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Letter 16 

COMMENTER: Steve DeGeorge, Ventura County Transportation Commission 
 
DATE:   April 4, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 16A 

Table 1-6 of the Draft EIR has been corrected as suggested by the commenter; please 
see Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 

Response 16B 

The City of Ventura agrees and incorporated into the project description a requirement 
that, before beginning construction that would encroach on public roadways, the 
contractor provide notice to local transportation agencies about the schedule and 
location of construction. See Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 
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Letter 17 

COMMENTER: Carolee Krieger, California Water Impact Network 
 
DATE:   April 3, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 17A 

Commenter is concerned that the proposed project represents a new diversion from the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.  This is not the case; under the No Project Alternative, 
the City of Ventura and Casitas SWP Table A allocation is diverted from the Delta. 
Section 2.6.3.3 in the Draft EIR describes SWP operations under the No Project 
Alternative.  Without the proposed project, the SWP Allocations for the City of Ventura 
and Casitas would continue to be sold to other SWP contractors or to the DWR 
Turnback Pool Program. Review of the SWP management records (2007-2016) shows 
that the majority of water sold to the Turnback Pool Program is purchased by Southern 
California entities (MWD, Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, Desert Water 
Agency, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency, Coachella Water District) or Southern San 
Joaquin Valley entities (Kern County Water Agency, Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage 
District). From 2007-2016, 80 to 90 percent of all water in the Turnback Pool Program 
was sent to either Southern California or the Southern San Joaquin Valley. 

Response 17B 

The alternative local water sources recommended by the commenter—wastewater 
treatment, groundwater management, desalination, and conservation—do not meet the 
project objectives. Specifically, none of these options, individually or in combination, 
would provide a backup supply for the City’s other (local) water supplies, allow Casitas 
or United to receive their SWP entitlements, and enable the City to deliver water to 
Calleguas during an imported water outage. 

Response 17C 

The reliability of the SWP supply is described in the Draft EIR (Section 1.12.1), based on 
the DWR Delivery Capability Report. As discussed in that section, over the long-term the 
SWP is anticipated to deliver 62% of each contractor’s Table A amount, but in a very dry 
year or in the event of infrastructure failure, the SWP may deliver no water. However, a 
drought in the Ventura area does not necessarily mean a drought for the SWP.  From 
2012 to 2018 the City of Ventura was considered to be in drought (based on the USDA 
Drought Monitor (https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Maps/MapArchive.aspx). In 2017, the 
area supplying the SWP was not considered to be in drought and delivered 85 percent of 
Table A allocations.  

Response 17D 

As described in Section 1.2 and Section 1.6, the project would make up for losses in 
annual yield from Lake Casitas, the Ventura River, and groundwater. The SWP, a 
regional water supply source, would compensate for these lost local supplies but would 
not result in the City having a greater annual volume of supply than it has historically 
had. Because the proposed project is making up for local supplies, it is not growth 
inducing; because the proposed project provides a different, regional, supply, it 
enhances water supply reliability. 

https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Maps/MapArchive.aspx
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The purpose of the proposed project is to make it possible to: 

 Deliver SWP water to the City of Ventura to offset losses in existing water 
supplies. 

 Make in-lieu deliveries to Casitas to offset losses in existing water supplies. 

 Provide the infrastructure so that United can take direct delivery of its SWP water 
to offset decreases in groundwater replenishment and provide an emergency 
connection for the O-H system. 

 Provide water supplies to Calleguas during an outage of imported water. 

The project would not create a new water demand, nor provide capacity to meet 
projected future water demands. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), 
“indirect” growth inducement can include “reducing obstacles to population growth,” such 
as water supply. Growth inducement may result in adverse impacts if the growth is not 
consistent with local land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the 
area; this “disorderly” growth could indirectly result in additional adverse environmental 
impacts. The City’s adopted General Plan guides the type, location, and level of land use 
and development planned for the City. The environmental impacts of this growth were 
addressed in the City of Ventura 2005 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
(General Plan Final EIR). Because the proposed project will not promote growth beyond 
the growth permitted by the General Plan and evaluated by the General Plan Final EIR, 
the proposed project is not growth-inducing. 

Response 17E 

The City of Ventura, Casitas, and United already have SWP entitlements and are 
obligated to pay the referenced costs. No additional response is necessary since the 
comment does not raise significant environmental effects.  

Response 17F 

Please see responses 17A through 17E. 
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Letter 18 

COMMENTER: Burt Handy 
 
DATE:   April 4, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response to Letter 18 

In an EIR the Lead Agency is obligated to analyze alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental 
effects of the project. A connection to the SWP at Lake Piru or Castaic Lake may 
achieve water delivery objectives to the Oxnard Plain; however, it would not avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant effects of the proposed project. A Castaic/Piru 
pipeline would potentially require more infrastructure, including 26 to 40 miles of pipeline 
(rather than seven miles) and surface water treatment.  A Castaic/Piru pipeline would not 
satisfy a key project objective, providing emergency water supplies to Calleguas and 
therefore does not qualify as a project alternative. 
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Letter 19 

COMMENTER: Daniel Cormode 
 
DATE:   April 5, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response to Letter 19 

When social or economic effects would have physical impacts on the environment, 
CEQA requires analysis of the physical impacts.  The Draft EIR addresses all anticipated 
physical impacts on the environment.  Therefore, the Draft EIR complies with Section 
15131(a), which states:  

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 physical changes. 

Commenter did not provide linkage between project cost and a physical change in the 
environment.  
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Letter 20 

COMMENTER: Nicole Collazo, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
 
DATE:   April 1, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 20A 

Climate data in the project area (Oxnard) has been updated in the Final EIR using the 
most recent 30-year averages (1981-2010). See Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 

Response 20B 

Sensitive receptors identified in this comment are located adjacent to highway corridors 
(State Route 126 or U.S. Highway 101) where ambient levels of air pollutants (including 
diesel particulate matter) are relatively high.  The project-related increase would be 
relatively minor and limited to a few weeks at any one receptor as the pipeline is 
installed.  The proposed project would implement construction emissions reduction 
measures listed in the VCAPCD’s Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. 

