700 FAX (316) 441-5707 .
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-5-08
Mr, Rene Salas, Deputy Director of Public Worls Lad?,
City of Santa Paula
Public Works Department
113 North Mill Strest
Santa Paula. CA 93060

Digar Mr, Salas!

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR CITY OF SANTA PAULA
(CITY), WATER RECYCLING FACILITY (WRF) PROJECT ~ STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
(SCH) NO, 2004071038

Thank you for the opportunity to review the shove document. 'We understand that the City will
be seeking a State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan from the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), Division of Financial Assistance (Division) to assist in financing the proposed
project. As a funding agency, the SWRCE will be 2 responsible agency pursuant to the
Celiformia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and must consider the information in the
envirenmental document prepared for the project when deciding whether to approve funding for
the proposed project.

S6-1

Please provide us with a copy of: (1) the Final EIR, (2) the resolution certifying the EIR and
making CEQA findings, including the required Statement of Overriding Considerations for
identified significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, (3) all comments received during
the review period and your responses to those comments, (4) the adopted Mitigation Monitoring
Plan, and (5) the Notice of Datermination filed with the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research when it becomes available, In addition, we would appreciate notices of any hearing or
meeting held regarding environmental review of the project.

S6-2

The Division is required to consult directly with federal agencies responsible for implementing
federal enpvironmental laws and regulations for projects that invelve ap SEF loan, since it is
partially funded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Accordingly, please mail us eight
(8) copies of the Draft EIR so that we can initiate this process. We will send you copies of any
comments we receive during the review period for your response. 1t is important to note that
SRF loan projects are subject to provisions of the federal Endangerad Species Act and must
obtain a Section 7 clearance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) prior to a loan
commitment.

S6-3

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr. Salas 3

SRF projects must also comply with federal laws pertaining to cultural resources, particularly
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. For projects intended to receive SRF
assistance, please contact our Cultural Resources Officer, Ms. Cookie Hirn, at (918) 341-5690 to
initiate the Section 106 process. She will consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) on your behalf at several points in the process. She will also work with your agency and
the SHFO to establish your project's Area of Potential Effects (APE). Afier the APE is
established, please prowvids documentation of the following: (1) background research for cultural SI
resources, including a records search with the California Historical Resources Information
System, consultation with interested Native Americans, local historical socisties, and any other
interested parties; and (2) & ficld survey by a qualified archaenlogist and, if appropriate; historical
specialist, Additional submittals may be required to documentresource significance and/or -
project effects. When adequate information hae been submitted, Ms. Hirn will review it for
Section 106 compliance and will r&quest concurence from the SHPO that the Section 106
process has been completed.

We appreciate your efforts in preparing a document that follows our environmental guidelines

3 S6-5
and meets our requirements for the SRF loan program.
The following are my specific comments regarding the Draft EIR:
1. Page 4-24 of the Draft EIR discusses a 32" high, 150" diameter recycled water reservoir
capable of storing one {o five million gallons of Title 22 unrestricted use water. Page 4-23
states that the recycled water reservoir is one of three disposal options considered in this S6-6

Draft EIR. Although ineluded in Figures 6, 7, and § of the Initial Study, the reservoir was not
included in Figures 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 of the Draft BIR. Has this reservoir been climinated as
an option? Ifnot, where on the project site will the reservoir be located? Will hoth the
percolation ponds and reservoir be built?

Table 5.6-2 hists under “Common Ouidoor Activities” a Gas Lawn Mower at three feet with a S6-7

noise level of both 85 dBA and 70 dBA. Please clarify which is the correct noise level.

3. Please address the human risk (west nile virus, stc,) associated with mosquitoes breeding in
the percolation ponds and oxidation ponds, if applicable, and whar will be done to decrease
this risk. In addition, address the potential for avian disease (e.g. fowl cholera and batulism)
associated with open ponds and the dangers of attracting waterfow! to airport areas.

4. Since the project may involve conversion of agricultural land, the City may also need to
prepare a Farmland Impact Conversion Analysis. Contact the U.S. Namral Resources S6-9
Conservation Service for more information on this issue.

I

S6-8

California Environmental Protection Agency

@ Recyeled Paper



floresj
S6-9

floresj
S6-8

floresj
S6-7

floresj
S6-6

floresj
S6-5

floresj
S6-4

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj


JAN-12-2005 WED 0B:48 AM SANTA PAULA/PUBLIC WORKS  FAN NO. B059334275 P 05

; s R
L;AM d ARl

Mr. Salas -

5. If'the City decides to terminate or decrease the level of treated effluent discharged to the
Santa Clara River via the existing outfall pipe, the nearby southern willow scrub riparian
habitat would be modified and degraded. This, in tun, would have adverse and significant S6-10
impacts on the Least Bell's Vireo, a federally endangered species. If this project “may
adversely affect” the Least Bell's Vireo, formal federal consultation with the USFWS may be
necessary. Formal consultation culminates in & biological opinion issued by the USFWS.

If you have any questions regarding the environmental review of this project, please contact me S6-11
at (916) 327-9117.

Sincerely,

Environmental Scientist

ce: Mr. Raymond Jay
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Environmental Protection Agency
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S6

S6-1

S6-2

S6-5

S6-6

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE WATER RESOURCES
CONTROL BOARD DATED JANUARY 6, 2005

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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.

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.

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 (Volumel ).

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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.

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

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 aguatic 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
aguatic 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 humansis 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 nhumbers of
birds (e.g., 10-20 individuals) and would be anticipated to utilize the ponds infrequently
(e.g., seasondlly).

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. *

The Federal Aviation Adminigtration’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. 1n 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.

! Source: http://cahfs.ucdavis.edu/diseaseinfo/cholera-e.pdf and http://mww.nwhc.usgs.gov/facts/avian.html,
accessed on March 13, 2005.
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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.? 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 awestern gull (Larus occidentalis).

Waterfow! 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 Californiaarea. Asfar
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
atractants 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 hazardsto 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,
blackbirdg/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
specieswould 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. Dueto 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 a 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.ntsh.gov/ntsh/Response2.asp, accessed February 28, 2005).
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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 arisk 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.

Comments noted. The City will coordinate with the United States Natural Resources
Conservation Service concerning the preparaion 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.

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 impactsto the least Bell’ s vireo (LBV) from modificationsin
the quantities of treated effluent digposed 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.

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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City of Santa Paula
070 Yenrra Smeet
Zanta Paula, CA 93060

Subject: Saata Pacla Water Recycling Facllity
SCH#: 2004071038

Dzar Rens Salas:

The State Clearinghouse subminsd the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for revisw, On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note fhat the Clearinghoust hes listed the state agensies that
reviewad your document. The review period closed on January 5, 2005, and the comments from the S7-1
responding 2gency (ieg) is (are) enclosed. IF this comment package is not in grder, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please rafer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence 50 thal we mey respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104 {c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

»A rasponsible or other public agency shall only make substantive commenis regarding those
setivities invalved in 2 project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carriad eut ot approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supporied by
specific documentation.”

S7-2

These comments are forwarded for use preparing your final environmeatal document, Should youneed
mare informatien or clarification of the snclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the S7-3
commenting ag=acy directly.

This leter acknowledzes that you have complisd with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
epviranmmental documents, pursuant 1o the Califarmia Environmental Quality Act. Pleasé contact the Sie | S7-4
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental revisw Process,

Sincerely,

W
Terry Roo¥ris
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enelosures
co: Resourccs Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. B0 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNLA 05812-3048
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Santa Clara Rivar

Project Issues

Alr Quality; Archasclogic-Historlc: Drainage/Absarplian; Flood Plaln/Flooding; Gediogic/Saismic:
Minerals; Noise; Public Sarvices; Recroation/Parks; Sall Eroston/Compaction/Grading:
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Department af Water Resources; Caltrans, Dlvision of Agronaulics] Caltrans, District 7, Department aof
Upzltn Services; Slate Watar Resources Contro! Board, Clean Water Frogram; State Water
Rasources Control Board, Division of Water Quality; Reglonal Water Quality Centrol Board, Region 4;
Department of Toxic Substancas Contral: Califormia Enargy Commission; Native Amearican Heritage
Commiaslon

Date Recelvod

11/0B/2004 Start of Review 11/08/2004 End of Review 01/05/2005
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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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Rene Sulas Ey

City of Santa Paula :
970 Veolua Sneet \ 88

Santa Paula, CA 53060

Subjeet: Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility
SCH#: 2004071038

Dear Bene Salas:

The encloszd comument {5} on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state review period, which closed on Janupry 5, 2003, We are forwarding these comments o you

bucause they provide information or vaise {ssues that should be addressed in your final environmental S8-1
docurmeni.

The California Environmenta! Quality Act does niot require Lead Agencies to respond to [ate comments.
However, we eneourage you to Incomporate these additional comnments into your final environmental . §8-2
document and to consider them prior to laking final action on the proposed praject.

Please contact the Stare Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the

anvironmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to S8-3
the ten-digit State Cleannghouse number (2004071038) when contacting this office.

/gﬁ:%{q
Terry Roberts
Seniar Planner, State Clearinghouse

Sinzerely,

Enclosures

cc: Resources Azency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O.BOX 304 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA §5212-1044
TEL (91634450613 FAN (916) 3233018 www.opr.ca.pov
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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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Mr. Rene Salas, Project Manager

City of Santa Paula S9
870 Ventura Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060

Subject: Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) — SCH# 2004071038, Ventura County

Dear Mr, Salas:

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource
Protection (Division) has reviewed the DEIR for the referenced project. The
Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers
the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural
land conservation programs. We apologize for this late submission but call
your attention fo issues involving Williamson Act contracted land.

Proiect Description

The project is the construction of a new Santa Paula Water Recyeling
Facility (WRF} to meet wastewater demands of the City of Santa Paula's
(City) 2020 forecasted population. The existing wastewater treatment
plant would be demolished at a future date. The WRF would be
constructed immediately adjacent west and southwest of the existing site.

P. 02/12

The proposed site lies in Ventura County within the City's sphere of
influence,

The project inr:luda;s 12 acres for the WRF, 28 acres for percolation ponds
and eight acres for a Corporation Yard. The project site is located in an
active agricultural E:nrea that currently produces citrus, row crops and cut
flowers. One of the parcels involved (APN 0939-0-080-035) is enforceably
restricted by a Willlamson Act contract, Approximately 23 contracted
acres are proposed for project development. Project land is designated

Prime Farmland. The City will eventually seek annexation of the land.

S9-1

S9-2

S9-3
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Mr. Rene Salas
January 21, 2005
Page 2

The project site was identified in the City's 1998 General Plan (GP) as the West Area 2
expansion area. The GP Final EIR determined that impacts on agricultural resources in
West Area 2 would be significant despite mitigation, a determination that the DEIR S9-4
applies to this project. However, no mitigation measures beyond those identitied for air
guality and hydrology and water quality are discussed or proposed (5.2.5 Mitigation
Measures).

Williamson Act Land

The Department recommends that the following information be included in the FEIR
regarding Williamson Act land impacted by the project. I

As a general rule, land can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract only through the
nine-year nonrenewal process. Immediate termination via cancellation is reserved for
“extraordinary”, unforeseen situations (See Sierra Club v. City of Hayward (1981) 28
Cal.3d 840, 862-855). Furthermore, it has been held that "cancellation is inconsistent | S9-5
with the purposes of the (Williamson) act if the objectives to be served by cancellation
should have been predicted and served by nonrenewal at an earier time, or if such
objectives can be served by nonrenewal now" (Sierra Club v. City of Hayward).

» If cancellation is proposed, notification must be submitted to the Department when
the County or City accepts the application as complete (Government Code
§51284.1). The board or council must consider the Department's comments prior to
approving a tentative cancellation. Required findings must be made by the board or
council in order to approve tentative cancellation. Cancellation invalving FS2 S9-6
contracts include additional requirements. We recommend that the DEIR include
discussion of how cancellations involved in this project would meet required
findings. However, notification must be submitted separately from the CEQA
process and CEQA documentation. (The notice should be mailed ta Darryl Young,
Director, Department of Conservation, ¢/o Division of Land Resource Protection,
801 K Street M3 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.)

» Pursuant to Government Code §51243, if a city annexes land under Williamson Act
contract, the city must succeed to all rights, duties and powers of the county under
the contract unless conditions in §51243.5 apply to give the city the option to not
succeed to the contract. A Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) must
notify the Department within 10 days of a city's proposal ta annex land under S9-7
contract (Government Code §56753.5). A LAFCO must not approve a change to a
sphere of influence or annexation of contracted land to a city unless specified
conditions apply (Government Code §§512096.3, 56426, 56426.5, 56749 and
56856.5).
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Mr. Rene Salas
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Page 3

« Termination of a Williamson Act/FSZ contract by acqguisition can only be
accomplished by a public agency, having the power of eminent domain, for a public
improvement. The Department must be notified in advance of any proposed public
acquisition (Government Code §51280 - 51292), and specific findings must be
made. The property must be acquired in accordance with eminent domain law by
eminent domain or in lieu of eminent domain in order to void the contract (§51295). S9-8
The public agency must consider the Department's comments prior to taking action
on the acquisition. School districts are precluded from acquiring land under FSZ
contract. We recommend discussion in the DEIR of whether such action is
envisioned by this project and how the acquisition will meet the required findings.
However, notification must be submitted separately from the CEQA process and
CEQA documentation to the address noted above. .

| any part of the site is to continue under contract, or remain within an agricultural
preserve, after project completion, the DEIR should discuss the proposed uses for
those lands. Uses of contracted and preserve land must meet compatibility S9-9
standards identified in Gavernment Code §51238 - 51238.3, 51296.7. Otherwise,
contract lermination (see above) must occur prior to the initiation of the land use, or
the preserve must be disestablished.

* An agricultural preserve is a zone authorized by the Williamson Act, and established
by the local government, to designate land qualified to be placed under contract,
Preserves are also intended to create a setting for contract-protected lands that is
conducive to continuing agricultural use. Therefore, the uses of agricultural
preserve land must be restricted by zoning or other means so as not to be
incompatible with the agricultural use of contracted land within the preserve
(Government Code §51230). The DEIR should also discuss any proposed general
plan designation or zoning within agricultural preserves affected by the project.

S9-10

Mitigation Measures

Although the DEIR states that impacts to agricultural resources are significant despite
mitigation, no mitigation measures beyond those identified for air quality and hydrology
and water quality are discussed or proposed (5.2.5 Mitigation Measures). [f the
intention is to utilize mitigation measures from the City's GP FEIR, those measures S9-11
should be presented in the DEIR and re-circulated for public review. If mitigation
measures have not been proposed or adequately considered for the significant impacts
to agriculiural resources from this project, it would appear that CEQA requirements
have not been satisfied, as explained below.

The Department encourages the use of agricultural conservation easements on land of
at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
land. If a Williamson Act contract is terminated, or if growth inducing or cumulative
agricultural impacts are involved, we recommend that this ratio be increased. We S9-12
highlight this measure because of its acceptance and use by lead agencies as
mitigation under CEQA. It follows a rationale similar to that of wildlife habitat mitigation
under the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).
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The loss of agricultural land represents a permanent reduction in the State's agricultural
land resources. Agricultural conservation easements will protect a portion of those S9-13
remaining resources and lessen project impacts in accordance with CEQA Guideline
§158370. It may be feasible to combine habitat and continued agriculture under the
HCP.

Mitigation using agricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least
two alternative approaches: the outright purchase of easements or the donation of
mitigation fees to & local, regional or statewide organization or agency whose purpose S9-14
includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural conservation easements. The
conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at |east regional
significance, and the search for replacement lands conducted regionally or statewide,
and nol limited strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.

Other forms of mitigation may be appropriate for this project, including the following:

» Protecting farmland in the project area or elsewhere in the County through the use S9-15
of less than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland
Security Zone contracts (Government Code §512396 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson
Act contracts (Government Code §51200 et seq.).

« Directing a mitigation fee to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the
remaining agricultural land in the project area, County or region through a mitigation S9-16
bank that invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies, marketing, etc.

« The Department also has available listing of approximately 30 “conservation tools”
that have been used to conserve or mitigate project impacts on agricultural land. S9-17
This compilation report may be requested from the Division at the address or phone
number below.

Although the direct conversion of agricultural land and other agricultural impacts are
often deemed to be unavoidable by an agency's CEQA analysis, mitigation measures
must nevertheless be considered, The adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Consideration does not absalve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible
mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. A principal purpose of an EIR is to present a
discussion of mitigation measures in order to fully inform decision-makers and the
public about ways to lessen a project's impacts. In some cases, the argument is made
that mitigation cannot reduce impacts to below the level of significance because
agricultural land will still be converted by the project, and, therefore, mitigation is not
required. However, reduction to a level below significance is not a criterion for
mitigation. Rather, the criterion is feasible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts.
Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15370, mitigation includes measures that "avoid,
minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, or campensate" for the impact. For example,
mitigation includes "Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the actior
and its implementation (§15370(b))" ar "Compensating for the impact by replacing or
providing substitute resources or environments (§16370(e))."

S9-18
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All measures ostensibly feasible should be included in the DEIR. Each measure should
be discussed, as well as the reasoning for selection or rejection. A measure brought ta| S9-19
the attention of the Lead Agency should not be left out unless it is infeasible on its face.