Off-road diesel fueled fleets (including heavy equipment operated by construction 
contractors that would implement the proposed project) are regulated under Title 13 
Section 2449 of the California Code of Regulations, which includes a mandated 
implementation schedule to phase in lower emissions engines over time.  Under this 
regulation, no higher emissions engines (Tiers 1 and 2) may be added to a fleet after 
January 1, 2018.  Therefore, the engines used in heavy equipment used to implement 
the proposed project (in 2020) are likely to be lower emissions engines (Tier 3 or better).  
Due to the short-term nature of project-related emissions, which will include emissions 
reduction measures required by the VCAPCD’s Air Quality Assessment Guidelines and 
State law, there will be no significant air quality impacts.  Note that pipeline installation 
adjacent to Rio Mesa High School would be conducted when school is not in session 
(see mitigation measure TR MM-1). 
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Letter 21 

COMMENTER: Manjunath Venkat, Ventura County Resource Management    
     Agency 

DATE:   April 4. 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 21A 

The proposed project has been designed to avoid any impacts to streambeds, including 
actions that may divert or obstruct flow, substantially change or use any material from 
bed or bank, or deposit or dispose of any waste (see Section 1602 of the California Fish 
and Game Code).  Therefore, a lake or streambed alteration agreement is not needed. 
Frac-out of drilling fluids is not anticipated, and the EIR provides a Frac-out Contingency 
Plan (see mitigation measure HAZ MM-3) to avoid and minimize potential impacts.  

The County’s Standards for Initial Study Biological Assessments do not apply to the 
project as the City is the lead agency and the project does not require a land use permit 
from Ventura County.  In any case, the project has been designed to avoid wetlands, 
including directional drilling under the Santa Clara River.  
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Letter 22 

COMMENTER: Anitha Balan, Ventura County Public Works Transportation    
     Department 

DATE:   April 4, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 22A 

As described in Table 1-6 of the Draft EIR, the project would need an encroachment 
permit from the County of Ventura, which would include the relevant requirements.  

Once design is finalized, the City (or the entity building the SWP Interconnection) would 
determine the need for encroachment permits from other jurisdictions (City of Oxnard 
and City of Camarillo). 

Response 22B 

The traffic and circulation study prepared for the SWP Interconnection identified one 
potentially significant impact related to construction traffic, the addition of peak hour trips 
to Central Avenue, a roadway that is currently operating at a less than acceptable level 
of service (see Draft EIR Section 2.16.3.2). To mitigate this impact, Mitigation Measure 
TR MM-1 includes limiting construction of Segment 10 (proposed alignment) and 
Segments 7 and 11 (Alternative Alignment B) to periods when Rio Mesa High School is 
out of session. This mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.  
Given the results of the traffic and circulation study and the applicable mitigation 
measures, limiting construction truck trips to outside peak hours is unnecessary. 

Response 22C 

The cities of Oxnard and Camarillo as well as the County of Ventura were provided 
Notice of Preparation of the EIR as well as Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR. The 
cities of Oxnard, Camarillo, and the County of Ventura will be included in the distribution 
of any notices related to the Final EIR (e.g., responses to comments, Notice of 
Determination). 
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Letter 23 

COMMENTER: Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director, Ventura County Public Works    
     Watershed Projection 

DATE:   April 3, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 23A 

As documented in Table 1-6 of the Draft EIR, the City anticipates the need to obtain 
permits and other approvals from the Ventura County Watershed Protection District. As 
part of this process, the City (or the entity constructing the pipeline) would provide site 
plans and cross sections for pipeline segments traversing Watershed Protection District 
facilities, rights-of-way, and jurisdictional watercourses. 

Response 23B 

Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) is a rotary process, not an impact process. HDD 
utilizes a rotary bit on the end of drilling pipe string that is hydraulically rotated by the 
HDD machine at the entrance shaft. The entrance shaft could be located on either side 
of the Santa Clara River. However, it is anticipated that the north side of the river would 
serve as the location for the entrance shaft since only the south side of the river provides 
sufficient area to layout approximately 2,000’ of pipe, which would be pulled back into 
the borehole from south to north.  

During design, a geotechnical study would be conducted which characterizes the soil 
within the levee and identifies corresponding sensitivities to vibration. The engineer 
would then select a bore path which is well below the levee and minimizes potential 
impacts due to vibration. In addition, the City (or the entity constructing the pipeline) 
would implement the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical report and any 
requirements of the Army Corps of Engineers Section 408 Permit. 

Also, during design, a geotechnical study would be conducted which characterizes the 
soil conditions near Beardsley Wash. Using this information, the design engineer would 
identify appropriate construction methods for crossing Beardsley Wash. In addition, the 
City (or the entity constructing the pipeline) would implement the recommendations of 
the site-specific geotechnical report, the requirements of the Ventura County Watershed 
Protection District Encroachment Permit, and any requirements of the NPDES Permit for 
Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface 
Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (General NPDES 
Permit No CAG994004). 
 
Response 23C 

Table 1-6 of the EIR has been updated to include an encroachment permit from the 
Watershed Protection District and a Section 408 Permit from the Army Corps of 
Engineers. See Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 
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Response 23D 

The only significant aboveground structure that could increase imperviousness is the 
proposed blending station which would be built within the City of Ventura and follow City 
of Ventura requirements for stormwater management. 

Response 23E 

Consistent with terms of the encroachment permit, the Watershed Protection District will 
be notified before construction commences within District property/facilities. 
Requirements for scheduling and performing maintenance will be memorialized in 
project encroachment permit(s).  

Response 23F 

Table 1-6 of the EIR has been updated to include a Floodplain Development Permit from 
the Watershed Protection District. See Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 

Response 23G 

The HDD pipeline crossing of the Santa Clara River is not anticipated to affect surface 
water volumes.  In any case, the subject reach of the Santa Clara River is a migration 
corridor for steelhead (during high flows only) but does not provide any suitable 
spawning or rearing habitat.  Therefore; steelhead are not likely to be present when 
pipeline installation occurs. 
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Letter 24 

COMMENTER: Kathy Bremer   

DATE:   April 2, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response to Letter 24 

When social or economic effects would have physical impacts on the environment, 
CEQA requires analysis of the physical impacts.  The Draft EIR addresses all anticipated 
physical impacts on the environment.  Therefore, the Draft EIR complies with Section 
15131(a), which states:  

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 physical changes. 

Commenter did not provide linkage between project cost and a physical change in the 
environment.  
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To: City of Ventura, Ventura Water 
Betsy Cooper 
501 Poli Street 
Ventura, CA 93002-0099 
bcooper@cityofventura.ca.gov 

Subject: State Water Interconnection Project (SCH No. 2018031010) Draft 

Environmental Impact Report Review Comments 

Pg 1-9 EIR states why the SWP interconnection project is needed: 

“The City, Calleguas, United, and Casitas have the following needs:  

  

 The City needs to provide a continued reliable water service to City 

water customers. This involves making up for losses in annual yield 

from existing supply sources (Lake Casitas, Ventura River, and 

groundwater), improving water quality, and providing an 

emergency/backup connection for Ventura Water’s potential potable 

reuse project.  