Finally, when presenting mitigation measures in the DEIR, it is important to note that
mitigation should be specific, measurable actions that allow monitoring o ensure their | S9-20
implementation and evaluation of success. A mitigation consisting only of a statement
of intention or an unspecified future action may not be adequate pursuant to CEQA.

Infarmation about agricultural conservation easements, the Willlamson Act and
provisions noted above is available on the Department's website or by contacting the S9-21
Division at the address and phone number listed below. The Depariment's website
address is: } ' ' .

http://www.conservation.ca.qov/dirp/index.htm

Thank you for the apportunity to comment on this DEIR. The Department looks forward
to receiving a copy of a re-circulated DEIR or, pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21092.5(a), a copy of the FEIR. The Department looks forward to receliving your
response, including a copy of the DEIR. If you have questions on our comments or
require technical assistance or information on agricultural land conservation, please
contact Bob Blanford at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento, California 95814: or,
phone (916) 327-2145.

S9-22

Sincerely,

're - — ol
Lein - DV p T
Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director
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SO

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.

$O-1

$O-2

$9-3

S9-4

Comments noted. No response necessary.
Comments noted. No response necessary.
Comments noted. No response necessary.

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.

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,

"(21) '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 §851291(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
851290(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 (851291(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 (851291(b)).
"No public agency or person shall locate a public improvement within an agricultural
preserve unless the following findings [emphasis added] are made (851292):"

"(a) Thelocation is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of acquiring
land in an agricultural preserve (851292(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 (851292(a)(b))."
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S9-7

S9-9

SO-10

SO-11

S9-12

S9-13

SO-14

SO-15

The contract shall be terminated when land is acquired by eminent domain or in lieu
of eminent domain (851295).

The Department and city or county shall be notified before project completion of any
proposed, significant changes to the public improvement (851291(d)).

The Department shall be notified within 10 working days upon completion of the
acquisition (851291(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 regtrictive as that provided by the Williamson Act
(851295).

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

The mitigation measures identified for agricultural resources in the City’s Genera 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 Y ard EIR be re-circulated.
Comments noted. Refer to response S9-11, above.

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

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

Comments noted. Refer to response S9-11, above.
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$9-16 Comments noted. Refer to response S9-11, above.
SO-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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county of ventura
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Planning Division
Christophar Stephens

Director

@

January 5, 2005

Rene Salas

Deputy Director of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

Public Works Department

113 North Mill Street R1
Santa Paula, CA 93060

FAX # 805-525-3742
Subject: Santa Water Recycling Facility: Draft EIR

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document,
Attached are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of
the subject document.

Your proposed responses to these comments should be sent directly to the commenter,
with a copy to Carl Morehouse, Ventura County Planning Division, L1740, 800 S.
Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009.

If you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall questions may be directed fo Carl Morehouse at
(805) 654-2476.

Sincerely,

ChriStopher Stighens
County Planning Director

IWarking Fiies\MOREHCC\Ouiside Env. Docs\Rasponse Lellers\SantaPaula 04-087-1
Attachment

County RMA Reference Number 04-061-1

BOO South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93008 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-2508

Frintad on Recyciad Papar

R1-1

R1-2

R1-3
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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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FROM:
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COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION
MEMORANDUM

January 4, 2005

R2

Carl Morehouse

£

Bruce Smith, Manager, General Plan Section

SUBJECT: Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility, Draft EIR; RMA 04-061-1

In reviewing the above referenced document, it appears that this Division's comments
of August 2, 2004 are not reflected in the document at all. This either means that the
comments were never received by the consuitant, or they were not recognized as of
merit. In either regard, they are absent from the comments received section of the
Technical Appendices. To reiterate our points from before, the only areas that we would
recommend for change, and added precision of the documnent, are the following.

8

On Figure 4-9 (page 4-25 of Volume |) it appears that one of the parcels is
mislabeled. The second, northernmost parcel from the west appears in the
County's data base as 099-0-030-345. It seems that this parcel accidentally
got labeled with the same parcel number as the parcel to the west, (The
westernmost one Is correct.)

On page 21 of the Initial Study Checklist, now located in Volume Il Technical
Appendices, under Item X. a., the paragraph indicates, in the second
sentence, that “none of the APN’s potentially affected by the proposed project
are currently zoned Mineral Resource Protection (MRP).” Our records
indicate that the southernmaost parcels, 099-0-080-035 and 099-0-080-215
both are zoned "A-E/MRP Overlay”. The MRP overlay portion, however, is
only applied to the portions closest to the river.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIR.

Iwarking files\morehac\nutslde anv. docs\s p. water plant memo 2.dac

Location # 1740
800 South Victorla Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009

R2-1

R2-2

R2-3
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

R2

R2-1

R2-2

R2-3

R2-4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY DATED JANUARY 4, 2005

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

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

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 thisZone is”

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT ;
Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division  JUL ¢ 9 26¢4
MEMORANDUM

DATE: Tuly 28, 2004 R3

TO: Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Artention:  Carl Morehouse

FROM:  Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director I

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a DEIR for the construction of the City of Santa Panla Water
Recycling Plant (WRP) located sast of Todd Lane and immediately south of SR 126
within fhe unincorporated arca of Ventura County and within the City of Santa Paula
sphere of influence boundary.

Applicant:  City of Santa Panla

970 Ventura Street, Santa Paula

Contact: Rene Salas, Deputy Director, Public Works
Lead Agency: City of Santa Paula

The Transportation Department has reviewed the subject Initial Study & Notice of Preparation ofa

DEIR for the subject project, The project will involve Water Recycling Plant (WRF) at 2 new R3-1
location east of Todd Lane and immediately south of SR 126. We offer the following comments:

1. ‘We concur with the comments in the Initial Study Notice of Preparzation (NOP) for tae Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for those areas under the purview of the Transportation
Department,

R3-2

2 The initial study indicated that this project would generate traffic. The DEIR should also
inchide the projest spesific impact and mitigation measures for the impacts of additional
ADT, including construction refated trucks, due to this project on Ventura Countylocalroads | R3-3
and intersections, in particular on Telegraph Road. Truck routes for the construction ofthis
projest should be identified in the DEIR.

3. Califoraia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the evaluation of cumplative mpacts
when they are signifieant [PRC 15130 (a)]. The cumulative impact which results from the
incremental impact of traffic generated by this project, when added to other closely related R3-4
past, present, and reasonably foresceable probable future projects maybe individually munor,
but colleetively significant over a peried of time.
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The County of Venmra did prepare a "Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program Engineering
Report” dated October 2001. The purpose of the Engineering Report is to provide
documentation for revisiot to County Ordinance Code seotion 8601-0, et seq. in accordance
with Government Code section 66000 et seq. (AB1600). It is also intended to provide
technical support for reciprocal traffic impact agreements between each city in Ventura
County and the County of Ventura, It is further intended to advise each city, municipal
agengy, business or trade organization and the public in general, of the process used to
develop the County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinance.

The Engineering Report finds and identifies cortain roads i the County Regional Road
Network, as defined by the County General Plan, that will degrade toan unacceptable Level
of Service (LOS) dug to cumulative traffic generated by past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects approved by the City of Satita Paula and others. Thisis
2 qubstantial traffic increase in relation to the existing strect and traffic load and capacity of
the Repional Road Network and a potentially significant adverse project impact if not
mitigated to a Less then Significant level.

CEQA provides for mitigation of significant project impaets by compensation of the impact
to replace or provide substituts resources. The County Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance

(County Ordinance Cade section 8601-0 et seq.) does provids a method to provide suhstitute

resources by payment of & fraffic impact fee designed to provide a method of fandmg
improvements to the Regional Road Network caused by the cumulative impact of this project
and reasonably foreseeahle probable future projects approved by the cities.

The Board of Supervisors by adaption of Ordinance 4246 repealed existing Chapter 6
(commencing with section 8601-0) of the Venture Coonty Ordinance Code and
accompanying resolution on November g, 2001. Ordinance 4246 became effective on
TJanuary §, 2002.

Rased on the fee schedule established in accordance with County Ordinance Code 8601-0 et
seq. for the area idantified in the Ordinance as the Santa Paula Impact Fee District the
amount of TIMF will be $37.61 per ADT generated by the project.

The City may propose to mitigate the cumulative project impacts on the County Repgional
Road Network to a Less than Significant level, by the methodology deseribed in the County
Oudinance and Engineering Report, of an altemate methodology which can be shown to
result in mitigation of the cumulative traffic impacts of this project on the County Regional
Road Network to a Less than Significant level, providing such elternate methodology 1s
satisfactory to the County.

If the project cumulative impacts are not mitigated by payment of 8 traffic mitigation fee,
current General Plan policy will require County opposiiion to this project.

The County Transportation Department hereby requests that a copy of sny Tesponse to oup
comments, advice of future meetings at which this projest may be discussed or approved,

F.EEo1l
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notice of availability of any final snvironmental or project approval documents and notice of
determination be furnished to: :

County of Ventura
Public Works Agency R3-12
Director, Transportation Department
300 8. Victoris Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1600

Our review is limited to the impacts this praject mey have on the County's Regional Road Network.

Please call me at 654-2080 if you have questions,

FitrmurparLanDavidon_Counfyiss Sants Porala doos=
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R3

R3-1

R3-2

R3-3

R3-4

R3-5

R3-6

R3-7

R3-8

R3-9

R3-10

R3-11

R3-12

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA PUBLIC
WORKSAGENCY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT DATED JULY 28, 2004

Comments noted. Refer to responses to comments R3-2 to R3-12, below.
Comments noted. No response necessary.

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

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

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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.

Section 5.4 in the DEIR provides a mitigation measure for traffic related impacts.
I mplementation 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.

Comments noted. No response necessary.

As discussed on page 5.4-13 in the DEIR, the operation of the proposed project will
result in the addition of atotal 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.”

Asdiscussed 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
facilitiesinthe area. Therefore, no mitigation is required.

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

Comments noted. NoO response necessary.
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VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 1yt 2 3 2004
Memorandum
; . : R4
TO: Carl Moreghouse, Plantung DATE: July 21, 2004

EROM:  AndyBrown -P*E’

SUBJECT: Request for review of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Santa
Paula Water Resycling Facility’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
City of Santa Paula (Refercnce Ne. 04-061)

Project Description

District staff has reviewsd the subject project NOF of a Drafi EIR for the proposed Santa
Pauls Water Recycling Pacility (WRF). The City of Santa Paula has conducted an Tmtial R4-1
Study (IS) for this project and determined that an EIR, is necessary.

Existing Facilities

The exigting Santa Paula Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) was built in 1938 and -
employs trickling filfer technology fo frest the City's wastewater needs. Despite upgrades, the
plant’s facilities are aging, with major equipment and unit process structures reaching the end
of their ngeful lives. T addition, trickling filter technology is nat ahle to meet the new
srestment requirgments imposed by the Reglonal Water Quality Control Board (RWQCE) on R4-2
October 8, 2003, The City of Santa Paula must either modify the cxisting WWTP or construct
a new plant 1o mest the new water quality requirements by September 10, 2008. The existing
Santa Paula WWTP’s current average day dry weather flow (ADDWF) capacity is 2.2 million
gallons per day (MGD). The plan’s peak wet weather flow (FPWWEF) is 4.4 MGD.

The existing Corporate Yard was built in the 1960"s and has not been expanded to meet the
City’s growing public facility maintenance needs. The current Scility is severely constrained R4-3
due to its size and does not provide sufficient space for the maintenance and work activities
required to meet the City Public Warks Department’s needs.

Proposed Facilities

The proposed new Santa Paola WRP would be designed to accommodate in ADDWEF of 4.62
MGD. The plant is anticipated to include the following treatment processes and facilities:
Influent Pump Station; Headwork’s Facilities; Primary Clarification; Odor Control Facilitics; R4-4
Four-Stage Activated Sludgs, Oxidation Ditch, or Membrane Bie Reaetor, Secondary
Clarification; Tertiary Filtration; Dis infection (Ultra Violet and Sodivm Hypochlorite): Sludge
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Pape 2
Thickening; Aerobic Digestion or Anaerobic Digestion; Mechanical Sludge Dewatering, R4-4

Percolation Ponds: Recycled Water Reservoir/Pump Station; Standby Power (Emetgency
Generator); and a 15,000 square foot Control Building with Operations Laboratory.

The proposed Corporate Yard would include a two-stary, 12,000 square foot administrative
building. Additional facilities onsite would include & one-story, 1,600 square foot vehicle R4-5
maintenance area containing four work bays, an enclosed chermical storage srea, covered
material storage areas, and 25 covered parking spaces for City vehicles.

The NOP also indicates that an earthen dike would be constructed along the southern
boundary of the WRE. The earthen dike wonld be 5 feet high. 10 feet wide, and extend R4-6
approximately 3,000 feet.

Construction of the proposed WRF would also requirs extending the existing 36+inch
diameter sewer main (serving the existing WWTP site), approximately 1,000 to 1,500 feet,
southwest to the new treatment plant site. The existing sewer line extending to the ¢urrent
treatment plant site would be capped. Also onsite, a 32 foot high, 130-foot diameter recycled R4-7
water reservoir capable of storing ons to five million gallons of water would be built. This
reservoir would zllow stomge of recycled water during Storm evenis, or during rehabilitation
and maintepance of the onsite percolation ponds.

After the initial site preparation, including rough grading, construction of the plant facilities is
anticipated 1o take about 18 months to complete, Preliminary earthwork requirements indicate
that & total of 77,000 cubie yards (CY) of soil would nead to be excavated. The entire 77,000
CY of excavated material would be used to construct the earthen dike, Construction of the R4-8
percolation ponds would require 8 fotal of 160,000 CY of soil be excavated. Of this amount, a
total of 80,000 CY would be reused onsitc and compacted fo fill in the excavated arcas
comprising the percolation ponds. The remaining 0,000 CY wauld be exported offsite or
used onsits as needod.

Project Location

The proposed WRF and Corporate Yard would be construcied on & site immediately adjacent

(west) and southwest of the existing plant site. The site would cover approximately 40-acres. R4-9
The existing WWTP and Corporate Yard are located at 905 and 503 Corporation Strect

respectively, in the City of Santa Paula.

W%MMMMM

APCD staff recornmends that the gir quality section of the Draft EIR be prepared m

accordance with the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (2003 Guidelines). R4-10
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Page 3
Please note that the 2003 Cuideliries is the current advisory docmment for preparing eir quality R4-10

evaluations of environmental documents.

The air quality assessment should consider Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and Nitrous
Oxides (NOy) emissions from all project-related motor vehicle trips. Additionally, the air
quality assessment should consider potential impacts from fugitive dust, including PMjy that
will ba generated by construction activities. A copy of the 2003 Guidelines can be accessed R4-11
£om the downloadable materials section of the APCD website at www . veaped. oriz.

Local Air Quality Impects

APCD recormmends that the Draft EIR discuss potential local air quality impacts, gnd provids
appropriate mitigation mezsures, if any are projected to be significant. For example,
constraction activities associated with this project, such es demolition, grading, excavetion,
and dirt transfer will generate fugitive dost. Additionally, the Draft EIR should discuss zuy R4-12
potential edor concems assoeiated with the proposed WRF mmd determine if they would be
significant. Appropriate mitigation measures should be provided fo reduce any potential
significant odor concerns to & less than i gnifieant level.

AQMP Consisteney

The Draft EIR should address the project’s consistency with the Ventura County Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMT). A project that is determined to be inconsistent with the AQMP is RA-13
also deteymined to have a significant cumulative adverse air quality impact. Chapter 4 — Air )
Quality Management Plan Consistancy, of the District's 2003 Guidslines, provides guidance
on determining 2 project’s AQMP consistency.

ieation 28

If the project is determined to have a significant fupact on regional and/or local air quality,
{he Druft EIR shonld include all feasible mitigation measures, including project design
Features. Chapter 7 of the District’s 2003 Guidelines discusses g number of mitigation R4-14
measures that may be appropriate for this project. Tn addition, the Distdict sncourages other
mitigation measures not currently included in the 2003 Guidelines be considered.

The Dreft EIR should explicitly state that air quality mitigation roeasures would be
implemented unless 2 feasibility analysis shows them to be infeasible or other, more effective,
air quality mitigation measures become available and are applied to (ke project, All of the R4-15
mitigation measures and project design elements that are incorporated into the project should
be considered when evaluating and presenting the air quality impacts of thes project in the
Draft EIR. Mitigation of the project’s impacts shall apply to all portions of the praject.
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Susta Paula Water Recycling Facility/04-061
Tuly 22, 2004
Pagrd

General Conformity

This project may be subject to the requirements of the federal General Conformity rule. On
Neovember 23, 1993, a fedetal nile sntitlad “Detenmining Conformity of General Federal
Actions to State or Federal Jraplementation Plans” was published in fhe Federal Register.
This rule, also called “general conformity,” states that a federal agency may not “engage in,
support in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve auy
activity which does pot eonforn to applicable implementation plan.”’ In Ventura County,
the applicable implementation plan is the Ventura County Awr Quality Management Plan.

R4-16

The general conformity Tule applies to faderal netions that are: 1) needed on projects equaling
ar exceeding 25 tons per year of volatile otganic compouads (VOC) or oxides of nitrogen
(NOy); 2) not covered by the federal Transportation Conformity rule; and, 3) not exempted
under a “presumed to canform” action listed in the rule.