 Calleguas needs to improve its water supply reliability in the event 

of an outage of imported supplies.  

 United needs to protect local supplies to ensure a long-term supply 

for its service area. This involves making up for losses in annual 

yield from existing supply sources (Santa Clara River diversions and 

groundwater), enhancing groundwater recharge options while reducing 

groundwater overdraft, improving basin groundwater quality, and 

providing an emergency connection for United’s O-H Pipeline. 

 Casitas needs to extend the ability of Lake Casitas to provide water 

during a long-term drought and to replace water that otherwise would 

have been diverted for storage at Lake Casitas but is now released 

downstream as required by the BO for the Robles Diversion 

Facility.” 

 
Then the EIR states what the SWP interconnection project objectives are: 

Project Objectives: 

1. Provide near-term water supply for the City to enhance water supply reliability; 

2. Improve City water quality; 

3. Provide a back-up supply for the City's other potential, long-term water supply options; 

4. Allow Casitas and United to receive their SWP entitlements; and 

5. Enable the City to deliver to Calleguas during an imported water supply outage. 

25A 

mailto:bcooper@cityofventura.ca.gov#_blank
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As a Ventura citizen and a Ventura Water ratepayer here are some observations and 

questions about the project objectives:  

1. How does this project provide near-term water supply for the City to enhance our 

water supply when on page 1-6 of this report it says: “The proposed State 

Water Interconnection Project is not anticipated to provide any increased 

water supply volume for the city, and thus is not being considered in that 

[Ventura Water Supply Projects] EIR.” 

This begs the question, if “the State Water Interconnection project is not 

anticipated to provide any increased water supply volume for the city” then why is 

the city justified in paying toward this very expensive project? Is it the best use of 

our water infrastructure funds? 

2. The second project objective is to improve City water quality. The City water 

supply quality will be improved on the east-end of the city because if the City gets 

SWP water in-lieu of the Casitas water, then the Casitas water “service area” 

restrictions will not apply. This means that Ventura Water can blend the high 

total-dissolved-solids (TDS) Mound aquifer water with the SWP water. This will 

improve east-end water quality, but what will be the impacts to the Casitas 

service area customers' water quality?  If the City is taking SWP water in wetter 

times in-lieu of Casitas water, does that mean that the Casitas water customers 

will be receiving SWP water blended with the highly mineralized Mound basin 

water from the east-end?  Will it be improved or degraded when compared with 

Casitas water quality? Does the EIR address this impact – the potential for water 

users in the Casitas water service area to have a degraded water quality?  

Page 1-15 DEIR : “Unless appropriate measures are taken, mixing of waters 

from different sources with different water qualities can result in water 

quality issues. To minimize the risk of lead and iron release from the 

introduction of SWP water into the 430 zone, a blending station is 

proposed. At the blending station, the different water sources can be mixed 

and water treatment additives used to condition and stabilize the water 

before introduction to the City’s water system.” 

In the SWP interconnection project plan is the City signing over it Casitas water 

supply allocation completely? Or is it just not taking its Casitas supply until the 

city has repaid the "rented" water that was used out of the Casitas service area? 

Historically, Casitas has served the Westside, Downtown, some beach areas, 

and Midtown (to Mills Rd.). It should be noted that the Casitas water supply can  

“expand” to cover the actual AF usage in the service area. This means if in the 

future there is more demand in the Casitas service area that our Casitas 

allocation is increased to match the actual usage. If we are signing over our 

25B 
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Casitas supply to use the “in-lieu” state water, then be aware we are potentially 

signing over a much larger future supply than we are currently using in the 

service area.  Also note that SWP water may be much more costly than Casitas 

water, so for ratepayers this would be an important question: Is the City is 

paying the Casitas AF water charge or the SWP water charge? 

Additionally, these Casitas service area ratepayers in the City have paid into and 

become vested in the Casitas system over the years. Is it fair that these area 

water consumers must now change their water supply to a potentially more 

expensive and more degraded in quality supply with potentially less reliability? (In 

drought periods, state water is extremely unreliable with water deliveries 

sometimes as low as 5% of the actual allocation.)  

 

3. How can this project “provide a back-up supply for the City's other potential, long-

term water supply options” when state water is historically unreliable when it 

there is a statewide drought sometimes only delivering a very small % of the 

needed water allocation? And also, as stated in the first project objective bullet: “ 

The proposed State Water Interconnection Project is not anticipated to provide 

any increased water supply volume for the city.” Additionally, what happens if 

Calleguas does not have the capacity in their system to wheel extra SWP water 

to the City of Ventura either now or in the future?  

Page 1-25 EIR: “Based on a hydraulic analysis performed, a 36-inch 

diameter pipeline could deliver as much as 18,800 AFY, if this volume of 

water was available. However, the availability of water is limited.” 

Page 1-26 EIR: “To evaluate SWP supply availability under existing 

conditions, the 2017 DCR considers the impacts on SWP delivery capability 

due to climate change, sea level rise, and multiple Delta-specific 

concerns: the variability of Delta inflows seasonally and annually, the 

vulnerability of the Delta’s conveyance system and structure due to floods 

and earthquakes, and water quality objectives that address Delta ecosystem 

health.” 

”Consideration is also given to the major Delta policy planning efforts 

currently underway: The Delta Plan and the California WaterFix. With these 

factors, the 2017 DCR projects that under existing conditions (2017), the 

average annual delivery of Table A water is estimated at 62%.  

“In a very dry year or in the event of infrastructure failure, it is 

possible there would be no SWP delivery.  

25E 
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“Deliveries could also be impacted by capacity limitations in the MWD and 

Calleguas water transmission and treatment facilities because wheeling 

agreements would be for excess capacity not being used by MWD and 

Calleguas customers. More capacity would typically be available in the 

winter than in the summer”  

There are a lot of moving parts in this SWP  interconnection proposal, and none 

of them seem to work to protect Ventura's water-user and ratepayer, but rather 

works to allow Casitas and United to receive their SWP entitlements.  This 

project has obvious benefits for Casitas and United, and obvious benefits for 

Calleguas to be supplied City water in the event of an emergency, however the 

benefit to the city and its ratepayers is much more tenuous. 

4. The project “allows Casitas and United to receive their SWP entitlements” which 

is great in that we should help our neighbors, however if these neighboring areas 

have had a tremendous amount of recent building, then, is it fair that Ventura 

takes on the burden of agencies which have not understood water availability is 

limiting factor to unrestricted development? Is it now fair for neighbors who have 

built without a vision for long-term sustainability to get to water from a neighbor 

who has taken great pains to conserve and extend their existing water supply? 

 Additionally, the report accurately states that prior to emergency Ordinance E the City 

was relying on 25,000 AF of conservation credits we stored in the Oxnard Plain Basin to 

be used in water shortage years, however in 2014 because groundwater was being 

over-drafted from the basin our carefully saved and stored credits were eliminated. To 

stop seawater intrusion and to achieve compliance with the 2014 Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), basin pumping may be reduced as much 

as 39% more. This certainly makes one question if the city should not be looking into 

improving water storage infrastructure to save our own water in wet times for use in 

dry times. How much would city owned, run, and, most importantly, controlled water-

storage facilities cost compared to Ventura's share of this extremely expensive pipeline 

project? Ventura needs to look at alternative water storage and purple-pipe projects that 

could conserve and extend our water supply in manners that we control.  

5. And finally, the project enables the City to deliver to Calleguas during an 

imported water supply outage (an earthquake or pipe break, etc). This means 

now, for the first time, water can be drawn from Ventura's supply to replenish 

Calleguas supply, the problem is that the City does not have sufficient storage, 

so the water is coming from Casitas and/or it will be depleting the amount of 

water available to Ventura water users. Is there a limit on how long Ventura 

supplies Calleguas with water in the event of an emergency? It may take months 

for repairs to be made after an emergency. The EIR notes that Calleguas is not 

selling SWP water to Ventura, Casitas and United water agencies, but is merely 

wheeling existing SWP entitlements through their system, as required by state 
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law, to these agencies with existing SWP water entitlements. Calleguas is fairly 

compensated for doing this. How much does this wheeling fee increase the SWP 

water cost?  This is a very expensive project that has very limited benefits for 

Ventura ratepayers, in fact, because if the City enters into this SWP 

interconnection deal the straw can go into Ventura's water supply and suck it out 

to be used by Calleguas -- this could actually have a detrimental effect on 

Ventura's long-term water supply reliability. 

Some other thoughts and questions about this SWP Interconnection EIR:  

The San Buenaventura City Council Resolution No. 2014-057 dated 9/22/2014 
established that “there is a direct nexus between the availability of water supply and the 
immediate preservation of the public health and safety”; and, resolved that  “the ordinary 
demands and requirements of the water consumers served by the City of San 
Buenaventura cannot be met by the water supplies now available to the City without 
depleting the water supply or diminishing its quality to the extent that there would be 
insufficient water for human consumption”. 

Have the City's water supply circumstances change since this 9/22/2014 resolution? 
That is, have the water conservation incentives of the water shortage contingency plan 
significantly reduced the water demand of the City's water consumers? Have these 
demand-side conservation efforts, a wetter 2019, and loss of over 500 homes in the 
Dec. 4, 2017  Thomas Fire (some of which may not be rebuilt) changed the current 
water supply equation? 

Page 1-5 EIR: “In 2017, the City’s total water demand was 13,973 AFY, 

with a five-year average since 2013 of 15,429 AFY. Overall, per capita 

water demand has declined significantly since the middle of the last 

century due to effective water use efficiency practices, including plumbing 

code changes, improved water loss control, and an ongoing and active water 

use efficiency program. As a result, per capita water use decreased from an 

average of 277 gallons between 1940-1970 to 166 gallons in 2010. Additional 

conservation efforts during the most recent drought resulted in even 

further declines to 117 gallons per capita per day (GPCD) in 2015. 

Nevertheless, water use is projected to increase to between 19,000 to 

21,500 AFY by 2030 and potentially up to 22,700 AFY by 2040.”  

The last sentence above is projecting water use increases, the basis for these 
projections are not given.  With future water-saving technological advances and 
increased conservation and an increased use of recycled water the question becomes: 
Is this project needed for the City of Ventura's long-term water supply? Ventura 
water users have patriotically found ways to conserve water, if we can make better use 
of our city controlled recycled water (particularly in the near-term using more non-potable 
recycled water for landscape irrigation) then we may not need such an expensive SWP 
interconnection pipeline. Remember, except for a few wet years our area has basically 
been in drought since 2000. Remember, too, that Lake Casitas can refill completely with 
one very wet year. And, remember when there is a statewide drought the SWP water 
deliveries can be reduced to almost nothing. 
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The state water allocation of 10,000 AFY (that the City's water department has paid for 
the "rights" but has not taken delivery of , or paid for, actual wet water) is a current 
contract set to end in 2035 with an extension possible through 2085. Does the EIR 
consider that the extension of water contract may be significantly more expensive 
(especially with potential state water tunnel projects) than the current contract? Is it 
fiscally responsible for the City to obligate Ventura ratepayers to pay for such an 
expensive SWP interconnection project, without knowing what the SWP 2035 extension 
contract will cost ? 

If the City is pursuing a recycled water plant, is an expensive SWP interconnection 
pipeline truly necessary? As an alternative to this project, has the cost of implementing a 
citywide purple-pipe water system for non-potable treated water been considered? As 
direct potable reuse of recycled water is not yet approved by the state, making the 
best use of our non-potable recycled water is imperative. If, as studies show, a large 
percentage of our water supply is used for landscaping -- then doesn't it make sense to 
compare the cost of this new SWP pipeline project with the cost to the city to build a 
purple-pipe water system to bring non-potable recycled water to all areas of the 
city?  The addition of non-potable water tanks on our hillsides could aid out emergency 
preparedness by providing hillside homeowners with landscape water and greatly 
extending our fire-fighting capabilities. The City should consider as an alternative to this 
expensive SWP project, the cost of implementing a citywide non-potable purple-pipe 
system including many more hillside water tanks and examine other water storage 
projects that the city would have more control over than the availability of state water in 
statewide drought periods.  
 
Importantly, if Ventura is planning to take SWP water when it is available, it will need a 
reliable storage plan to keep the water safe and available until it is needed. The fact that 
thousands of AF of our "banked" water in the Oxnard Plain Aquifer was eliminated with 
the stroke of a pen when it was found the aquifer was being massively overdrawn, 
should be a cautionary tale. Where is this reliable storage for "taking state water when it 
is available" to help Ventura drought-proof our water supply? With this SWP plan, is 
Lake Casitas acting as the City's storage?  Lake Casitas has a finite storage limit. Lake 
Casitas can still be severely compromised in a multi-year drought. Ventura's Casitas 
service area AFY usage is not so big that by the City not taking its allocation (and 
instead taking SWP water) that this  will prevent the Lake from drying up in a multi-year 
drought. This means that this SWP project will not drought-proof Ventura's water supply 
anymore then our existing reliance on  our Casitas allocation  does. 
 