R4-17

Examples of federal actions suhject to the general conformity mile include Army Corps of
Engineer permits, wastewater treafment plant construction or expansions, and new airports of
airport expansions. Examples of federal actions not subject to the general conformity rule R4-18
include permit renewals, planning activities, rontine maintenance and repair activities, actions
subject to waneportation conformity, and activities with emissions below the gencral

confarmity de minimis threshold of 25 tons per year of ROC or NOx.

District staff'is providing this information since {his project may be subject to the federal
conformity rale. The general conformity rule applies only to federal agencies and is not part
of the CEQA environmental review process. 1f the project is subject to the general conformity | R4-19
rale, the federal agency, and not your ageacy, is responsible for canducting the conformity
analysis, Since information collected for the CEQA process Canl be uged for the federal
conformity analysis, coordination betwgen yout agency and the federal agency may provent
time delays and duplication of effarts.

If you have further questions regarding general conformity and ifs applicability, pleasc contact
Ben Cacatian of the APCD by telephone at (R05) §45-1428 or by email at ben@lv ore, R4-20
1 you have any questions, contact me by telephone at (805) $45-1439 or by email at
andy(@lvcaped.OLE.
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

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. NoO response necessary.

R4-3 Comments noted. NoO response necessary.

R4-4 Comments noted. NoO 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 (NOy) 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 PM o,
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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GOUNTY OF VENTURA
PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
Watershed Protection District
Watar Resources Division

MEMORANDUM
July 20, 2004

To: Carl Morshouse R5
RMA Planning Division

From: Lowell Preston
\Watar Resaurces Division

Subject: RMA 04-0061, NOP of Draft EIR
Santa Paula Water Recyeling Facility

Project Deserio

Construction of a water recycling facility to replace aging, Gity of Santa Paula Waste
Water Treatment Plant (WWTF) huilt in 1938. The existing plant emplays trickling fliter
technotogy, which is not able to meet the new treatmernt reguirements imposed by the
Reglonal Water Quality Coritrel Board (RWQCB). RWQCB has issued a Time Schedule
Order (TS0) to the City of Santa Paula to either modify the existing WWTP or construct a
new plant to meet the new water quality requirements. The City of Santa Paula intends 1o R5-1
construct a new plant by Septamber 2008, Lead Agency is the City of Santa Paula and
they have made a determination that an EIR is required.

Treated effluent from the new facllity will be percolated directly into the Santa Paula
Groundwater Basin (SPGB) via percolation and/or discharged directly 10 the Santa Clara
River.

Commerts

Groundwater recharge should be “Detantially Slgnificant Unless Mitigation Incorporated.”
This item is marked “Less than Significant Impact® under Itam VIII. B), yet discussion item
g) acknowledges that the project “would result in a reduction in the amount of impervious | R5_»
curfaces on the project and the ability of rainfall to naturally percolate into the SPGE).
Although not discussed, the net recharge to the groundwater basin should not be reduced

as a result of any recycling. Howsaver, any new, Increased releases could be reused.

Groundwater quality issues nesds to thoroughly addressed and mitigated (in addition to
surface water quality issue). The project must insure that thera is no net decreasa in|
overall groundwater quality as 8 result of diract discharge into the SPGB and Santa Clara)  R5-3
River.

TOTAL P.1t
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R5

R5-1

R5-2

R5-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT DATED JULY 20,
2004

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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 acommitment 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 (CDHYS) 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
ClaraRiver.

Refer to response S5-3, above.
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Agricultural Commissioner

Office of W. Earl McPhail
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER

Chief Deputy

P.0. Box 8BS, Santa Paula, CA 0306] David Buettner

815 East Santa Barbara Sireet
Telephone: (805) 933-3165, (805) 647-593]
FaX: (805) 525-8022

R6
December 21, 2004 ECEIVE
Rerne Salas, Depury Director, Public Works DEC 7 8 2004
City of Santa Paula By
Public Works Department e e
113 North Mill Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060 |

SUBJECT: Proposed Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility Draft EIR, RMA#04-061-1

Dear Mr. Salas,

We have reviewed the draft EIR and offer the following concerns and suggestions as you
proceed:

13 It is unclear in both the Project Description and the Alternatives Analysis why the project
is configured to take part of 7 active parcels, and not designed to use the whole of several
parcels. The rational for this configuration is absent.

The project could be designed to avoid praperty under LCA contract, and therefore is not R6-2

in compliance with Government Code Section 51290 (b).

3. The actual acreage of impact to agricultural land is much more significant than the 48
acres proposed for the WRF. Due to the strange configuration, the actual impact to
agricultural production could effectively impact 184 acres of land or 131 acres in actual R6-3
productive use (due to the limitations imposed by the River). This needs to be made clear
in the impact analysis.

4. As an Expansion Area, SOI, there is currently no adopted land use plan or Area Specific
Plan for West Area 2, that would indicate the build-out of the remaining “left-over” R6-4
parcels. Thase land areas may not remain viable agricultural parcels (even in the short
term) depending on access and other operational constraints.

5. It would appear to make more sense to consolidate the proposed facility ¢lose to SR-126,
adjacent to the existing WTP on parcels 099-0-030-635, 099-0-030-645, and 099-0-030-
573, thys retaining the most productive agriculture on LCA contract land and Bender R6-5
Farms (not shown on the outdated aerial used in the DEIR), parcels 099-0-80-035 and
(90-0-080-215.

R6-1

[R=]

— Serving Ventura Couniy since 1895 —
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The Agricultural Commissioner supports the City's desire to not “leap-frog” into the County in
order to update it’s facility. However, we suggest that either an Area Specific Plan is needed to
indicate the build-out of the entire area proposed to be effected (the majority of the ‘West Area 2
GP Expansion Area), and/or that the project be reconfigured to enable the viable continued use
of existing agricultural production until such time that it is annexed and planned and zoned by
the city in accordance with the City’s adopted General Plan.

. 04

R6-6
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R6

R6-1

R6-2

R6-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER DATED DECEMBER 21, 2004

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 outsde 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.

Refer to response R6-1 above.

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
criteriain 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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R6-4

R6-5

R6-6

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 outsde 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 Y ard remains valid as
discussed in the DEIR.

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
Y ard, the County of Venturawould 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,
al 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 thistime.

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

Refer to response R6-1 above.

Refer to responses R6-3 and R6-4, above.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 69
March 31, 2005



JAN-06-2005 THU 09:26 AM SANTA PAULA/PUBLIC WORKS
SENT BY: VENTURA PLANNING DEPT.;

F. 03
PAGE 2/2

Fak NO. 8059334275
JAN-B-05  4:17PM;

Janusry 5, 2005 B _
st Vs 3 . Brion Brennan Mayor 1
HR . Conl E. Morehouse, Depry Mayot ' |-
i 0 ‘Heal Andrews; Councllmember
.+ Bill Fulton, Councilmember
.- . James L. Monshan, Councilmeiber . f
' Sandy E: St Councilmerber | -
Chrtsty Weir, Coungilmember 2

- Nir.René Balas :.- _

. . Deputy Directar of Public Works . -

47 Cityiof Santa Paula ' ;
I 413 North Mill Street. - -

© .+ Santa Paula, CA 93060 -

'R7

1.
¥

[ R Saits Paula Waer Recyiing Faclty Dra Emvrontosnial impact Report - |
" Dedr Mr. Salas: Be | _ _ 2 .
“The Gty of Veritura appreclitas fha opportunty to-camment on the Santa Paua

. Water Recycling Facility Draft Environmental impact Report. The City of Ventura |
. .suppors the water: recyeling ‘procass -and watbr_-awp_tg?hnhaﬁts.-tn-tljg&.aanta :
' Paula Watér Basin that would be realized by the proposed project.  While we |

" believe the analysis. and  mitigation -measurss- addressing water reuse-and | :
- gonservation stratsgies Would be adequats to address poteritial impacts thatmay | . |

4 becur ag @ result of the proposed project, the City of Ventura belleves e DER | o7

‘wotlld benefit by use'of, and referénce to the “Investigation of the. Santa Paula |
" Basin.Yleld" report of July, 2003 which was completed by.the Santa Pakla Basin |
Experts Group for the Santa. Paula Basin Technical-Advisory Commitige (TAC).

L Rega

" Ro

" The City of Ventura aise recormimends the. City P .
. ofregular reporting ol data regarding water quantity-and discharge quaitty o the |

~ Santa Padla Groundwatsr Basin TAC during construction and
the' proposed  project. . Should

- Ruingren; Utilities Engineer at

yoi have any

‘Planner at (805) 658-8326,

R ¢ s
..-__I--- ‘: L:Iw imamg' -' T ) -:-,I o
Interim Long Range Planning Manager

rds,

'G:  Matgatet ide, Associate Planner, Envionmental. .

.- Susan IRunﬁr&h;,UTﬁiﬁEa-En;h:inmr

of Santa Paula considar inclusion
after completion of

4 questions; pleasa contact Susan
(805) 677-4138, or Maggie Ide, Environmental | -



floresj
R7

floresj
R7-1

floresj


Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

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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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traific, Advance Planning & Permits Division
MEMORANDUM

DATE: November 22, 2004 R8

TO:

Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attention: Carl Morehouse

FROM: Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director pL

SUBJECT: Review Document 04-061

DEIR for the construction of the City of Santa Paula Water Recycling Plant (WRP)
located east of Todd Lane and immediately south of SR 126 within the
unincorporated area of Ventura County and within the City of Santa Paula sphere of
influence boundary.
Appheant:  City of Santa Paula

970 Ventura Street, Santa Paula
Lead Agency: City of Santa Paula

The Transportation Department has reviewed the subject DEIR for the City of Santa Paula Water
Recycling Plant project. The project will involve the relocation of the Water Recycling Plant
(WRP) at a new location east of Todd Lane and immediately south of SR 126. The following
comuments should be addressed in the DEIR:

L. The draft EIR indicated that this project would generate an average of 220 (50 employee and

60 truck trips) construction related ADT for a period of 18 months and 45 additional
employees. The project includes transporting of construction materials and equipment to the
project site.  The truck routes access to the site wonld be via SR 126, Todd Lane,
Corporation Street and Peck Road. This project will have a cumulative impact on Ventura
County roadways. The EIR should include the cumulative impact and measures to mitigate
the impact.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the evaluation of cummulative impacts
when they are significant [PRC 15130 (a)]. The cumnulative impact which results from the
incremental impact of traffic generated by this project, when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable praobable future projects may be individually minor,
but collectively significant over a period of time.

- The County of Ventura did prepare a "Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program Engineering

Report" dated October 2001. The purpose of the Engineering Report is to provide
documentation for revision to County Ordinance Code section 8601-0, et seq. in accordance
with Government Code section 66000 et seq. (AB1600). It is also intended to provide
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10.

technical support for reciprocal traffic impact agreements between each city in Ventura
County and the County of Ventura. It is further intended to advise each city, municipal
agency, business or frade organization and the public in general, of the process used to
develop the County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinance.

The Engineering Report finds and identifies certain roads in the County Regional Road
Network, as defined by the County General Plan, that will degrade to an uniacceptable Level
of Service (LOS) due to cumulative traffic generated by past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects approved by the City of Santa Paula and others. This is
& substantial traffic increase in relation to the existing street and traffic load and capacity of
the Regional Road Network and a potentially significant adverse project impact if not
mitigated to a Less than Significant level.

CEQA provides for mitigation of significant project impacts by compensation of the impact
to replace or provide substitute resources. The County Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance
(County Ordinance Code section 8601-0 et seq.) does provide a method to provide substitute
resources by payment of a traffic impact fee designed to provide a method of funding
mmprovements to the Regional Road Network caused by the cumulative impact of this project
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects approved by the cities.

The Board of Supervisors by adoption of Ordinance 4246 repealed existing Chapter 6
(commencing with section 8601-0) of the Ventura County Ordinance Code and
accompanying resolution on November 6, 2001. Ordinance 4246 became effective on
January 8, 2002.

Based on the fee schedule established in accordance with County Ordinance Code 8601-0 et
seq. for the area identified in the Ordinance as the Santa Paula Impact Fee District the
amount of TIMF will be:

265ADT X 537.61 per ADT = £9,966.65

The above County fee is an estimate and may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit
due to provisions in the Traffic Impact Mitigation Qrdinance allowing the Fee to be adjusted
for inflation based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) construction cost index.

If desired the City may place the TIMF in a Trust Fund assigned to the County until such
time as the reciprocal traffic impact mitigation funding agreement has been approved by both
agencies. If the County has successfully negotiated a reciprocal agreement with the City
before the approval of this project, this project will be subject to the terms of this agreement.
If the project cumulative impacts are not mitigated by payment of a traffic mitigation fee,
current General Plan policy will require County opposition to this project.

If the project cumulative impacts are not mitigated by payment of a traffic mitigation fee,
current General Plan policy will require County oppesition to this project.

The County Transportation Department hereby requests that a copy of any response to our
comments, advice of future meetings at which this project may be discussed or approved,
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notice of availability of any final environmental or project approval documents and notice of
determination be furnished to:

County of Ventura
Public Works Agency R8-11
Director, Transportation Department
800 8. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1600

Our review is himited to the impacts this project may have on the County’s Regional Road Network.

R8-12
Please call me at 654-2080 if you have questions.

FtranspotlanDeviNon_CounnD4-061-1.docsn
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R8 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE VENTURA COUNTY PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT DATED NOVEMBER
22,2004

R8-1 Commentsnoted. Refer to responsesto comments R8-2 to R8-12, below.

R8-2 As indicated in Section 5.4 (Trangportation 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 | mpacts 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.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 75

March 31, 2005



JAN-13-2805 18:82 MR PLRNNING BES 854 3683 P.BS

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT DEC 3 0 2004
Memorandum
R9
TO: Carl Morehouse, Planning DATE: December 29, 2004
FROM: Andy Brown AEJ

SUBJECT:  Review of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility, City of Santa Paula (Reference No.
04-061-1)

Project Description

District staff has reviewed the subject project Draft EIR for the proposed Santa Paula
Water Recycling Facility (WRF). The City of Santa Paula conducted an Injtial Study (IS)
for the proposed project and determined that an EIR was necessary.

Existing Facilities

The purpose of the proposed WRF would be to replace the existing Santa Paula
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), originally built in 1938. The existing plant serves a R9-1
population of approximately 29,100 within the City’s corporate boundary, The Draft EIR’s
analysis is based on the assumption that the existing WWTP would be abandoned and
demolished at a future date.

Despite upgrades, the plant’s facilities are aging, with major equipment and unit process
structures reaching the end of their useful lives. The existing WWTP’s trickling filter
technology is not able to meet the new treatment requirements imposed by the Regional R9-2
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on October 8, 2003, The City of Santa Paula
must either modify the existing WWTP or construct a new plant to meet the new water
quality requirements by September 15, 2008.

The existing WWTP’s current average day dry weather flow (ADDWF) capacity is 2.2
million gallons per day (MGD). The plan’s peak wet weather flow (PWWF) is 4.4 MGD. R9-3
Existing facilities are operated 24 hours a day, seven days a week, by a total of 5.5 full time
employees. A total of two truck trips per month, associated with chemical deliveries
necessary for plant operations, are generated.

The existing Corporate Yard was built in the 1960"s and has not been expanded to meet the
City’s growing public facility maintenance needs. The current facility is severely
constramed due to its size and does not provide sufficient space for the maintenance and R9-4
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Project Draft EIR/04-061-1
December 20, 2004
Page 2

work activities required to meet the City Public Works Department’s needs. A total of 30
employess use the facility daily, with typically 10 employees working onsite at the R9-4
Corporation Yard on a given day. The Draft EIR’s analysis is based on the assurnption that
the existing Corporation Yard would be abandoned and demolished at a future date.

Proposed Facilities

The proposed new Santa Paula WRP would be designed to accommodate an ADDWF of
4.2 MGD. The plant is anticipated to include the following treatment processes and
facilities: Influent Pump Station; Headwork’s Facilities; Primary Clarification; Odor
Control Facilities; Four-Stage Activated Sludge, Oxidation Ditch, or Membrane Bio R9-5
Reactor; Secondary Clarification; Tertiary Filtration; Disinfection (Ultra Violet Radiation
and Sodium Hypochlorite); Sludge Thickening; Aerobic Digestion or Anaerobic Digestion;
Mechanical Sludge Dewatering; Percolation Ponds; Recycled Water Reservoir/Pump
Station; Standby Power (Emergency Generator); and a 15,000 square foot Control Building
with Operations Laboratory,

The proposed WRF would be operated 24 hours a day, seven days a week, by a total of 6
full time employecs. A total of four truck trips per month, associated with chemical R9-6
deliveries necessary for plant operations, would be generated.

The proposed new Corporate Yard would include a two-story, 12,000 square foot
administrative building. Additional facilities onsite would include a one-story, 1,600
square foot vehicle maintenance area containing four work bays, an enclosed chemical R9-7
storage area, covered material storage areas, and 25 covered parking spaces for City
vehicles. A total of 45 full time employees would use the facility daily, with typically 10 to
15 employees workang onsite at the Corporation Yard on a given day.

To protect the site from a 100-year flood event, an earthen dike would be constructed along
the southern boundary of the WRF. The earthen dike would be 5 feet high, 10 feet wide, R9-8
and extend approximately 3,200 feet.

Construction of the proposed WRF would also require extending the existing 36-inch
diameter Corporation Street Trunk sewer main (serving the existing WWTP site).
approximately 1,000 to 1,500 feet, southwest to the new treatment plant site. Also onsite, a
32 foot high, 150-foot diameter recycled water reservoir ¢apable of storing one to five
million gallons of water would be built. This reservoir would allow storage of recycled
water during storm events, or during rehabilitation and maintenance of the onsite
percolation ponds. Depending on the size needed, up to 28-acres of the site would be used
for percolation ponds, accommodating treated effluent produced by the WRF.

R9-9
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After the imitial site preparation, including rough grading, construction of the plant
facilities is anticipated to take about 18 months to complete. Preliminary earthwork
requirements indicate that a total of 77,000 cubic yards (CY) of soil would need to be
excavated. The entire 77,000 CY of excavated material would be used to construct the R9-10
earthen dike. Construction of the percolation ponds would require a total of 160,000 CY of
soil be excavated. Of this amount, a total of 80,000 CY would be reused onsite and
compacted to fill in the excavated areas comprising the percolation ponds. The remaining
80,000 CY would be exported offsite or used onsite as needed.

Project Location

The proposed WRF and Corporate Yard would be constructed on a site immediately
adjacent (west) and southwest of the existing plant site. The site would cover R9-11
approximately 40-acres. The existing WWTP and Corporate Yard are located at 905 and
903 Corporation Street respectively, in the City of Santa Panla.

Regional Air Quality Project Impacts

District staff concurs with the Draft EIR's conclusion of page 5.5-16, that air quality
mpacts will be below the 25 Ibs/day threshold for reactive organic gases (ROG) and
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), as described in the 2003 Fentura County Air Quality Assessment
Guidelines (2003 Guidelines). Therefore the project is not expected to have a significant
impact on regional air quality,

R9-12

On page 5.5-16 of the Draft EIR, Table 5.5-6 — Project Related Operational Phase
Emissions, states the project is estimated to generate 5.9 Ibs/day of ROG and 17.1 Ibs/day
of NOx. Both of these emission estimates are below their applicable thresholds of 25-
Ibs/day. These emission estimates are based on Lhe assumption that the project would
produce 147 trips/day. However, the actual net gain in trips as a result of the new facility R9-13
would be only 44.5 trips/day, based on Table 5.4-4 — Comparison of Daily Crperational
Characteristics of the Existing and Proposed Facilities, which states that the existing
facilities currently generate 102 trips/day. Therefore, the actual emission increase would
be less than the numbers stated in the aforementioned Table 5.5-6.

Local Air Quality Project Impacts

District staff concurs with the Draft EIR's conclusions on pagss 5.5-16 through 5.5-18, that
the subject project may generate some local air quality impacts, but those impacts are
expected to be less than significant. Potential odor impacts are discussed, with the
proposed WRF detailing a number of odor control project design features to contain and
treat odorons emissions.

R9-14
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Mitigation Measures

District staff concurs with all of the mitigation measures (AQ-1 through AQ-15), listed on
page 5.5-21 through 5.5-22 of the Draft EIR, and recommends that they all be implemented
as part of this project. These mitigation measures cover fugitive dust control and ozone R9-15
pre-cursor production during the construction and grading phases of the project.
Additionally, mitigation measures AQ-14 and AQ-15 are focused on mitigating any
potential odor and/or nuisance issues that may occur during the WRF’s operational phase.
Although the project is not expected to result in any significant local air quality impacts,
the aforementioned mitigation measures should help to ensure this.

Please note that Table 5.5-5 — Project Related Construction Emissions, lists the “VCAPCD
Daily Threshold” for both the Grading Phase and the Building Construction Phase of the
project as 75 Ibs/day for ROG emissions and 150 1bs/day for NOy, emissions. However,
the 2003 Guidelines state on page 5-3 that *...construction-related emissions should be
mitigated if estimates of ROG and NOx emissions from the heavy-duty construction R9-16
equipment anticipated to be used for a particular project exceed the 5 Ibs/day threshold in
the Ojai Planning Area, or the 25 Ibs/day threshold in the remainder of the county.” The
25-1bs/day thresholds would be applicable to this project as it is located in Santa Paula.
Therefore, Table 5.5-5 should be corrected in the Final FIR to reflect these lower
thresholds.

Additionally, on page 5.5-14 of the Draft EIR, it states, “During the grading phase, daily
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOy) would exceed the daily VCAPCD construction
emission thresholds and are considered significant and adverse.” Because of the
aforementioned lower significance thresholds for construction related emissions, this R9-17
language should be updated as daily emissions for both the ROG grading phase, and the
NOx Building Construction Phase now exceed the significance thresholds., Per Table 5.5-
3, only the Building Construction Phase ROG emission would be below the applicable 25-
Ibs/day-significance threshold.

District staff notes that mitigation measures AQ-10 through AQ-13, already included in the R9-18
Draft EIR, should adequately mitigate construction related ozone pre-cursor emissions.

Demolition Mitigation Measure

As previously stated, both the existing WWTP and Corporation Yard would be abandoned
and demolished at a future date. The District recommends that the following mitigation R9-19
measure be included in the Final EIR to ensure that any ashestos-containing material
(ACM) is properly handled during the demolition process:
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1) The applicant shall notify the Distriet prior to issuance of demolition permits for any
onsite structures. Demolition and/or renovation activities shall be conducted in
compliance with District Rule 62.7, Asbestos — Demolition and Renovation.

Rule 62.7 governs activities related to demolition of buildings with asbestos-containing
materials. This rule establishes the notification and emission control requirements for
demolition activities. Specifically, this rule requires that the owner or operator of a
facility shall remove all asbestos-containing material from a facility being demolished.
For additional information on asbestos, or to download 2 copy of Rule 62.7, please visit
our website at www.veaped.org/ashestos.him. You can also contact the District’s

Asbestos Coordinator, Jay Nicholas at (805) 645-1443 or by email at jav(@vcaped.ore.

APCD Permit Requirements

The District recommends that the applicant contact APCD’s permit processing staff to
ensure that all of the Permit to Operate (PTO) requirements have been met at the new
location. The existing WWTP’s currently operates under PTO No. 01373. Contact the
APCD Engineering Division at (8035) 645-1401 for assistance with permit applications and
the permit process.

If you have any questions, contact me by telephone at (805) 645-1439 or by email at
andvf@veancd.org.

R9-19
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Responses to Comments Report

R9

R9-1

R9-2

R9-3

R9-4

R9-5

R9-6

RO-7

R9-8

R9-9

R9-10

R9-11

R9-12

R9-13

R9-14

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE VENTURA COUNTY AIR

POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT DATED DECEMBER 29, 2004
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.
Comments noted.

Comments noted.

NoO response necessary.
No response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
No response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
No response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
NoO response necessary.
No response necessary.

No response necessary.

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 inthe DEIR isrevised by reference as follows:

Table 5.5-6
PROJECT RELATED OPERATIONAL PHASE EMISS ONS
(IN POUNDS PER DAY)

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

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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R9-15

R9-16

R9-17

R9-18

R9-19

Comments noted. The City of Santa Paula is committed to implementing these
mitigation measures during the construction and operation of the proposed WRF.

Table 5.5-5 in the DEIR was updated to use the lower emissions level of 25 |bs/day, for
mitigation of ROC and NO, as follows:

TABLE 5.5-5
PROJECT RELATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
(IN POUNDS PER DAY)

NOy
ROC

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 congruction-related regional emissions for the proposed project are presented in
Table 5.5-5. NOy 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 NO, 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, NOs 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, NOyx emissions
during the building construction phase of the project would be considered significant and
adverse prior the application of mitigation measures.”

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

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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 Didrict 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 Y ard.

R9-20 Comment noted. Refer to response to comment R9-19, above.
R9-21 The City of Santa Paula will coordinate all Permit to Operae 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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MeConica Citrus Partnership

3714 Foothill Road

i YE Ventura, CA 93003
z2GEIVE Tel and fax: 805-652-7438

e 79005 e-mail dmosyl@aol.com

*.'_—_____.....-—-—"' .
By January 3, 2005

HAND DELIVERED

Rene Salas, Deputy Director of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

Public Works Department B1
113 North Mill Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060

Re: Draft EIR for Santa Paula Water Recyeling Facility

Dear Mr. Salas:

I am the Managing Partner of the McCanica Citrus Partnership, the owner of
MeConica Ranch #7, assessor's parcel No. 099-0-080-035. This property is an operating
lemon and avocado ranch with a street address of 537 Todd Lane, Santa Paula,
California. The ranch includes 10 acres of river hottom land in the Santa Clara River
comtiguous with the lemon orchard, and a two acre area between the orchard and the B1-1
niver, which is the subject of an oil lease with Vintage Oil Corp. The northern part or our
ranch, where the most productive lemon trees and our water well are located, is shown as
being the site of the Percolation Ponds and other portions of the proposed Water
Recycling Facility. This letter is written to set forth our comments regarding Draft EIR
SCH No. 2004071038 for the Sania Paula Water Recycling Facility (hereinafter “WRE.™)

While the WRF plans have evolved since the Notice of Preparation of the Drafit EIR,
our comments to that Notice, as set forth {n our letter of July 16, 2004, remain current and
topical. We attach a copy of that letier as Exhibit “A™ 1o this letter and renew those B1-2
comments as pertaining to the Draft EIR. We will discuss some of these jssues further,
and will raise new matters in this letter.

Since we understand that the City of Santa Paula (“City”), is considering a project that
should enable it to use the power of eminent domain to acquire land needed for the
project, our comments will not address the right of the City to acquire our property for
just compensation. We will talk about environmental and related issues, and will B1-3
organize our cormments into three parts, the first concerning the property proposed to be
acquired outright for the WRF, which is the northern 25 acres of our orchard, second the
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15 acres of lemon orchard that is south of the 100 year flood line, and third the 10 acres
of our property that is in the river bottom. All these sizes are approximate.

L. Orchard to be sequired outright

This property is in the City's West Areg £2 expansion area, and has been planned for
eventual development for commercial and industrial uses that will benefit the City and its
citizens. The EIR should address the impact of removing this substantial amount of
acreage from the property available to the City for such expansion and economic uses.

This property contains an operating water well that supplies water to our entire
orchard, State well number 03N21W21B0S3, the acquisition and destruction of which
will eliminate our water source. It must be replaced to allow us to continue the economic
use of our remaining property, discussed under the “Remaining Orchard™ section of this
letter. The cost of abandonment of this well in a manner and fashion consistent with the
intended use of the property as a part of the WRF must be considered, The same
comment applies to State Well number 03N21W21B01S, no longer used, for which we
obtained an abandonment permit before this Draft EIR was prepared. We have put our
plans on hold parily because we do not want to abandon the well in a manner that would
be inconsistent with such future plans. We want too coordinate our efforts with those of
the City and avoid duplicative or unnecessary work and expenses.

This property contained a residence that was located on the north ¢ast corner of the
property end was demolished on February 20, 2000. The loss of a replacement site for
another residence should be considered in the EIR.

This northern property is the rost productive part of our orchard, as production
records will show, and was a premier citrus property. This can be addressed in the
compensation paid to the landowner, and may want to be addressad in the EIR.

Drainage is & problem on this property which should be more fully addressed in the
EIR. The property itself has good drainage. The surrounding properties are imposing a
problem. In heavy rainfall episodes a remendous volume of water flows trough the
underpass of Todd Lane and State Highway 126. This problem has been worsened by the
developments over the last two decades and, most recently, by drainage work that was
undertaken, perhaps by Bender Farms, but discontinued a few months ago. We are
concerned about the flood protection of the planned WRF and all neighboring properties
including the Santa Clara River. This can be mitigated by drainage improvements, but we
did not see the specific ones that are needed in this area adequately discussed in the EIR
including, in particular, the drainage on the eastem and western boundaries of our
property. There are existing drainage ditches in these areas that will be overburdened.

B1-4

B1-6

B1-7

B1-8



floresj
B1-8

floresj
B1-7

floresj
B1-6

floresj
B1-5

floresj
B1-4

floresj
B1-3

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj

floresj


JAN-03-2005 MON 05:16 P SANTA PAULA/PUBLIC WORKS  FAX NO. B059334275 P. 06

Remne Salas

City of Santa Paula
Jannary 3, 2005
Page three

Orchard South of 100 year Flood Line (“Remaining Orchard®)

We are concerned that this property will not be an economically viable farming unit
following the property acquisition discussed in the Draft EIR. Our first concemn is waler.
Our well will be destroyed. We must have an equivalent water supply. The property is
cwrently planted with lemons and avocados. 'We have heard from our farming
consuliants that the “Title 22" quality water produced to the WRF is marginal for such
orchard uses, being high in TDS and salts, as well as other chemicals and elements that B1-9
are not conducive to healthy, productive trees, We and the EIR also need to consider
impacts on future uses, such as greenhouse agriculture, that are water sensitive. S0, can
the City drill another well for us on our property? Perhaps, but will the water be of good
quality and adequate quantity, particularly considering the proximity of the percolation
ponds to be constructed, the existing oil operations, and other geological and hydrological
factors. What about water cost? What about electrical service to the Remaining Orchard?
These questions are unanswered, and if the project will in essence prevent or impede the
farming of an additional 15 acres in the Santa Clara River Valley this should be
considered in the EIR.

The large, high berm to be constructed around the percolation ponds, particularly
along the line of the 100 year flood, will make it much more difficult to farm the
Remaining Orchard, A sefback to allow turn around for farming equipment and irripation
will be essential, resulting in the removal of additional trees and the reduction of the
useable size of the Remaining Orchard, The berm will block wind flow, resulting in
greater threat of frost damage, something now addressed through expensive, state of the B1-10
art wind machines, three of which have been carefully located on the orchard. Wind
machines will have to be relocated. Are these compatible with the WRF and the noise
and smell impacts? Will the WRF improvements make our Remaining Orchard more
prone to flood, as from high flow episodes in the Santa Clara River? The adjoining
Bender property was seriously damaged during the high flows in 1998, All these issues
need to be considered.

Will there be access to the Remaining Orchard from Peck Road by a new roadway, or
through Todd Lane, or both, and how are we, our contractors, large trucks and the like
Boing to get in and out in an unrestricted and safe fashion. Where is staging poing to be B1-11
available to load bins on to trucks? This is currently done on the Orchard to be Acquired,
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Should the City consider taking this remaining orchard property of ours to enhance
wildlife habitat associated with the Santa Clara River watershed? Or as park land, sucha | B1-12
as & demonstration orchard with two operating oil wells at the lower end? Sounds like a
way to preserve some Santa Paula history.

Our property as it now exists lets us construct a main residence and a farm
workers® residence. When the size is reduced o less than 40 acres we undersiand that B1-13
this may no longer be possible. This loss of housing and economic value should be
considered m the Draft EIR.

What about the health and safety issues associated with the WRF and the Percolation
Ponds as related to food production for human consumption that will be taking place only
feer from the WRF? What about food safety standards that may be imposed in the
future? What about restrictions that may apply to us as the farmers when we want to
apply otherwise acceptable agricultural chemicals in close proximity to a Water
Recycling Facility? What about the health of our farm workers? These are issuss to
address.

B1-14

River Bottom Property

We currently own 10 acres of this ranch located in the river bottom of the Santa Clara
River. This is an area that has been utilized by us for aggregate extraction, and our
neighbors immediately downstream, Mr. and Mrs. Malzacher, have Erown watcrcress in
the river bottom. Will the WRF make these or other available land uses more difficult or
prohibitive? The Draft EIR seems to assume that the river bottom land is basically a B1-15
wildlife habitat and refuge with no landowner rights. If this is the way it is poing to be
treated then the EIR should consider the cost of taking this land in fee in order to
guarantee this sort of dedication to wildlife and resiricted use.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Very truly ;
J . McConica 11

Enclosure
cci partners
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McConica Citrus Parmership
2260 Thompson Blvd.
Ventura, CA 93001
Tel: 805-648-3191
Fax: B05-643-1025
e-mail dmosyl@aol.com

July 16, 2004

Rene Salas, Deputy Director
Departmant of Public Works
Citv of Santa Paula

P. 0. Box 569/93061-0569
Santa Paula, CA 93060

Re: Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR for Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility
Dear Ms. Salas:

1 am one of the owners of the McConica Citrus Partnership, the owner of McConica
Ranch #7, 537 Converse Road in Santa Paula, assessor’s parcel No, (199-0-080-035.
This property is designated as the site of the percolation ponds and related facilities for a
portion of the proposed Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility (“Sewer Project.”) This
lotter is written to set forth our concerns about the scope and content of the EIR for the
project.

The proposed location of the Sewer Project follows 2 100 year flood line that appears
to be questionable. 1 understand from long term owners that vast porticns of these areas
chown in the flood zone were not threatened during the 1969 and 1998 Santa Clara River
floods. There is also no meaningful discussion or analysis of what bank protection along
the Santa Clara River could do to allow construction on the “river side” of the 100 year

line used in the analysis. If the percalation ponds, for insiance, were located in this area, -

io the East of our property, the project would then not consume as much valuable land
that is designated for future commercial and industrial development in Santa Panla,
development that is needed for the future economic strength of the City. This would also
minimize the adverse impact of locating percolation ponds next to the residential and
ranching areas to the immediate west of our property.