The one thing this project will do is legally allow us to use Casitas/SWP replacement 
water to blend with the high TDS water of the Mound aquifer to raise the water quality for 
east-end users, but this “gain” is tempered by the fact that Casitas service area 
customers will likely suffer degraded water quality and the SWP project is very 
expensive for very limited gains for Ventura ratepayers. With better use of our non-
potable recycled water and better storage infrastructure we should be able to do far 
more to drought proof our local water supply. For far less money. 
 
 
Does this EIR sufficiently address the economic and physical impacts of storing our 
water and then transporting this water to the city for usage? 
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What is the current AF cost of Casitas water and what is the future projected AF cost of 
state water? What is the potential increase if the new state water contract is significantly 
higher than our current contract? Are these economic impacts being considered? 

It is the opinion of many that the subject EIR fails to comply with Title 14. California Code 
of Regulations, Chapter 3 Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, Article 9 Contents of Environmental Impact Reports. Section 15120 -15131 
by not addressing the social and economic impact of adopting or not adopting the 
estimated $150M proposed project?  

It is imperative that the expected economic impacts of the project options on water rates 
and property taxes are considered. It is also imperative that the impacts to economically 
disadvantaged persons, and/or elderly or disabled persons on fixed incomes are 
considered.  In Ventura we have long wanted to allow our older citizens to "age in 
place."   It is fiscally irresponsible if the City signs on to this expensive SWP project, that 
will have only very limited benefits for Ventura water ratepayers, without even knowing 
what the 2035 SWP extension contract might cost.  We must know full social and 
economic impacts of this proposed SWP Interconnection project. This project could be 
growth inducing and it could feed a physical gentrification of the City causing irrevocable 
loses to the culturally and economically diverse city that Ventura has historically 
celebrated. 

From EIR Page 3-1 Growth Inducing Impacts:  

“CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires that an EIR evaluate the 

growth-inducing impacts of a proposed action.  

Section 15126.2(d) calls for an EIR to: Discuss the way in which a proposed 

project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 

additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to 

population growth (a major expansion of a reclaimed water treatment plant 

might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). 

Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, 

requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 

environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects 

which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 

significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 

It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 

detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. In general 

terms, a project could foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a 

geographic area, if it meets any one of the following criteria: 

 Removes an impediment to growth (e.g., establishment of an essential 

public service and provision of new access to an area);  

 Fosters economic expansion or growth (e.g., changes in revenue base 

and employment expansion);  

25Q 
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 Fosters population growth (e.g., construction of additional housing 

or employment generating land uses), either directly or indirectly;  

 Establishes a precedent-setting action (e.g., an innovation, a 

change in zoning and general plan amendment approval); or 

  Develops or encroaches on an isolated or adjacent area of open space 

(distinct from an in-fill project).  

Should a project meet any one of the above-listed criteria, it could be 

considered growth inducing. The project’s potential growth-inducing 

impacts are evaluated below relative to these criteria. “ 

If we saddle Ventura water ratepayers with the enormous costs, known and unknown, 
related to this SWP Interconnection pipeline it will be growth inducing because we will 
need truck loads of new construction fund money to help alleviate the higher capital 
improvement and water rate costs. The interconnection pipeline is growth inducing 
because by it allows the City the easy access, that it never before had, to SWP water 
deliveries. 

Where it is clearly stated on page 1-6 and throughout this EIR document that: “The 
proposed State Water Interconnection Project is not anticipated to provide any 
increased water supply volume for the city, and thus is not being considered in that 
[Ventura Water Supply Projects] EIR.” 

And yet under the heading, “Why the project is needed” it states the City's reasons: 
 

“The City needs to provide a continued reliable water service to City 

water customers. This involves making up for losses in annual yield from 

existing supply sources (Lake Casitas, Ventura River, and groundwater), 

improving water quality, and providing an emergency/backup connection for 

Ventura Water’s potential potable reuse project.” 

 
The reality is that although this project in the short term will not supply any 
increased water volume for the City it does check the box for “providing an 
emergency?back-up connection for Ventura Water's potential potable reuse 
project.” and because of this and because the interconnection pipeline allows the 
City easy access to SWP water  the pipeline project, by its very existence, will be 
growth inducing and will have social and economic impacts to the City and its 
citizens way beyond those examined in this EIR document. 
 
Putting aside all of the growth inducing impacts and all of the potential impacts to city 
services, traffic and air quality, this is without doubt  a lot of money to be spent on an 
emergency back-up for a potential potable reuse project.  The state has not approved 
direct potable reuse projects because at this point in our water cleaning technology 
certain pharmaceuticals and viruses may still be present. Indirect potable reuse projects 
are approved. An indirect potable reuse project means sewage wastewater is cleaned to 
tertiary standards then injected into and aquifer and pumped back out for treatment and 
potable use. Ventura's problem is the Mound Aquifer which we control, is highly 
mineralized with high TDS levels so pumping cleaned wastewater into the aquifer means 
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it will come out with higher TDS levels. HOWEVER, we can do this indirect potable 
reuse process now without needing an emergency back-up connection to the SWP. So 
if the state does not approve direct potable re-use, we will not need this costly SWP 
interconnection emergency/back-up with all of its potential drawbacks. For the City of 
Ventura, signing on to this project may be premature. 

 

The purpose of this EIR is to serve as an informational document that to 
inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to 
minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the 
project. Without being able to know the costs associated with the 2035 SWP 
contract extension or whether the City potential direct potable reuse project will 
get state approval or how this project will impact our  lower economic families and 
fixed income seniors through higher property taxes, rents and utility payments or 
the growth-inducing city-gentrifying effects of the City physically establishing a 
SWP interconnection pipeline City leaders should not move forward,  The City as 

Lead Agency under CEQA  should understand that this EIR leaves vital social 
and economic impacts unexamined. This SWP project EIR must address, 
as required by law, all of the social and economic impacts, including the 
growth-inducing impacts of adopting or not adopting the proposed project.  
 
Respectfully submitted for the public record, 
Diane Underhill 
1585 E. Thompson Blvd. 
Ventura, CA 93001    805.643.1065 
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Letter 25 

COMMENTER: Diane Underhill   

DATE:   April 5, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 25A 

This is a summary of text in the Draft EIR and no response is needed. 

Response 25B 

As described in Section 1.2 and Section 1.6, the City is seeking to make up for losses in annual 
yield from Lake Casitas, the Ventura River, and groundwater. The City already has a SWP 
entitlement with associated costs and this project would allow the City to use SWP water to 
compensate for lost supplies but would not result in the City having a greater annual volume of 
supply than it has historically had.  

Response 25C 

A discussion on water quality has been added, see Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. 

Water quality in the Casitas service area of the City of Ventura is dependent on the source(s) 
available and utilized and this varies dependent on the amount of Ventura River water, Casitas 
water, and groundwater available. For example, if Lake Casitas and Ventura River sources are 
less available in a given year, it is likely that customers in the Casitas service area would 
receive a larger ratio of groundwater.  The exact water quality that would be received is 
speculative, but the proposed project would deliver water that meets all primary water supply 
standards and would improve TDS, reduce water hardness, and reduce sulfate in the 
groundwater with which it is blended. 

Response 25D 

This is a summary of text in the Draft EIR and no response is needed. 

Response 25E 

The City receives water from Lake Casitas consistent with a Water Services Agreement 
between the City and Casitas.  Casitas’ supply to the City is generally limited to the demand 
within the Casitas service area and is subject to Casitas’ Water Efficiency and Allocation 
Program. The City’s annual supply from Lake Casitas is the lesser of (a) demand in that City 
service area that is also within the Casitas service area, and/or (b) water available from Lake 
Casitas as determined by the Water Efficiency and Allocation Program. 

The City does not contemplate forfeiting its Lake Casitas supply; rather, water received would 
make up for lost supplies, including decreased supplies from Lake Casitas.  As an example, in 
its 2013 Comprehensive Water Report, the City estimated it could reasonably receive 5,000 



 

2-88 State Water Interconnection Project - Final EIR 

AFY from Lake Casitas, but, in 2018, given the implementation of Casitas’ Water Efficiency and 
Allocation Program, the City estimated it would receive only 3,204 AFY from Lake Casitas. 

The reference to “renting” and “repaying” water appears to stem from a misinterpretation of the 
concept of in-lieu water. Each year the City of Ventura would estimate the demand from the 
Ventura Water customers in the Casitas service area.  Consistent with the Water Services 
Agreement and any cutbacks mandated by the Water Efficiency and Allocation Program, the 
City would request this water from Casitas. Upon this request, once SWP water is available, 
Casitas can ask the City of Ventura to take Casitas’ available SWP allocation instead (in-lieu) of 
Casitas water, which would allow a like increment of water to remain in Lake Casitas.  Neither 
Ventura nor Casitas is forfeiting their Lake Casitas water or SWP water through this 
arrangement.  Though Ventura Water would take delivery of SWP water in-lieu of Lake Casitas 
water, the cost of conveying the SWP water would be the responsibility of Casitas which will be 
further defined in future agency agreements.  

The commenter has concerns that, with the project, City ratepayers would (1) get an expensive 
project with (2) lesser water quality and with (3) less reliability.   

1. When social or economic effects would have physical impacts on the environment, 
CEQA requires analysis of the physical impacts.  The Draft EIR addresses all anticipated 
physical impacts on the environment.  Therefore, the Draft EIR complies with Section 
15131(a), which states:  

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 physical changes. 

Commenter did not provide linkage between project cost and a physical change in the 
environment.  

2. The SWP supply is not of low quality. The SWP water that would be received would 
have first been treated at the Jensen Water Filtration Plant and meets all primary 
(health) and secondary (aesthetic) water standards.  As discussed as part of the project 
objectives, the introduction of SWP water is expected to reduce the total dissolved solids 
(TDS) in City water. The Mound Basin is highly mineralized, both active City wells in the 
Mound Basin have elevated TDS concentrations, measured as high as 1,500 milligrams 
per liter (mg/L) and 2,100 mg/L in 2015 (United 2017a). These levels exceed the 
California Division of Drinking Water quality objective of 1,200 mg/L and therefore 
require blending to make the water suitable for potable use. A discussion on water 
quality was also added as part of Section 1.3 of the Final EIR. 

3. The reliability of the SWP supply is described in the Draft EIR (Section 1.12.1). As 
discussed in that section, over the long-term, the SWP is anticipated to deliver 62% of 
each contractor’s Table A amount, but in a very dry year or in the event of infrastructure 
failure, the SWP may deliver no water. 
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Response 25F 
The commenter is concerned that SWP water cannot provide a back-up supply because (1) 
SWP water is historically unreliable when there is drought, because (2) it does not increase the 
overall volume of water available to the City in a given year, and (3) due to capacity limitations 
in the Calleguas system.  

1. The reliability of the SWP supply is described in the Draft EIR (Section 1.12.1). As 
discussed in that section, over the long-term, the SWP is anticipated to deliver 62% of 
each contractor’s Table A amount, but, in a very dry year or in the event of infrastructure 
failure, the SWP may deliver no water. However, a drought in the Ventura area does not 
necessarily mean a drought for the SWP.  From 2012 to 2018 the City of Ventura was 
considered to be in drought (based on the USDA Drought Monitor 
(https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Maps/MapArchive.aspx). In 2017, the area supplying the 
SWP was not considered to be in drought and delivered 85 percent of Table A 
allocations.  

2. As described in Section 1.2 and Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR, the City is seeking to make 
up for losses in annual yield from Lake Casitas, the Ventura River, and groundwater. 
SWP water would compensate for these lost supplies, but would not result in the City 
having a greater annual volume of supply than it has historically had. This does not 
mean SWP water cannot be used as one of the backup supplies.  

3. As discussed in the Draft EIR, SWP deliveries could also be impacted by capacity 
limitations in the MWD and Calleguas water transmission and treatment facilities 
because wheeling agreements would be for excess capacity not being used by MWD 
and Calleguas customers. More capacity would typically be available in the winter than 
in the summer. As part of the SWP Alignment Study (one of the Draft EIR references), 
the Calleguas system hydraulic model was run and it’s estimated that Calleguas would 
have sufficient capacity to deliver up to 18,800 AFY if the SWP Interconnection is a 36” 
diameter pipeline. 

Response 25G 

This is a summary of text in the Draft EIR and no response is needed. 

Response 25H 

As the City of Ventura examines the SWP Interconnection and weighs its advantages and 
disadvantages, one of the items included in that analysis is the environmental impacts of the 
project, which is the topic of the Draft EIR. The benefits to the City, as discussed in Section 1.7 
of the Draft EIR are: 

 A near-term water supply source for the City to enhance supply reliability and make up 
for lost supplies; 

 Improvement of City water quality; 

 Provision of a backup supply for the City’s other potential, long-term water supply 
options. 