We are very concerned that the Sewer Project, as proposed, cols our lemon orchard,
which now has approximately 40 producing acres, into a smaller unit that will be much
more difficult to aperate. Our orchard was carefully laid out over its current location
with an irrigation well in the upper northeast corner and three strategically placed wind
machines. The proposed praject will destroy our well and take two of the wind
machines, leaving us with an odd shaped piece that will be only about 15 planted acres,
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City of Santa Paula
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potentially landlocked, without water and much more difficult to farm. We currently
access the property through Todd Lane as it connects to our Eastern houndary. continuing
on our eastern boundary to the bottom of the orchard. The proposed Headworks and
related facihities will block the current access. The remaining orchard must be set off
from the Sewer Project to allow tree access and fann equipment tarm around and loading
areas. We will likely be faced with restrictions on the use of certain pesticides. Our
workers will be faced with odor and similar impacts. The phylosanitary requirements
now 1n placs and 10 be applied in the future for raising crops for human consumption
make us very wary of having a Sewer Project as a neighbor. The impacts of the Sewer
Project on raising crops for human consumption next to the plant and farm workers being
next door on a daily basis must be addressed.

Because of the special impacts on our property mentioned in the preceding paragraphs
the impact of the Project, as proposed, must factor in the cost of taking our entire parcel,
or paying substantial severance damages, as well as the impact of taking 40 of our acres
out of agricultural use and future office/industrial uses rather than just 24 acres of our
land.

We believe that the EIR should consider more alternative sites than the one proposed
and the site below the Todd Road (Ventura County Jail) site. ‘What about other areas
near the River that are in the upstream and downstream reaches near City boundaries?

The Notice of Preparation points out that the proposed location of the Sewer Project is
in' the West Area 2 expansion area for the City. Indeed, this proposal effectively cuts off
this area from the higher and better economic uses that would generate jobs and revenue
for the City and its citizens. This area is one of the most logical and reasonable areas for
the City to expand its light industrial and high technology business base, complimenting
the existing retail and industrial uses and having development that is harmonious with the
existing residential and agricultural uses.

We are very concerned about drainage and groundwater issues. Concerning drainage,
there 18 currently a serious rainwater drainage issue involving water that flows from areas
nerth of Highway 126 through the underpass for Todd Lane, inundating our property and
those of our neighbors, This has been made worse by the IK-Mart development and will
become even more of a problem with the Bender business park development now being
built. The proposed site for the Sewer Project is right in the middle of the area across
which the water drains. A full and adequate drainage plan is needed including upgraded
facilities for these flows which will be increased by this development. Conceming
groundwater impacts, what will the effect be of percolating treated sewape water into the

Exmizrr 1 A” page. A
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City of Santa Paula
July 16, 2004
Page three

upper aquifer areas? Our citrus trees and any future crops will be very sensitive to the B1-22
immediate water table. How will it be impacted? Our water well is being destroyed.
When we drill another well will we still be able to get clean, uncontaminated water for
our crops?

The EIR should address the emergency procedures that will be followed and the
impacts on neighboring properties when problems are encountered with the operation of
the Sewer Project. Forinstance, if emergency vehicles need to access the area the B1-23
underpass on Todd Lane can only sccommodate one way traffic. Todd Lane itselfis a
private road that was never designed to accommodate the kind of intense uses for this
project, meluding a Corporate Yard, or such emergency situations, If there is a sewage
spil where will it go?

Ten acres of our property is located in the bed of the Santa Clara River. This is a
sensitive and valuable ecosystern. The EIR must adequately address the impacts on our B1-24
river hottom property including our access, recreational uses, wastewater discharge to the
river, all significant effects on flora and fauna, and, last but not least, impacts on flooding
and riverhank integrity.

We ask that the issues raised in this letter be addressed in and that this letter be
made & part of the EIR being done for this project. As our understanding of the proposed
Sewer Project and its impacts increases and as this project evolves we want to continue to B1-25
offer our input. To that end please keep us informed of all developments as they oceur.
Thank you for your consideration and {or the opportunity to provide these comments.

Very TS,
: oo
Jo -MeConica 11
cc: partners

Gilberto Rujz, P&D Consultants &
Fred Malzacher

E—MHBH ”/ﬁlﬂ qug %
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B1-1

B1-2

B1-3

B1-4

B1-5

B1-6

B1-7

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM McCONICA CITRUS PARTNERSHIP
DATED JANUARY 3, 2005

Comments noted. Refer to responses to comments B1-2 to B1-25, below.
Comments noted. Refer to responses to comments B1-3 to B1-25, below.
Comments noted. No response necessary.

Section 5.1 (Land Use and Planning) in the DEIR evaluated the consistency of the WRF
and Corporation Yad 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 isalso 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.

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 aternate 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.

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 resdence noted. In
addition, it is unclear as to whether or not an application to the County has been
submitted to construct an aternate 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.

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 anaysis was not included in the EIR.
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B1-8

B1-9

B1-10

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.

Cadlifornia 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 ownersto ensure that al service disruptions are minimized.

Implementation of the WRF and Corporation Y ard 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.

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 Y ard 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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B1-11

B1-12

B1-13

B1-14

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 Y ard 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, regardiess 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 flowsto adjacent areas.

Access to properties located south of the WRF and Corporation Yard will be made
available viathe extension of Corporation Street south to Todd L ane 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 Y ard.

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.

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 Y ard 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.

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

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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B1-15

B1-16

B1-17

B1-18

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.

Construction and operation of the WRF and Corporation Yard would not require the
acquisition of additiona 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 al 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 Y ard for use as awildlife refuge and/or nature preserve.

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

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.

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 responsesto 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 Regjected), 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 aternatives 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 adirect dischargeto theriver. 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 Y ard 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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California Native Plant Society

January 4, 2005

Rene Salas, Deputly Director of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

Public Works Department B2
113 North Mill Street

Santa Paula, CA 93060

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Repert on the Santa Paula
Water Recyeling Facility (SCH Na. 2004071038)

Dear Rene Salas,

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit organization of more
than 10,000 laypersons and professional botanists organized into 32 chapters
throughout California. The mission of the California Native Plant Society is to
increase the understanding and appreciation of California's native plants and to B2-1

~ preserve them in their natural habitat through scientific activities, education, and
conservation. The Santa Clara River and its development issues are of great
botanical interest to our members and others because of the sufte of rare plant
species and unique habitats associated with the river.

CNPS has taken the opportunity to review the Draft Environmenta| Impact Report
(Draft EIR) for the propesed Santa Paula Water Recyceling Facility and provides B2-2
the following comments in two arsas: general document comments and specific
document commenis

General Comments: The document lacks a floral nventary of the plant species
that oceur on the site. In the absence of such information, it is impossible for the
CNPS 1o evaluate the effect of the project on the native plants. While dominant
species are documented in the text, a comprehensive list, similar to the Faunal
Compendium found in Appendix J, Appendix A-1 is not present. A floral B2-3
inventory is an essential component of a California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) documenit for the reason that it clearly identifies all of the plant species
on the site. In the absence of documeaniation on survey pretocol (see speciic
document comments), it appears to the CNPS that comprehensive plant surveys
were not done, including rare plant surveys. The CNPS requests that a
suppiemental list be included.

Decument Specific Comments:

Section & Table 5.7-1 and Section 5.7.2.3. No information is given on the
procedures for rare plant surveys or how the determination for of their absence
on the project site was made. Description of how the survevs were done is
conspicuously absent in hoth this section and in Appendix J. All of the rare
species included in Table 5.7-1 are seasonal in their appearance — thres being
annual species and the fourth an herbaceous perennial. § sSUrveys were

B2-4

Dedicated to the preseruvation of Gaﬁfamiﬂ native flova
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CNPS comments- DEIR Santa Pauls Water Recyeling Facifity
Fege 2 of 2

inappropriately timed, these species would not be detectable on site. We B2-4
recommend that you use CNPS’ Batanical Survey Guidelines (Attachment 1)

Mitigation Measure B-2.

The CNPS contends that all of the proposed mitigations for the impacts to the
Southemn Wiliow Scrub are not “equal’. We support the preservation of this
important and rare plant community as the preferred mitigation. If the other types
of mitigations are pursued, the CNPS requests that the mitigation ratio needs to B2-5
be increased to compensate for the reduced biodiversity (Longcore 2003) that
oceurs dunng replacement, creation or restoration of Southern Willow Scrub.
The CNPS supports a no net loss of Southemn Willow Scrub.

Additionally, the plant monitoring plan needs to be included in this document to

evaluate the adequacy of the proposed plan, on which the adaptive managament P&io
will be based.

Mitigation Measure B-3. :

The BRMP rieeds to be part of the public review document so that the public is B2-7

clearly informed of what types of measures will be required to minimize and
protect the biological resources on the site from unnecessary degradation,

Thank you for the apportunity to provide comments on this document. We look

forward to continued participation in this process, i you have any questions, B2-8
please feel free to contact me at (323) 654-5943.

Sincerely, ; et o8 S v e (G0
G;@\ZQ«/W PakPRmbon.  Tn PONS[ESiRY

. “Rng oeles " Teene Brderyn
lieene Anderson Gl Hubiickiobea % CAPS
Southem California Botanist Pt 505993 daja [Feed FZASU FINE
CNPS 0 Gos 58 VAP 39 w yv2e

Attachment 1) CNPS' Botanical Survey Guidelines

cc: CNPS State QOffice
David Chipping, Conservation Director, CNFS
Calitornia Dept. of Fish and Game

Longeore, Travis. 2003. Arthropods as indicstors of restoration success in coastal sage scrub
{California, ULS.A.). Restoration Ecalogy 11(4)-397-408,
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BOTANICAL SURVEY GUIDELINES OF THE
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

December 9, 1983 / Revised Fune 2, 2001

he following recommenda-
tiops are intended to help
thaose who prejrare and review

erwirenmenta| docorsne demmmine
when o howmnical susvey is needed,
who shoold be congidered qualified ro
conduct such surveys, how surveys
thould be condected, and what infar-
myatian shonld be conrained in the sur-
vey report, The Californiy Native
Plant Society recorumends that lead
agencies noc aceepr the resules of sur-
veys Lnless they are contducted and re-
ported according m these guidelines.

}- Bozmical survevs are conduesed in
order o devermine the environmen-
tal effects of proposed projeces on
all Bozaniegl resaurces, weluding
special sr2ens plant: (rare, threas-
eped, and endangesed planes) and
plant {vageration) communizies,
Special sranus plants are not limired

re khose chat hove been Lscod by |

stane and federm| azendes bur in-
cluwde any planes that, baged on all
available datm, can be shown o he
rare, threatened, or endnngered
under the following definidans:

4 speciss, snbapecios, or
varieny of plant is emdimrered
when the prosprecs of fos sur-
vival and repredueton are in
mmmediate jeopsrdy from ane
of mard calkes, inshudng o
of habitg, change in habieaz,
everpxploitcicn, predaton,
competitdon, or dizegae. A
plane is thremtemed when it is
Likely te become endanpemed
in the foresseshls forure in
the absence of protoetion
measares. A plant is rore
when, although not prusently
rhreateped with exrinezion,
the species, subspecies, orva-
riety js found in such snall
by dhrouchot i range
that it may be endangered i
it eonTropment worsers,!

Rere plant (vepeeation) commami-
tiey ari tiode COMITM Ties thar are

69 FREMONTILA

I

of highly timited diseribution.
"['hese communities toay or may nas
cuntain special stang planes. “Che
miost corrent version of the Califor-
niz MNamaral Diversiy Dorabase
Liw of Caltfermic Trrrestrinl Manern!
Commnmitier should be osed a5 5
muide to the names and stams of
COTTUTILTHEIE S,

Consistene with the Califomis
Marive Plant Societys goal of pre-
serving plans biodiversiy on a re-
gmonal anid boczl smle, and wich Cali-
fornis Envirenmentl Chualiy Acs
environmenzl bnpact ssesment
eriteriz,? surveps should also qesews
impacty o locally dgnificant plans.
Bodh plant and planr communibes
ean ber conmidered sigmificancif disir
leeal pecorrenes & on the outer im-
ies of known dwtribosion, 2 range
watenstan, a rediscovery, or mre or
uneommon io o local coneest (such
aswithin a county or region), Lead
agencies should sddress impace te
these locally waigoe baminieal re-
seurces regartless of their stams
elsewhere in the sam.

.Boranlea] surveys must be can-

docted o determine if, or to the
exzent that, special smrus ar Jocally
siznificant planes and plant comme-
niries will be effecred by & propased
projectwhen any sorura] vegestan
accurs on the site and the projec
hag she potental for direer or imdi-
rect effeces on vegeation,

3. These vonductng boranical serveyps

st peemess the followlng qualif-
catims:

a, Experience conducting farjstic
field sirvoys,

b Knowledge of plane taxonomy
and plant eomimunity ecology dnd
closmifienrion;

c. Famniliariry with the plants of the
area, meluding special staous and
locally significant planes

d. Familiarity wich the appropriare
st and federsl s relared
a planes and plant cellecrng; and,

1

v, Experience with analyzing im-
pacts of a projectan putive plant
and connnunities,

{ 4. Bounical survers should he cons

doered in o manner that will locaze
any special yearus or locally sionifi-
eant planes or plant communicies
that may be preseny Specifieally,
hotsicn surveys shoold be:

3. Condocred in the ficld at the
proper tows of year when spe-
cial stanes and leeally sipnificant
plants are both evident and iden-
tifiable. When speeial staros
planes ant brown to ocour inche
ypels) of lmbicie presene in the
project oo, nearhy accessble oc.
curmence of the plants (refecence
sikcs) should he chserved ta de-
termine thas the plansy are iden-
tifisble at the time of survey.

b, Floristie in natare, A Birriseic sur-
ey requires that every phane ob-
servied be identified to species,
subspecies, or varley as appli-
cahle, In order 1o properly char
acterize the s, & compler: [
of planes ehserved o the siwe shall
be included in every botanical
survey report, In addition, o saf-
fieient mraber of visics spaved
throughue the growing seasoen i
TCCESSUY O Prepare Sn scurate
inveaenry of all plants that exise
ont the site. The number of v
and the timing beowesn visits
must be decermined by geo-
graphie location, the plane com-
munities prerent, and the westher
pamerns of the vear(s) in which
the surveys are conchaeted,

& Cendocted in = manmer dar s

ruasistone with conssrvation eth-
i and aeeepted plant collection
and documentation techn jques '
Collections (voucher specimens)
of special stams and locally sig-
nificant plants should e made,
unless such acdons would jeop-
ardize ghe contnued eximense of
the population. A single sheer
should be collecred and deposicel
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ae 2 recopnized public herbarium
for futare referance, All collee-
tions shall be made in sccordanoe
with applicable mave and federal
prrmiit requirements. Photogra-
phy may be used o docoment
plant ideneification only when dhe
pepulaton cannd: withsand onl-
leedon of vaucher specimens.

d. Conducted using syssemate figdd
technigues in =il habiraws ofche die
o erwmre 2 thorongh coverase of
pamntial mpeacr arcas. All habitars
within ehe projest 4 a: must b sur-
veyed theroughly in order o
properly invenrery and decumant
the plants present, The evel of
effore required per ghven area and
habitatis dependent apon theveg-
etion and it overall divondey and
smroctural complexity.

. Well documented. When a special
smnus plane (or raee plant conuma-
nity) s locared, 2 California Ma-
tive Species (or Commumity) Field
Sureey Form or squivalent wit-
ten form, accampaniad by a copy
sfthe appropriste partion of a 7.5-
minute toperraphic map with the
aocurrence mapped, shall be co-

plezed, included within the survey
report, and separately submired
o the Califernfz Maroral Diver-
sity Database. Population bound-
aries should be mapped 28 acou-
rately as possible, The mmber of
individoals in cich papulation
should be gounted or estimared,
a8 appropriate.

3. Compléte wports of bomnical sar-
veys shall be incloded with all envi-
renmental assessment donmments,
ineluding Megagive Declarations
and Mitigated MNegutive Declera-
dons, Tinmber Harvesting Plans,
Emvirenmenial Impect Reporns, and
Environmenal Impace Satement,
Survey reports shall conein che fol-
lowing mformation:

a Pﬁl{tﬂ' docation amd deseriprion,
inchoding:
13 A derailed wap of the location
and footprint of the proposed
et
2) A deriled description of the
praposed project, inclusding
ope-time activides and ongo-
ing actvites that may affect
botanical resources,
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31 A descripdon of the genecral
biological serring of the project

aroa.

b. Mesbode, including:

1) Survey metheds for each of the
habimes presenc, and mdonale
for the methods used.

1 Dieseriprian of reference sjte(s)
visited and phenslogical dovel-
opmgnr of the mrper special
rtatus plants; with an ossess-
ment of any conditons differ
ing from dhe projece site dhar
msy affect their identifiradon.

3} Dares of surveys and rationale
for timing and intereals, names
of persanne] sondusting e
surveys; and toral hours spent
in che freld for each surveyor
on each date.

4} Locstion ef deposized voucher
specimens and herbaria visied,

. Rl ineluding

134 deseription and map of the
Vegrertion oML it on the
projeet site, The current stan-
dard for vegeradon clsifico-
dion, A Mawna! of California
Vegetaeton,® should be tsed o5 a
basis for the habimt deserip-
tians and che vegetation map.
If another vepeomton closifi-
cation system is wsed, tho re-
porint pelerence the system

and provide the resson for s |
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2} A descripgion af the phenology
of each of the plant eommuni-
tiew ot the ome of each survey
dare,

3} A s of alf plants observed an
the projest site veing sccepted
stieneific nomgnclaeure, along
with any special srarus desig-
natien. The reference(s) vsod
for scientific nomenclimure
uhrall be eired.