  

https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Maps/MapArchive.aspx
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Response 25I 

The alternatives recommended by the commenter, increased local storage and recycled water, 
do not meet the project objectives. Specifically, none of these options individually or in 
combination would allow Casitas or United to receive their SWP entitlements or enable the City 
to deliver water to Calleguas during an imported water outage. 

Response 25J 

Text has been added to the EIR project description to clarify under what conditions Calleguas 
could receive water from the SWP Interconnection. See Section 1.3 of this Final EIR. In 
addition, Section 2.9.3.2 of the Draft EIR states that, “If the City provides water to Calleguas 
during an outage of imported supplies, Calleguas would provide a like quantity of water back to 
Ventura after the outage is over.” 

Response 25K 

As noted by the commenter, the City is implementing conservation measures. But even with 
conservation, supplemental water may be needed. As documented in the Draft EIR Section 1.2 
(as well as the Ventura Water 2018 Comprehensive Water Resources Report and Ventura 
Water 2015 Urban Water Management Plan), even with projected conservation water demands 
are projected to increase. The alternative recommended by the commenter, conservation, does 
not meet the project objectives. Specifically, conservation would not: improve the City’s water 
supply reliability; improve water quality; allow Casitas or United to receive their SWP 
entitlements; or enable the City to deliver water to Calleguas during an imported water outage. 

Response 25L 

See Response to 25E. 

Response 25M 

In an EIR the Lead Agency is obligated to analyze alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the project. The 
alternative recommended by the commenter, city-wide use of recycled water and storing it in 
tanks, does not meet the project objectives. Specifically, city-wide recycled water does not 
improve water supply reliability, allow Casitas or United to receive their SWP entitlements, or 
enable the City to deliver water to Calleguas during an imported water outage. 

More specifically, the average monthly demand of urban irrigation reuse customers within the 
service area is 1.3 MGD. Currently, less than 0.5 MGD is made available to customers that can 
take the water from a distribution facility located at the Ventura Water Reclamation Facility 
(VWRF). The urban irrigation market is small and serving additional customers would involve 
construction of an extensive piping network to deliver recycled water to numerous very small 
users dispersed throughout the City. Conveying recycled water from the VWRF to these 
numerous customers would be an inefficient means of distributing a small quantity of the total 
tertiary treated discharge and would offset only a small portion of the potable demands. 
Therefore, this alternative would not feasibly meet most project objectives. 
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Response 25N 

The City does not intend to take and store extra available SWP allocation that is not required to 
make up for losses in annual supply.  The City would use available SWP water conjunctively 
with its other water supply sources. 

Response 25O 

Refer to Response 25C. 

Response 25P 

The Draft EIR does evaluate physical impacts from the proposed project. In Section 2.6.3.3, the 
EIR describes SWP operations under the No Project Alternative.  Without the proposed project, 
the SWP Allocations for the City of Ventura and Casitas would continue to be sold to other SWP 
contractors or to the DWR Turnback Pool Program. Review of the SWP management records 
(2007-2016) shows that the majority of water sold to the Turnback Pool Program is purchased 
by Southern California entities (MWD, Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, Desert Water 
Agency, San Gorgonio Water Agency, Coachella Water District) or Southern San Joaquin 
Valley entities (Kern County Water Agency, Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District). From 
2007-1016, 80 to 90 percent of all water in the Turnback Pool Program was sent to either 
Southern California or the Southern San Joaquin Valley, which requires a similar amount of 
energy as delivering the water to Ventura and Casitas.  

See also, response to comment 25E. 

Response 25Q 

Gentrification is a concern in any urban area with a desirable quality of life. The City of Ventura 
General Plan, and specifically the Housing Element, sets programs and initiatives for providing 
housing at affordable rates. The Housing Element contains housing programs for preserving 
existing housing, assisting homebuyers, rehabilitating rental units, and facilitating the 
development of second units and non-traditional housing. These efforts are geared toward 
ensuring that housing for all income categories can be found within the City of Ventura. 
 
 See also, response to comment 25E and 25S. 
 

Response 25R 

This is a summary of text in the Draft EIR and no response is needed. 

Response 25S 

As described in Section 1.2 and Section 1.6, the proposed project would make up for losses in 
annual yield from Lake Casitas, the Ventura River, and groundwater. The SWP, a regional 
water supply source, would compensate for these lost local supplies but would not result in the 
City having a greater annual volume of supply than it has historically had. Because the 
proposed project is making up for local supplies, it is not growth inducing; because the proposed 
project provides a different, regional, supply, it enhances water supply reliability. 
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The purpose of the proposed project is to make it possible to: 

 Deliver SWP water to the City of Ventura to offset losses in existing water supplies. 

 Make in-lieu deliveries to Casitas to offset losses in existing water supplies. 

 Provide the infrastructure so that United can take direct delivery of its SWP water to 
offset decreases in groundwater replenishment and provide an emergency connection 
for the O-H system. 

 Provide water supplies to Calleguas during an outage of imported water. 

The project would not create a new water demand, nor provide capacity to meet projected future 
water demands. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), “indirect” growth 
inducement can include “reducing obstacles to population growth,” such as water supply. 
Growth inducement may result in adverse impacts if the growth is not consistent with local land 
use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area; this “disorderly” growth 
could indirectly result in additional adverse environmental impacts. The City’s adopted General 
Plan guides the type, location, and level of land use and development planned for the City. The 
environmental impacts of this growth were addressed in the City of Ventura 2005 General Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Final EIR). Because the proposed project will 
not promote growth beyond the growth permitted by the General Plan and evaluated by the 
General Plan Final EIR, the proposed project is not growth-inducing. 
 
Response 25T 

This comment misstates the project objectives and implies the only project objective is to 
provide a backup supply for the City’s other potential, long-term water supply options.  However 
the project objectives are to: 

 Provide a near-term water supply source for the City to enhance supply reliability; 

 Improve City water quality; 

 Provide a backup supply for the City’s other potential, long-term water supply options; 

 Allow the City, Casitas and United to receive their SWP entitlements; and 

 Enable the City to deliver water to Calleguas during an imported water supply outage. 

The proposed project is needed with or without the proposed potable reuse project.   

Response 25U 

See Responses 25E, 25P, 25Q, 25S, and 25T. 
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Letter 26 

COMMENTER: Bert J. Rapp, P.E., General Manager Ventura River Water District   

DATE:   April 5, 2019 

RESPONSE: 

Response 26A 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Section 3: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

The City is the Lead Agency under CEQA. Calleguas will make decisions on the proposed 
project and is a Responsible Agency under CEQA. United and Casitas will make decisions 
about participating in the project based on the EIR and are also Responsible Agencies under 
CEQA. MWD may also use the EIR to inform future decisions, such as a wheeling agreement, 
and therefore is a Responsible Agency. Other agencies will rely on information in the EIR to 
inform their decisions over the issuance of specific permits related to project construction or 
operation. 