) Writtens description ond de-
tuiled map(s) showing the lo-
cation of ench smecial stamu or
locally significant plur fonnd,
che size of ench populadon, and
method used to sseimome or
censas the populcion.

5) Capios of all Callfumia Native
Species Field Surver Forms or
MNammra| Commminiey Figld Sur-
vey Forms and accompanying
G,
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of. Disesersiion, neduding:

1} Any Fectors thar may have af-
fecred che revuls of e suneys
{e.g., droughr, buman dismse
banee, recent frs),

2} Diseussion of any speclal local
ar range-wide significance of
any plant populsdon or com-
namity an the Ste,

13 A assseient of potontia] fn-
pacts, This shall inclode 1 pup
showing the distribution of
specinl stat and locally e
nificant plants eid communi-
thes an the site in relaton wo the
proposed activities, Direer, in-
dircet, and cvrmulashe Dopaces
to the plines and commiumites
shall he disovsied.

4} Recommended measures o
avoid apdfar minintiee direct,
indirert, and comulagive im-
pacts,

&, Heferences eited and persons con-

taited.

F. Qualificomions of Held persannel
inclading any special experiense
with the habites and 2peciaf -
e plants oreseat on the s,
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

B2

B2-1

B2-2

B2-3

B2-4

B2-5

B2-6

B2-7

B2-8

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT
SOCIETY DATED JANUARY 4, 2005

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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

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.

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.

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.

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

Comments noted. No response necessary.

F:\PROJ-ENWSanta Paula WRF EIR\Response to Comments\RTC.doc Page 102
March 31, 2005
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Law Office of K.M. Neiswender

Lawyers + Consulting
Post Office Box 24617

WVentura, California 93002
viplce: 805,649-8575
fax; BOS. 649 8168
emall kmn@inreach.com

January 5, 2005 _ BB

Rene Salas — Department Director
Department of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

P.O. Box 569

Santa Paula, CA 93061-0569

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report
For the Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility

Dear Ms, Salas,

This office represents Malzacher Ranch (parcel # 099-0-080-195), its owners and
operators, Fred and Elaine Malzacher, This letter is to acknowledge receipt of the Draft Santa | B3-1
Paula Water Recycling Facility Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™), dated November 3.
2004, and to formally address the concerns of the Malzachers.

The Malzachers commented previously on the project, vet none of their concerns were
addressed in the DEIR. Through this letter, the Malzachers again point out the risk and
probability of contamination entering their sources for drinking and irrigation water. They are B3-2
especially concerned with the untreated or partially treated sewage that can contaminate their
drinking water and which has — in the past — contaminated their crops and prevented continued
operation of their watercress farming. The probability of future contamination is extremely high.

There are numerous errors in this DEIR, and significant failures to address the mandates
of the California Environmental Quality Act (hereinafter “CEQA™). This letter will set forth the B3-3
most obvious problems; we reserve the right to amend these comuments prior to a final vote on
this matter.

The Environmental Baseline

An accurate description of the proposed project is “the heart of the EIR process”
(Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 119 Cal. App. 3d 1011, 1023). A curtailed of
distorted project description may stultify the objectives of the reporting process (1d.) An EIR
must include a description of the environment in the vicinity of the project as it exists before the | B3-4
commencement of the project, from both a local and regional perspective.” (Sam Joaguin
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v, County of Stanisiaus (1994) 27 Cal. App. 4% 713, 722).
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Rene Salas
January 5, 2005
Page Two

Obviously, the need for accurate project description is a CEQA maxim, yet this EIR fails
to even reference the existence of four occupied houses adjacent to the project site, and the water B3-5
wells that service those houses (see, e.g., “Environmental Setting,” at Section 4.2). Potential
adverse impacts to these houses are ignored. We set forth specific items from the DEIR below.

“1.1 Land uses surrounding the sites for the proposed WRF and Corporate Yard are
entirely comprised of agricultural uses and include citrus, row crops and commercial
flowers.” Page 3 of 31, Existing Land Uses

There is no mention of the property Lo the west and southwest of the proposed site. There are
countless maps enclosed in this report, yet there is little or no mention of the four family
residences that would be significantly impacted. There would be huge percolation ponds directly
in front of these four homes.

The parcel numbers of these residences are not even detailed on the maps enclosed in this
report. (See Figure 6-1, Figure 6-2 in Volumes 1 and Figure 9, Plate J, Plate 2, Plate 3 in
Volumes 11)

“1.2 The proposed project may require full and/or partial acquisition of the parcels
with the following Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs), as shown in Figure 9; B3-6

+ 099-0-030-345
+ 099-0-030-573
+ 099-0-030-645
- 199-0-080-215
- 099-0-080-235
+ 099-0-030-633

These parcels may be required for temporary construction and/or permanent right
—of —way casements.” Page 23 of 3] of Volume 11, Page 4-24 of Volume 1 — Land
Acquisition and Right of Way Easements

There is no mention of the property to the west and southwest of the proposed site. We attach
Exhibits 4, 5 and 6, showing the Malzacher parcels, as omitted from the DEIR's maps and figures.

In addition, Todd Lane is a private road that provides access to the four residences that
have been omitted from the DEIR. The road that the City is planning to use for temporary and
permanent construction is essentially the driveway of these three residences. How could there B3-7
possibly be no full or partial acquisition for their use to the homeowners of these three homes?
The additional issues concerning Todd Lane will be addressed further hereinbelow,
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Rene Salas
January 5, 2005
Page Three

1.3 “To accommodate these impravements, full and/or partial acquisition of
adjacent parcels to the south and west of the site of the existing WTP may be
required. The potentially affected parcels, by Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN"s) are

listed below: | 099-0-030-345
- 099-0-030-575
+ 099-0-030-645
- 099-0-080-215 ig
- 099-0-080-235

- 099-0-030-635"
(Page 1-27 of Volume | — Alternative No.2 Reuse/Rehabilitation of the Existing WRP Site)
Again, there is no mention of the property to the west of the proposed site. Four residences
would be directly adjacent to the proposed site and vet none is listed.

“1.5 The WTP and Corporation Yard sites are bounded on the north by State Route
(SR) 126, the Santa Clara River to the south, agricultural uses to the west and single
family residential and light industrial uses to the east.” - Page 5-7-/ — 5,1.1.1 Existing| B3-9
Leand Uses

There is no mention of the family residential uses to the west,

“1.6 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: The environmental factors
checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checldist on the
following pages. * Page 4 of 31 — Environmental Factors Potentially Affecied B3-10

In this section, impacts to Population/Housing are not checked, because the DEIR fails 1o
acknowledge the existence of the four houses directly adjacent to the project. Thus, there is not
even & passing acknowledgment of the proper baseline for the project.

“1.9 No residential uses are proposed as part of the project. The issue will not be
discussed in the EIR.” - Page 19 of 31 — g) Initial Study Checklist

The above statement disregards the current environmental setting; there already are four houses B3-11
that will be directly impacted by the projeet. Due to this plaring error in the baseline evaluation,
the DEIR must be revised and recirculated for further public comment.

Case after case has voided approval of an EIR when the baseline is inaccurate or
misleading. In the San Joaguin Raptor case, supra, the EIR’s baseline setting mentioned
agricultural uses around the site, but failed to address adjacent wetlands and a wildlife area. The B3-12
court therefore rejected the EIR, stating:
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Rene Salas
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Page Four

“Without accurate and complete information pertaining to the setting of the project
and surrounding uses, it cannot be found that the FEIR adequately investigated
and discussed the environmental impacts of the development project.

The failure to provide clear and definite analysis of the location, extent and
character of wetlands possibly within and definitely adjacent to the development
project and the failure to discuss STWF, precludes this court from concluding that
all environmental impacts of the development project were identified and analyzed B3-12
in the FEIR.” 27 Cal. App. 4 at 728-729,

Like the Sam Joaguin Raptor EIR, the DEIR for the water treatment plant fails to identify the
existing environmental sefting, The glaring omission of this information results in & fatally flawed
environmental document, with a complete lack of information on the impacts of the project to the
health and safety of the residents, to their drinking water, and to their farming operations.

The Impacts On Existing Agricultural Resources Are Improperly Minimized

Section 5.2 addresses impacts to agricultural resources, Again, the failure to discuss the
Malzacher property creates fatal flaws in the document, There are other problems as well.

First of all, the project would eliminate valuable agricultural land under an LCA contract,
when other land is available. “LCA” stands for “Land Conservation Act,” a statutory scheme
that was established to protect and preserve the limited and diminishing supply of agricultural land
in the state. In order to take a parcel out of an LCA contract, state law requires the following
findings be made: (1) That the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of this Chapter
[Chapter 7 of the Government Code, beginning with §51200], or (2) that the cancellation is in the
public interest.

. . . : ) B3-13

The chapter in question addresses the need for preservation of agricultural land in
California (see Government Code §51220). In order to be certain that a cancellation is, in fact,
consistent with the chapter, the legislature requires that the City make all of the following findings
regarding cancellation of the LCA contract:

(1) That the cancellation is for land on which notice of nonrenewal has been
served,

(2) That the cancellation is not likely to result in the removal of adjacent lands
from agricultural use;

(3) That the cancellation is for an alternative which is consistent with the
provisions of the applicable general plans;

(4) Thar the cancellation will not result in discontiguous patters of urban
development;

(5) That there is no proximate noncontracted land which is both available and
suitable for the proposed use, (Government Code §51282),
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These findings cannot, as a matter of law, be made. The land is currently zoned Agricultural, The
City would re-zone the land Industrial, There is “proximate noneontracted land” which is

both available and suitable, as detailed in Alternative Two, which would create a lesser impact on
the LCA land, and would utilize other land which is not under contract.

When passing the Williamson Act, the lepislature made findings that the preservation of
the maximum amount of agricultural land is necessary fo the state’s economy, as well as for the
assurance of an adequate, healthful and nutritious food supply (Government Code §51220(a)).
To eliminate a parcel under LCA contract when alternatives exist is a clear violation of the Act,
and should not be allowed.

The City has not revealed the costs for developing the project, versus developing
Altemative Two, or developing an alternative location. The Malzachers are requesting that a
complete economic evaluation of the costs to purchase of all of the land, easements, fines, legal
fees, and court awards versus the cost of renovating the existing facility be provided. For
example, if the LCA contract is cancelled, what is the cancellation fee? Who would pay the fee?
Would acquisition of an alternative location, or development of Alternative Two improve the
econemic feasibility of the project?

In addition to the LCA impacts, there are impacts to existing farming operations that have
not been addressed. As noted in this letter, the City's creation of 2 0.62 mile long berm in the
flood plain may result in & change in erosion patterns and the concomitant loss of farmland.  The
DEIR notes that there will be a loss of land designated locally as “Prime Farmland,” as well as a
loss of “Farmland of Statewide Importance” (Section 5.2.4.2). Even s0, the DEIR fails to revea!
the impacts to the Malzacher praperty, property which is also prime farmland,

One of the more obvious issues is one that is not discussed — even in passing — in Section
5.2: what happens to the adjacent farmland in the avent ofa spill? Such a spill occurred in 2002,
shutting down the Malzachers’ watercress operations for two years, What measures are in place
to prevent future spills? What is the spreading pattern of a potential spill? How will it affect the
agricultural operations of the Malzachers and others, especially considering that the Malzachers
and several other agricultural operations are down-wind and down-gradient from the proposed
project? Will a spill shut down farming operations? Is there a warning system in place? How will
compensation for the crop loss be calculated in the event of a spill?

None of these questions is raised or answered in the DEIR, and all should be analyzed,
made available for public comment, and answered in detail. This omission from the DEIR
requires revision and recirculation,

The Traffic Analysis Omits Critical Information
The DEIR claims that there are very few impacts from traffic, but neglects to discuss the

impacts to Todd Lane, a private road over which the City has no easement, The construction
impacts alone are a severely adverse impact,
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Page Six

In the Technical Appendix, the Traffic Circulation Analysis notes the additional of 380
one-way trips  day down Todd Lane, a fact that is not discussed in the DEIR itsalf

“1.4 Equipment used during construction of the pipeline would include backhoes,
loaders, construction crane and other similar equipment. Temporary construction
and permanent access easements would be required to construct the facility. Two-
way Truck Trips to the WRF and Corporate Yard Site = 120; to the Water
Reuse/Conservation Areas = []; Percolation Ponds = 40: Agriculture/Municipal

Landscape Reuse = []; Collection and Conveyance Facilities = 20: Effluent B3-19
Conveyance Facilities = 10. Page 18-/9 of Karz, Okitsu & Associates — Traffic
Circulation Analysis

This equals 380 one-way trips daily along the Malzachers’ private road. Again, there is no
mention of how a minimum of 380 daily trips a day will affect the homeowners, Assuming
construction will take place berween 8 am and 5 pm, that means a truck will be traveling down
Todd Lane every one-to-two minuies every day, all dav. Construction is expected to last for a
year and-a-half, but may be lengthened due to air quality concerns (see Section 5.5,1.1. measure
AQ-12).

Again, Todd Lane is a private road, essentially a long private driveway, which happens to
also provide access to the agricultural property that surrounds the homes. Traffic of this
magnitude for 18 months would significantly increase the risk of accidents, spillage and other B3-20
traffic hazards, and will also have an significant effect on the market value of these four homes.
None of this is mentioned in the section of the DEIR on Traffic and Circulation. We looked in
Section 5,10, thinking that such hazards would be referenced in that section, but nothing is there
either,

The facility itself is expected to operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week (Section
5.4.4.2), with traffic expected during all hours. The impacts to the local residents fom such
continuous traffic is not addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR estimates the project will generate
146.5 trips daily, but it is unclear how many of those trips will utilize Todd Lane, a private road,
The only mitigations are for impravement of operations at Peck Road and the 126, but no
mention is made of the severe and foecused impacts to local residents, and no mitigation has been
formulated to help the local residents (including the Malzachers) cope with 380 trips a day during
construction, and 146 trips a day — around the clock - during operations. In addition, Todd Lane
has an underpass under the freeway that is only twenty feet wide, and does not allow for two-way
traffic.

B3-21

Finally, in Section 5.4.4.2 of the DEIR, it is noted that chemical deliveries will occur 48
times a year. Are these chemicals hazardous? What mitigations are in place to deal with a
chemical spill? Will there be an early warning system for the residents? How will they evacuate if B3-22
Todd Lane is closed by a spill? What is the alternate evacuation route? This should be addressed
in this section or in Section 5.10, but it cannot be ignored.
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The Air Quality Analysis Does Not Address Air Impacts on The Residential Housing or the
Agricultural Operations Surrounding The Project Site

At Section 5.5.4.2, the DEIR notes the following:
(1) The houses are down-wind of the project
(2) Odor and dust will travel directly towards the houses
(3) Agricultural operations are down-wind of the project B3-23

(4) Dust adversely affects the growth of crops and could damage the adjacent
agricultural operations

The mitigation measures do not even mention the residences that will have to live down-wind of
many acres of percolation ponds. In fact, these ponds will be located directly in front of these
residences, with ponds just a few feet from the homes. The potential health impacts from
breathing in fugitive dust and odors from effluent are enormous, and yet no mitigation measures
are proposed. Sadly, there is no reasoned and good faith analysis of these impacts,

The Noise Analysis Is Incomplete

The DEIR admits that noise from construction would exceed the permitted S5dBA B3-24
thresholds for two years. No mitigations are proposed, other than to suggest that staging areas
will be located away from the houses “to the extent feasible” (Section 5.6.3.1, measure N-1).

As for operations, the facility is expected to operate 24 hours a day, and generate noise
levels of approximately 70-75 dBA. The DEIR claims that there will be no problem, because the
machinery is located on the ather side of the percolation ponds, or approximately 1,300 feet away
from the Malzachers' residence. However, there is no indication in the DEIR what the noise B3-25
levels will be at the Malzachers’ property line. The DEIR simply makes the conclusory statement
that there will be na violation of City or County noise ordinances. An EIR is required to contain
more detail than that, What is the expected noise level at the Malzachers’ property during the
day, and at night?

The Modification of the Flood Plain Could Affect The Malzachers’ Farmland

The project is upstream from the Malzacher Ranch, which extends into the Santa Clara
River Part of the project is a large earthen dike, five feet in height, 10-feet wide and 3,200 feet
long. This berm is designed to protect the project site from a 100-year flood, but a modification B3-26
ta the flood plain of such a significant nature could potentially affect the Malzachers” farming of
watercress on their property.
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Already, contamination from the existing water treatment facility caused significant
damage to the Malzachers' watercress operations, In 2002, the state shut down the operation due
to contamination, and the state inspectors specifically blamed the contamination on a spill from
the City's treatment plant. Now, the City is planning to modify the flood plain. How will this
affect the watercress operation? Any modification of the hydrology of the river will affect
downstream erosion and could potentially result in the river washing away sections of the
Malzacher land, Have hydrological studies been completed.? What is the mitigation for this
impact?

Impacts to Hydrology and to Water Quality Are Not Adequately Assessed

Due to the DEIR’s improper baseline, there is an unfounded assumption — carried through
the entire DEIR s analysis - that the percolation ponds will not affect the Malzachers' drinking
water well. Considering that the planned percolation ponds are only 150 feet from the
Malzachers® drinking water wells, failure to analyze the impacts on the residences is fatal to the
validity of the DEIR. We attach maps from the DEIR as Exhibits 1, 2 and 3, showing the
locations of the Malzacher wells, which were omitted from the DEIR.

The DEIR notes that there are four agricultural water wells located on the project site, and
notes one additional agricultural water well located immediately south and east of the project site,
outside the project limits. The DEIR notes one domestic water well located immediately west of
the project site (adjacent to the proposed percolation pond area) (Section 5.9.1.8).

The domestic water well that is mentioned in the DEIR is the well found on the Lippert
family property. There is no mention of Malzacher Ranch’s water well. There is no reference to
the Malzacher Ranch’s well an Plate 1 of Appendix J of the EIR. While the DEIR admits that
there is a potential for an effluent spill, it does not address how such a spill might affect the
domestic or agricultural water wells on the Malzacher, Lippert and Westerdale properties. There

are no proposed mitigation measures,

The DEIR should provide an accurate and complete picture of the project's impacts, Yet
it is difficult to determine from the document where and how the treated effluent will be released
into the Santa Clara River. The following is a quote from the Notice of Preparation:

1.8 Direct Discharge to Santa Clara River - As shown in Figures 6,7,8, this project
component would include the construction of a new 24-inch diameter pipe extending
from the proposed WRF east approximately 1,200 feet to the existing culvert serving
the existing WWTP. Depending on local user needs, the amount of treated effluent
discharged to the Santa Clara River may vary throughout the year. During the
southern California rainy season (November through April), discharge of up to 2.7
MGD of treated effluent may result, while the discharges during the summer may
not oceur at all.” - Page 2/ of 31 Notice of Preparation, July 7, 2004
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This description notes “local user needs.” but does not identify the local users or the use B3-29
for the treated effluent. Who are the local users and what use will be made of the effluent? The
EIR should provide this additional information in detail, in order for the public and the decision-
makers to understand the impacrs of this project,

The description also references a culvert. Where is the existing culvert? It is not wel]
defined on the figures referenced in the quoate, nor can such information be gleaned from the
DEIR, What is the location of the new culvert in relation to the old culvert? How will adjacent
and downstream property owners be affected by this culvert? There have been contammimation ang
spillage problems in the past; what is the history of such incidents and how did it affect the B3-30
downstream properties? Whose land does the existing culvert cross? Whose land will the
proposed culvert cross? Because the DEIR has nat disclosed the location of the existing culvert
or the location of the propesed culvert, we must assume that the culvert will release effluent
directly onto or adjacent to the Malzacher property. How does the City intend to mitigate the
impacts of the effluent release, and how does the City propose to compensate the landowners for
the impacts of impacts of the effluent releases?

It 1s important to note that several families farm the land on the banks of the Santa Clara
Raver. Already, the City’s 2002 spill shut down farming operations along the River, Future spills|]  B3-31
must be anticipated and actions taken to mitigate, to the greatest extent feasible, the impacts of
those spills. Alternatively, the project’s location should be changed.

Furthermore, there is no mention of Malzacher Raneh’s water line that currently runs B3-32
across the proposed project site. What will happen to their water source? Will it be relocated?

The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis is Inadequate

Under CEQA, an ETR must describe a “reasonzble range of alternatives” ta the project or
to 13 location (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). Alternative Two is essentially a mirror of the
project itself, but has distinct environmental advantages, especially regarding agriculiural
resources. However, there is a real need for an analysis of alternate locations

While there is no “ironclad rule,” there are four threshold tests to determine whether an
alternate location is suitable for inclusion in an EIR:
; . . : < B3-33
(1) Can the location substantially reduce the enviranmental impacts of the project?
(2) Can the location attain the basic objectives of the project?
(3) Is the location potentially feasible ?
{4) Is the locarion plainly unreasonable?

These criteria must be satisfied or the alternative should not be presented in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(c))
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The DEIR fails to include a proper alternative location in the analysis, looking at only one
alternative location — Todd Road (Alternative Three). The Todd Road alternative is spurious.
The location is “plainly unreasonable” in that it is outside City boundaries and non-contiguous; it
is two miles away from the current facility, and nearly as far from the River (where the treated
effluent will be discharged). It is, in short, a straw man, set up solely for the purposes of
knocking it down.

Alternative Two claims to be the alternative that analyzes rehabilitation of the existing site,
and expansion of the existing facility. This is not aceurate, Alternative Two would result in the
demalition of the existing plant, and the construction of an all-new plant, This alternative is
almost 1dentical to the project 1self and does not provide any substance for companson. It 15, in
short, not an “alternative”™ at all, but a minor modification to the project as proposed. The only
positive aspect to Alternative Two is that — in comparison 1o the project — it minimizes the impact
on the surrounding agricultural land

The Malzchers would recommend an Alternative Four, which includes the use of Parcel
#069-0-040-6335, 099-0-040-625, 089-0-030-635, 089-0-040-583, 099-0-040-5735, 090-0-040-
603, 090-0-40-615. Attached collectively as Exhibit 8 is a map showing Alternative Four, with
supporting photographs, (See also Exhibit §)

But there are other reasonable and good faith alternatives to the site. The DEIR fails to
include the mast obvious alternative, that of placing the Water Treatment Facility on the east side
of the City, and combining the water treatment needs of both Santa Paula and Fillmore into ane
single facility. But locating the facility within existing City boundaries is also a rational way to
proceed, There is land available by the airport, and on the east side of town. To choose only one
alternate location — Todd Road — and 1o have that location be totally unsuitable shows bad faith
on the part of the City.

The purpose of an alternatives analysis is to identify ways that significant environmental
effects can be reduced or avoided. Therefore, the lead agency should generally start with a
number of alternatives locations, and screen out those that are infeasible or inappropriate. Some
of the factors to be considered include site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, land use plan consistency, regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site
ownership (§15126.6(f)). There is nothing in the DEIR to indicate what other locations were
targeted and why those alternate locations were rejected.

Land Use Issues

There are numerous land uss issues that have not been adequately addressed. Asis truein
so many areas of the EIR, the failure to establish the proper environmental baseline plagues the
analysis. The problems start in the Imitial Study, which failed to address current land uses in the
vicinity of the project site;
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113 “Section IX - LAND USE AND PLANNING - No Impact, Potentially
Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated, and No Impact were checked” - Page 79
of 34 j} Initial Study Checklist

There is no mention, of the adjacent residential property and how it will be impacted. Thus, no B3-40

mitigation measures are proposed. Alternatives to the impacts on the residential housing are not
addressed. In sum, the entire EIR fails because of the failure to include a key portion of the
-environmental setting in the document.

In addition to the problems with taking valuable agricultural Jand for an industrial purpose,
there is the issue of whether the land should be annexed to the City at all. Under the laws
governing annexation, agricultural land should not generally be annexed into a City, The City’s B3-41
own Open Space and Conservation Element acknowledges that annexation of land within the
ereenbelt is discouraged. Any change in the greenbelt requires mutual consent between the cities
and LAFCO. The area to be annexed is ither within, or directly adjacent to, the Greenbelt.

Finally, there is the question of General Plan consistency. The site is currently zoned
agricultural, with a 40-acre minimum parcel size, The City is expecting to re-zone it to industrial, B3-42
but this would be inconsistent with the City's General Plan,

Specifically, Section 3 w.w of the General Plan’s Land Use Element states that
agriculiural lands must be preserved, and notes that agricultural lands should be used as greenbelt
and buffer around the City's urban care, In the Open Space and Conservation Element, it states;

“The presence of prime agricultural soils in the planning area is a natural resource that
must be conserved to pravide opportunities for ongoing and expanded agricultural
operations,

B3-43

“Future land use decisions which affect agricultural operations and prime soils must
recognize the irreplaceable nature of these resources. The value of these resources are
to be given equal weight to other factors being considered in the decision making
process” (C0-4-3)

The document continues:

“These lands [Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance] should be
preserved as long as possible and buffered from urban development.” (C0O-35)

There are other statements of policy in the General Plan which strongly reject the idez of taking
Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance for non-agricultural uses. (See Goals, B3-44
Objectives and Policies at CO-35 and Implementation Measures at CO-55-56),
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In the Conservation element, the General Plan notes that the use of treated wastewater is
an opportunity. Wetlands can be created, with the potential for sales of mitigation banking. Golf
courses can be watered with treated effluent, Yet this project does not take advantage of any of
these opportunities, instead placing the percolation ponds in the front vards of four houses, a
recipe for constant nuisance complaints and future lawsuits, There may be other plans for the use
of this water (see discussion regarding “local user needs” above), but such plans have not been
disclosed in the DEIR.

B3-45

Another of the City’s General Plan policies call for a reduction in the exposure of the
residents to noise and glare (Goal 6.5 through 6.7). Yet this project will operate 24 hours a day
in an area that was previously unaffected by noise and glare,

B3-46

The DEIR Omits Any Reasonable Discussion of The Private Road To Be Used By the City,
a Private Road Over Which No Easement Exists

There is reference in Section 4.6.13 acknowledging the fact that Todd Lane is a private
road, over which the City has no easement rights. However, the Malzacher parcel is not cited as
one of the parcels affected.

There are several property owners who utilize Todd Lane for access. Fred Malzacher has

persanally taken on the responsibility of collecting funds of all the property owners who use B3-47
Todd Lane and ensures that these funds are used to maintain the easement. The DEIR assumes

that these owners would automatically agree to the use of Todd Lane by the City. Ifthe City
assumes that it will gain easement rights through the purchase of the McConica property, it is
mistaken. The City’s use of Todd Lane for a water treatment facility is a far different and much
‘more burdensome use than the current use. Overburdening the easement can be prevented, and
the Malzachers will take all appropriate actions to prevent the City from accessing Todd Lane.

Placement of the Project Adjacent to These Residences Would Be A Taking of The Land
Without Compensation

Due process prevents the deprivation of personal or property rights by persens unlawfully
acting under color of state law. (42 U.S.C, §1983), The Malzachers contend that the City has
violated their substantive and pracedural due process rights by falsely designating their property B3-48
as nat being effected by the project. It is clear that the effects of the proposed project on
Malzacher Ranch have been deliberately left out of the DEIR. The blatant omission of the data
representing the proposed site is unconscionable. The DEIR does not include the effects to the
residences on Todd Lane and completely interferes with the owners’ future economic advantage.
This affects not only the Malzachers, but alsa the Lipperts and the Westerdales, neither of whose
houses are properly addressed in the DEIR.
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The current market value of the Malzacher property alane is estimated at almost §3 B3-49

million. It is difficult to accurately assess agricultural property, but attached as Exhibit 7 is a brief
summary detailling some current market values, which were used to help derive this value.

It is estimated that current market value of Malzacher Ranch alone would decrease as
much as 30% to 60% should the proposed site be directly adjacent to this property. As you look
out the front doer of any of the four homes on Todd Lane, they face beautiful orchards of arange
and lemon trees, The impact on the values of these homes from changing it from farmland to a
water treatment facility justify the estimated decrease in value of up to 60% alone.

B3-50

Is the City of Santa Paula prepared to compensate the homeowners on Todd Lane up to
60% market value of their homes? We would direet the City to the Adams Brothers case out of
Santa Barbara. In that case, the County falsely designated certain farmland as “wetlands.”
Recently, a Santa Barbara County Jury found the County and its personnel liable for such false B3-51
designation, and awarded the Adams Brothers 5.6 million. We have attached a short article on
the case from the case as Exhibit 9. By omitting the Malzacher, Lippert and Westerdale
properties from the EIR, the City is creating a false impression of the situation, similar to the false
impression created by Santa Barbara County when it mis-designated farmland as “wetlands.”

Need for Further Information
In addition to the items discussed above, the following clarifications are required-
1. What are the Intenim Effluent Limits as defined by the TSQ?

2. In regards to the treatment capacity of the existing water treatment facility, please
provide us with the water quality tests on March 15, 2003 when the daily flow at the plant was
recorded at 3.3 MGD.

3, What are the specific issues and problems of the existing plant? Why isn’t renovation B3-52
and minor expansion considered an alternative?

4. What are the specific dates when leaks or problems were found at the existing plant?
What are the data that describes the effects of these leaks?

5, What are the effects of the direct discharge to the Santa Clara River, exactly where are
the culverts?

Exhibits From The DETR Corrected

Because the DEIR's exhibits omitted key information, and failed to identify the location of
the Malzachers' house and wells, we mclude the following;:

Exhibit 1 - Plate 2 (map indicating Qil, Gas, Water Well Locations — Malzacher Ranch not
shown on map)

Exhibit 2 — Plate 5 (map indicating Oil, Gas, Water Well Locations — Malzacher Ranch not
shown on map)

B3-53
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Exhibit 3 — Plate 1 (map of water wells - Malzacher Ranch not shown on map)

Exhibit 4 - Figure 9 (map of Parcels by Assessor Parcel Numbers Affected by the WRF
and Corporate Yard —Malzacher Ranch not shown on map with outline or Parcel #)

Exhibit 5 ~Figure 6,1 (map of Parcels by Assessor Parcel Numbers Affected by
Alternative 2 ~ Malzacher Ranch niot shown on map with outline or Parce] #) B3-53

Exhibit 6 — Figure 9 (map of Parcels by Assessor Parcel Numbers Affected by the WRF
and Corporate Yard - NEW ALTERNATIVE SHOWN)

Exchibit 7 ~ Data to Support Market Value of Malzacher Ranch

Exhibit 8 - Map showing possible alternate for the project, including supporting
photographs

Exhibit 9 - Article from the December 2004 issue of California Farmer

Conclusion

On behalf of the Malzachers and the other residents of Todd Lane, we ask that the
concerns expressed in this letter be addressed as the City continues to plan and design a new
and/or expanded facility. We also ask that this letter and its attachments become a part of the B3-54
ongoing documentation and discussion of this project.

Sincerely, ;

Kate M. Neiswender

ec.  David Lippert
Don and Marilyn Westerdale
John MeConica
Santa Paula City Council
Evert Millais, Ventura County LAFCO
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Source: PAD Consultants, Inc. (2004},

> Figure 9
Parcels by Assessor Parcel Numbers Affected by the WRF and Corporate Yard

Pal} Consultants — Santa Paula Water Recyeling Facility
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£
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Malzacher Ranch's parcel # is NOT shown on the map.
Exhibit 4.0
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Data to Support Market Value of Malzacher Ranch

Comps of Ag Larnd

Date of Purchase # of Price
Parcel # Acquisition Price Acres per Acre
098 0010 185 11/4/19959 3 164, 903.00 5.48 5 2540878
0398 0 010 185 11/4/1999 5 580,349.00 13,88 ] 41.811.89
0898 0 020 045 23071999 5 228 159.00 2,91 B 38,605.58
%8 0 020 155 12/15/M1999 ] 215,425.00 2.66 5 80 956.64
098 0 020 205 12159949 5 183,5688.00 227 5 80,875,777
09% 0 030 345 1/28/2000 5 BYE.BT1.00 13.59 8 42 448,20
099 0 030 575 11/4/18398 5 240 115.00 9.45 ] 25.408.99
0949 0 030 645 11/49/1999 5 328,050.00 13.18 5 24 B30 08
099 0 080 215 1191990 ) 687 ,330.00 44 55 5 14,979.35
099 0 QB0 235 114719489 5 573.685.00 4516 5 i2,703.39
533811 BE=
average price per
acre
Comps of Custom Homes ol
Date of Purchase # of Sq.
Address Acquisition Price Acres Footage
19880 =, Mountain 11/5/2004 5 S574,500.00 1.8 1,438
1230 Gatewood La 12/3/2004 5 849, 000.00 1.31 1,714
15115 Faulkner Ti21/2004 a 1,100,000.00 4 BT 2,050
20090 3, Mountain 811/2004 ] avs a0 00 2.61 3,413
14581 Foathill Rd. 10722712004 % 9495 000.00 1.4 2477
280 Cummings Rd 10/5/2004 5 1,699.000.00 3.88 4,269
5152 Wheeler Cyn 10/29/2004 g 495 000.00 3.1 678
055 114,28 =
average price of
cistom home =~
Exhibit 7.0
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Map Detail

# Assigned on Map Parcel # Property Owner ‘Current Use
1 .DEB-ﬂgGBD‘E‘I 5 Bender _L&gn cultura 4
2 099-0-080-225 ‘Bender iﬂgﬁ_cunure
2a. nfa lr'n.'1alzar:‘r1+er Water Line additional use
3 092-0-030-645 Bender Agriculture
4 |098-0-030-835 Escalante Agriculture
5 1099-0-040-625 City of Santa Paula Current WWTP )
B 5a. n/a FFA (abandoned/not in use) notinuse
A 6 jIEFQ_E_i;-MJ_m-EEE D & H Investment Abandoned House
7 099-0-040-585 ',II-_Iarrg.r and Jean Mallette _ |Housing / Duplex
. 7a 099-0-040-575 Harry and Jean Maliette ‘Hnuﬂg [ Duplex
8 090-0-040-605 i:Ererrann Emelio Trust junk yard/open
'Piddwick, Kurt & Suzanne and
g 090-0-040-815 {Michols, Gary TR, junk yard . ]
1Q . lI]Q 0-0-030-345 __I__Eenmar Agriculture
11 |099-0-080-215 \MeConica Agriculture
12 099-0-080-185 !'W&ﬂerd dle Agricuture/Residence
s 13 !099-5-030-035 |Lippart Agricullure/Residence
14 iDEEﬂ-ﬂED—WE |Malzacher Agriculture/Residence

*™** Todd Lane is highlighted on

map in Pink ==
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Angeles County. Baby carots, alfalfa
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B San Bemardino Counly had 2 ne
loss ol 23 418 agnentternl acres — mainly
grazing land, but alse 2,300 acres of prime
fasraland — and 12,133 acres of now urhan
land. These lipures wens Jarger than aver-
age due 1o the ovailabiliy of high-resolu-
tion phatography in the anca noeth of the
Sun Bermmeling Mowotaing, Boiwesn 1990
and 2002, San Bemardine Counly™s urban
Land increased by meacly 40,000 acres amld
Tarmland logses were pepged o more than
47000 zeres, Jurisdiclons in the county
reporicd 15047 genes comimitied to futune
nogaericnural wse,

Farmiand i these Southern Califomin
cotmtics will continue to face developmemt

SAHTA Barbara County j j!.lml's
say that county land planners
-angaged in cofvduct thal shocked thar
_consciance and awarded a Santa
Maria farming family, Adam Bros.
Farming n., 35,6 million. .

The award inclides $130,000
in pumﬁ'l.r& damages against four
, “Indlvidual d 15 — & formar
| diremnr of comprehansive planning,
 former staif biologist, the-mmning
administrator and a wammtra
consuitanl.: :

The jury found against the Santa
Barbara County Planning and
Cevalopment Department and some, -
ol its parsgnnel for Imentionally
preparing and approving & fraudutent |
wetlands description which prevonted

of their land for the kst sty years,
Much of the Adam Brothers farming -

prmnﬁwdaswe.lhnﬁ preverting the

b pladnliffs frorm farming 250 acies

pressurc i the forcseeqble foture, The
Californin Depaniment ol Finanes projecis
that the papulation of the five counties will
grow by nearly 5 omillion between 2000
and 2020,

Land leaving Williamson Act
Emollment m e Willizmson Act — a
wvoluatary program that pives landowpers
potential properly s breaks in oxclange
for g Tlhyear commitmen! 1o maimian
agriculiural or open-space uses — dropped
by 33% between 1991 and 2002 in U
five-county arma, Removing lond from a
Williamson Act contract is oficn & procur-
sor todevelopaent.

According 1o CDFA. Ventura Couny
remaimid in the top 10 eountes fur sross
agricultursl value sl more thon ST.16
billios ia 2002, while Riverside County
wias in the Mo, 11 position at 51,06 billion.
Sun Bemanding, Omnge and Los Angoles
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walue of %1.25 billion.

Printed copies. enfargements, or digi-
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR Responses to Comments Report

B3

B3-1

B3-2

B3-3

B3-4

B3-5

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE LAW OFFICE OF K.M.
NEISWENDER DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

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

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

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

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) inthe DEIR.

The NOP/Initial Study (1S) 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

B3-7

B3-8

B3-9

B3-10

B3-11

B3-12

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

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 Y ard site plans
have been modified to ensure that this access is maintained for use by existing area
residents.

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.

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

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 substantia 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 anaysis 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.

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

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.?

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.

Asidentified 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 cods, 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/DL RP/lcalFAQ/public acquisitions.htm, accessed March 14, 2005.
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B3-15

B3-16

B3-17

B3-18

B3-19

Asnoted in Section 5.2 (Agricultural Resources) on page 5.2-5 in the DEIR, atotal 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 I mportance 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
ClaraRiver, flowswould 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.

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.

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.

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 al contractors utilize identified routes. Construction trips
aong 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.

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 Y ard 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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B3-20

B3-21

B3-22

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.

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.

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.

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
gpecifically to address hazardous materials use and storage on the project site. In
addition, all vendors supplying the WRF and Corporation Y ard 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 Y ard) 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

B3-25

B3-26

B3-27

B3-28

B3-29

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.

Section 5.6.4.2 (Operations Noise Impacts) in the DEIR discusses the potential noise
impacts related to the operation of the proposed project. 1n 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.

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.

Refer to responses B3-26 and B1-23.

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.

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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B3-30

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.

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 exigting 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 viathe 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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B3-31

B3-32

B3-33

B3-34

B3-35

B3-36

permit requirements for CCR Title 22 unrestricted reuse water and would not negatively
affect agricultural crop production.

Refer to response B3-16, above.

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.

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

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

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 sructures would be demolished under this Alternative, once the new WRF and
Corporation Yard are congructed 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 aternative to the proposed project, consisgent with the intent of CEQA to
identify and evaluate reasonable and feasible alternatives to a proposed project which meet
some or al of the defined project objectives.

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

B3-38

B3-39

B3-40

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 congtruct the proposed project. In addition, existing and future land use
compatibility factors were aso considered which eliminated these areas.

Refer to response B3-37 above.

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 resdences located to the
west of the WRF and Corporation Y ard 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 Y ard 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
isrequired.

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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B3-41

B3-42

B3-43

(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) which specifically evaluate impacts to residential
uses and which include detailed discussions of potential impacts.

The City’s Genera 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.

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 Y ard 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 — Commercia/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 desgnation also permits the
construction of community wastewater plants, provided a County Board of
Supervisors-approved CUP is obtained (bold added).

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/lndustrial 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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B3-44

B3-45

B3-46

B3-47

B3-48

B3-49

B3-50

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 sill 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.

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 aong 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.

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

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.

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 isrevised 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.

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 Y ard.

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

Please refer to Response B3-48.
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B3-51

B3-52

B3-53

B3-54

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 sendtive
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.

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 potentialy 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 datais 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.

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.

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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S. DAVID LIPPERT: =

DEC 07 2004

CITY OF SANTA PALLA
December 4. 2004

Department of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

Attn: Rene Salas, Deputy Director P1
P.0O. Box 569

Santa Paula, CA 9306]1-0569

Re: Draft Santa Paula Water Recyeling Facility - Environmental Impact Report
Mr. Salas:

[ am in receipt of the Drafl Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR), dated November 5, 2004. Tam writing 1o express concern over the lack of the DEIR
addressing concerns previously brought up in my comrespondence dated July 16, 2004, While the
comments 1 brought up in my letter are outlined on page 2-6 of the DEIR with corresponding P1-1
references to the sections where they are supposedly addressed, there is in fact no comment or
addressing of my specific concerns, but only general analysis. Below | have laid out the
comments and responses | reviewed in the DEIR as outlined a1 2-6:

» Concerned with their water wells which supply water to their family and orchards.
Where supposedly addressed: Section 5.9
Review: Atsection 5.9.1.8 it is noted that “One domestic water wall is located
immediately west of the project site” and a corresponding map is at Appendix J (should P1-2
actually read Appendix K). Ido not feal that simply acknowledging that I have a well
west of the site, and noting a corresponding dot on the plates of Appendix K comes close
to addressing or alleviating concerns for the quality of my family’s water supply.

» Concemed with flooding of their property with untreated or partially treated sewage,
Where supposedly addressed: Section 4.0 & 5.9
Review: Not specifically addressed at all. Section 4.0 gives overview and details of
project in general, and Section 3.9 reinforees the concerns that T have based on natural P1-3
contours and flood lines. Neither section specifically addresses the real concern of my
property and family potentially being flooded with treated or untreated wastewater.

* Concerned with access to and from their residence and whether they would hav.
EMErZency access.
Where supposedly addressed: Section 5.4
Review: Not addressed ar all, rather section 5.4 deals with traffic flows of existing roads
such as Peck, Telegraph and Briggs. It is almost comical that the only road on the maps P1-4
of section 5.4 that lies in the middle of the proposed praject is Todd Lane, and it is not
mentioned once in the analysis, Needless to say, I do not feel that the concerns | raised
have been addressed or alleviated in any way,

15323 ToDbo LANE. SANTA PAULA, CA 93060 (80S) 701-3890¢c 933-4640H
strohmdl@aal.com
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City of Santa Paula
December 4, 2004
Page2 of 2

+ Conecerned with potential harmful effects to children living and playing in closc
proximity to the project site.
Where supposedly addressed: Seetion 5.0
Review: Section 5.0 notes zoning and land use issues, which in no way addresses the
concern raised,

* Need to adequately address the potential destruction of the Santa Clara River Ecosystem.
Where addressed: Section 5.7

Review: Exhavstively addressed and analyzed. I only wish that my family fell under the

“Sensitive Biological Resources — Mammals™ of section 1.2.6 of Appendix J.

® Allthe dentified issues prove disastrous to their way of life and will reduce their
property value by 30 to 50 percent,
Where addressed: N/A
Review: “Comment noted” accurately stated that the comment was noted.

» Encourage the City 1o locate the facility elsewhere,
Where addressed: Section 6.0
Review: As can be seen on page 6-19 of section 6.7, Alternative 2 meets the exact
objectives of the proposed project. but with less impaet and probably less money, Once
agein I emphasize that Alternative 2 would be a better and more desirable option.

1 ask that this letter and these concemns be addressed as the City of Santa Paula continues 1o plan
and design a new/expanded facility. 1also ask that this letter and these jssues become a part of
ongoing documentation and discussion of this project. If I am incorrect in noting the lack of
specific attention or addressing of my concerns noted above, | apologize and would ask 10 be
madc aware by reference to the areas that [ have overlooked or failed in my review,

Thank vou for the consideration and ongoing evaluation of these concerns. [ may be reached at
the numbers below.

Sincerely,

L O Ho

5. David Lippert

Ce: Gilberto Ruiz, via fax

15323 ToDpD LANE, SANTA PAULA, CA 93060 (805) 701-3890c 933-4540H
strofimdi@azol.com
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P1

P1-1

P1-2

P1-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM S DAVID LIPPERT DATED
DECEMBER 4, 2004

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 responsesto comments P1-1 to P1-10, below.

The reference to Appendix J (Geological Technical Report) in Section 5.9.1.8 (Water
WEells) isrevised 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
aternative 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 aternative
domestic water supply. This supply shall be derived from the City’s existing domestic
water supply.”

The intent of Section 4.0 (Project Description) in the DEIR isto provide the public with
an understanding of the location, objectives of the project, technical, economic and
environmental characteristics of the proposed project. It aso provides the names of
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P1-4

P1-5

P1-6

P1-7

P1-8

P1-9

P1-10

agenciesthat 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, |mpacts, Mitigation Measures and Level of Significance) in the
DEIR.

The WRF would be constructed as a sate-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 spillson-site. No spillswould be directed off-site.

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.

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 Y ard
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.

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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

Comments noted. No response necessary.
Comments noted. No response necessary.

Comments noted. No response necessary.
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“Conserving Water Since [927" &
January 5, 2005

Rene Salas, Deputy Director of Public Works

City of Santa Paula

Public Works Department

113 Nerth Mill Strezt Q1
Santa Panla, CA 93060

Diear Mr, Salas,

United Water Conservation District (United) appreciates this opportunity 10
comment on ihe Draft Environmental [mpact Report (DEIR) for the City of Santa Paulds
proposed new Water Recycling Facility (WRF). United has a keen interest in the
development of the new WRF. United takes an active role in water resource management
in the Santa Clara River Valley and the Oxnard Plain, and operates a major surface water
diversion three miles downstream from the exiting plant site. Surface water diverted at
the Freeman Diversion is used for gronndwater recharge in close proximity to our
municipal well field, Diveried water is also distributed via agriculfural pipeline and used
for the direct irrigation of row crops and herries on the Oxnard Plain. United continues to
be concemed about the discharges from the current plant, especially with respect to
human health considerations associated with the downstream reuse of reclaimed water.

Q1-1

The DEIR states that “effluent from the Santa Paula waler treaiment plant is
recharged to the water table as stream flow percolation’(Section 5.9.1.4 and Appendix 0).
United is unaware of any publications or technical studies that support this assertion.
Stream gauging and field observations by United staff show river flow to be generally
stable in the reach between Peck Road and the Freeman Diversion. The USGS
characterizes this reach as a gaining section of the Tiver, and suggests that shallow aquifer
system near the river is yielding water to the river (Water-Resources Investigations
Report 98-4208). The DEIR accurately states that the recent alluvial deposits under and Q1-2
adjacent the Santa Clara River are considercd to be unconfined. However, poor
communication with older underlying aquifer units and the likely shallow groundwater
discharge to the river from adjacent areas of higher elevation create the common
condition of the Recent Alluvium in this reach being fully saturated, with the active
groundwater flowpaths moving water downstream along the river cormdor, not
downwards into the basin as groundwater recharge. United acknowledges that when
groundwater elevations are severely depressed by groundwater extraction in tmes of
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drought, groundwater will flow out of the alluvial aquifer and into the desper and older
sediments that form the main aquifers of the basin,

The DEIR fails to address water quality impacis to the Santa Clara River beyond
the very limited water quality parameters listed in the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Boards Water Quality Control Plan. The water quality evaluation
focuses on the infrequent impacts of stormwater runoff from the plant site, and not the
primary and continuous issue of the disposal or reuse of a city's treated wastewater. As
detailed above, reclaimed water dischareed to the Peek Road Drain contributes to the
total flow in the Santa Clara River, which is diverted a short distance downstream at the
chtmn Diversian, Diverted water is used to irrigate food crops and recharge drinking-
water aquifers in close proximity to municipal wells, Water quality impacts to the niver
need to be addressed with respect fo regulated and unregulaled drinking water
contaminants. The Regional Boards current requirement of a downstream sampling point
at the: Freeman Diversion 1s consistent with United's concemns of reclaimed water impacts
at this downstream location. Santa Paula treatment plant operators have been collecting
monthly data at this location since 1997, which should assist in the evaluation of potential
impacts.

It appears that more technical work is required to evaluate the percolation
potential of the propossd percolation ponds. The geotechnical report motes snallow
depths to groundwater already exist at the proposed site, which would be exacerbated by
the percolation of additional water, Further, results of recent Geoprobe explorations led
investigators to conclude that “above about three to eight feet bgs, materials appears to
consist primarily of clayey sand, sandy clay and sandy silt’ (Section 5.8.1.7). It appears
the |substantial fine-grained overbank deposits overlie the coarser stream channel
alluvinm mapped in the vicinity, and these fine-grained deposits may substantially reduce
the infiltration capacity at the site. Percolation and/or permeability iesis arc a logical way
to determine if this site is suitable for the large-scale percolation of treated wastewater
proposed for the project, and it is not clear that such tests were conducted.

The DEIR does not adequarely address the chloride compliance issue facing the
City of Santa Paula, and the year 2002 data vsed in the evaluation appears to understate
the problem. The City is prohibited from discharging water with greater than 100 mg/1
chloride, and the DEIR states this will be achieved though chloride source-reduction
programs initiated by the City. Monthly monitoring of plant affluent in 2003 recorded
chloride values ranging from 156 to 191 mg/l, and averaging 171 mg/l. The incomplete
data set from 2004 records a similar range of values, averaging 161 mg/l chloride.
United questions whether 1t is reasonable to expect such significant chloride reductions
without a source evaluation study or other supporting evidence.

The ahove comments not withstanding, United Water Conservation District is
very pleased that the City of Santa Paula is moving forward with plans to upgrade its
existing water reclamation facility. The reduced turbidity and improved disinfection
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UNITED WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

promised by a modern plant design will undoubtedly improve water quality in the Santa
Clara River downstream of Peck Road Drain. In the meantime, United appreciates the Q1-6
continued prompt notification of plant upsets or spills, given the existing uses of water
diverted from the river downstream of Santa Paulz.

United also applauds the Citys foresight and good judgment in constructing a
reservoir for reclaimed water at the plant site in anticipation of the widespread future use
ol reclaimed water in the Santa Paula basin, We are hopeful that the water quality goals
specified in the DEIR are attainable and prove acceptable for agricultural users and other
intended uses. If you have any questions regarding our comments please do not hesitate
to contact us.

Q1-7

Diana L. Wisehart
General Manager

Cc: EDRF
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Q1

Q1-1
Q1-2

Q1-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT DATED JANUARY 5, 2005

Comments noted. No response necessary.

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, especialy 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 (USGYS) 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 agquifer systemsin the basin likely occurs.

The preferred disposal method of treated wastewater from the proposed project is
percolation ponds. Recycled water useis not discussed in detail inthe EIR. It isnoted 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 congtituents 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 congtituents, which need to be finalized
during the WDR and CDHS permit processes.
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Santa Paula Water Recycling Facility EIR

Responses to Comments Report

Constituent An_tici pated Dischafge Require_ments
Reclamation/Reuse (On-Site Per colation Ponds) ¢
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BODs 20° C) 10 mg/L®
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 10 mg/L®
Qil & 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®
Sulfate 800 mg/L®
Chloride 110® mg/L
Boron 1.0% mg/L
Coliform 1.1/100 ml
pH 6.5-85
Turbidity 2NTU

@ disinfected tertiary treatment, Title 22.

@ Basin Plan Table 3-10 — Santa Clara-Santa Paula Area, west of Peck Road.

@ Water quality monitoring upstream and downstream of the percolation areato demonstrate compliance
with WDR issued by RWQCB — Los Angeles.

@ 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.
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