After considering the environmental analysis provided for in the EIR and public comments on 
the EIR, the City and Calleguas will determine whether or not to approve the project. 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared pursuant to 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines to provide for monitoring of the mitigation measures 
required by certification of the project. Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and 
Section 15091(d) of the CEQA Guidelines require public agencies to “adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of 
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” The lead 
agency must define specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements to be enforced during 
project implementation prior to final approval of the project. 

Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce or avoid potential environmental impacts 
associated with project construction and operation.  The MMRP stipulates how all required 
mitigation measures are to be implemented and completed during the appropriate project 
phase. It also facilitates documentation necessary to verify that mitigation measures were in fact 
properly implemented. 

A designated environmental monitor will track and document compliance with mitigation 
measures, note any problems that may result, and take appropriate action to remedy problems. 
The City and Calleguas, at their discretion, may delegate responsibility for implementation and 
monitoring, or portions thereof, to other responsible individuals, such as a licensed contractor. 
Specific responsibilities include:  

 Coordination of all mitigation monitoring activities  

 Management of the preparation, approval, and filing of monitoring or permit compliance 
reports  

 Maintenance of records concerning the status of all approved mitigation measures  

 Quality control assurance of field monitoring personnel  

 Coordination with other agencies regarding compliance with mitigation or permit 
requirements  

 Reviewing and recommending acceptance and certification of implementation 
documentation  
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 Acting as a contact for interested parties or surrounding property owners who wish to 
register concerns regarding environmental issues; verifying any such circumstances; 
and developing any necessary corrective actions  

 
The MMRP is organized in a matrix format. The first column identifies the mitigation 
measure number. The second column identifies the mitigation measure. The third 
column, entitled “Time Frame for Implementation,” refers to when monitoring will 
occur. The timing for implementing mitigation measures and the definition of the 
approval process have been provided to assist City and/or Calleguas staff to plan for 
monitoring activities. The fourth column, entitled “Responsible Monitoring Agency,” 
refers to the agency responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measure is 
implemented. The fifth column, entitled “Verification of Compliance,” has subcolumns 
for initials, date, and remarks. This last column will be used to document the person 
who verified that the mitigation measure was satisfactorily implemented, the date on 
which this verification occurred, and any other notable remarks. The mitigation 
measures are presented by environmental issue area. 
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MITIGATION AND MONITORING REPORTING PLAN 

Mitigation Measure Source 
Implementation 

Schedule Responsible Party 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Biological Resources  

BIO MM-1: Least Bell’s Vireo Surveys. Protocol surveys utilizing the January 19, 2001 
Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Guidelines (or equivalent approved by USFWS) shall be 
conducted in all suitable habitat within 500 feet of any proposed staging areas near the 
Santa Clara River to demonstrate absence of this species. If absence cannot be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the USFWS, least Bell’s vireo avoidance measures 
(see below) shall be implemented. 

Least Bell’s Vireo Avoidance Measures. If absence of this species cannot be 
demonstrated, all construction activity/pipeline installation work involving excavation, 
drilling and/or use of heavy equipment or heavy-duty trucks within 500 feet of the Santa 
Clara River at the proposed pipeline crossing site shall be conducted when least Bell’s 
vireo is not breeding (August 1 through April 1). 

Draft EIR Section 2.4 Prior to and during 
construction. 

Construction Owner    

BIO MM-2: Breeding Migratory Bird Avoidance Measures. Vegetation removal and 
pipeline installation and related construction activity adjacent to tree windrows or native 
vegetation (portions of Segment 2 near Huntsinger Park and the Santa Clara River, 
portions of Segment 16 near the Las Posas Estates Drain, Segment 18 and Segment 
19 along the blue gum windrow and native scrub vegetation, near the Saticoy 
Conditioning Facility) shall avoid the migratory bird and raptor breeding season 
(February 15 to August 15). 

 If construction in these areas cannot be avoided during this period, a nest survey 
within the area of impact and a 200 foot buffer for passerines and any available 
raptor nesting areas within 500 feet shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no 
more than 5 days prior to any native habitat removal or ground disturbance to 
determine if any nests are present. 

 If an active nest is discovered during the survey, a buffer of 200 feet for 
migratory birds or 500 feet for raptors (or as determined by the biologist based 
on a field assessment) would be established around the nest. No construction 
activity may occur within this buffer area until a biologist determines that the nest 
is abandoned or fledglings are adequately independent from the adults. 

Draft EIR Section 2.4 Prior to and during 
construction. 

Construction Owner    
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Initials Date Remarks 

Cultural Resources  

CR MM-1:  Prior to the issuance of the construction Notice to Proceed, the City and 
Calleguas shall each retain an archaeologist that meets the minimum professional 
qualifications standards (PQS) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior (SOI) to prepare 
a comprehensive Project Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) for the portion 
of the project each agency is constructing. The purpose of the CRMPs is to document 
the actions and procedures to be followed to ensure avoidance or minimization of 
impacts to cultural resources consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b). The 
CRMPs shall include at a minimum: 

 A description of the roles and responsibilities of cultural resources personnel 
(including Native American project manager, Native American representatives, 
and archaeologists), and the reporting relationships with project construction 
management, including lines of communication and notification procedures; 

 Description of how the monitoring shall occur; 

 Description of frequency of monitoring (e.g., full-time, part time, spot checking); 

 Description of what resources are expected to be encountered; 

 Description of circumstances that would result in the halting of work; 

 Description of procedures for halting work on the site and notification 
procedures;  

 Procedures for the appropriate treatment of human remains;  

 Description of potential procedures for the treatment of artifacts encountered 
during construction.  Potential procedures may include leaving the artifact in 
place, preserving materials within another portion of the site, and/or collecting 
the artifact for analysis.  Description of artifact collection, retention/disposal, and 
curation policies, including a statement that all cultural materials retained will be 
curated in accordance with the requirements of an identified, qualified curatorial 
facility, and that the agency responsible for constructing that portion of the 
Project shall be responsible for all expenses associated with the curation of the 
materials at the qualified curatorial facility; and 

 A description of monitoring reporting procedures including the requirement that 
reports resulting from the project be filed with the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) within one year of project completion. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 Prior to construction. Construction Owner    
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CR MM-2:   A worker cultural resources sensitivity program shall be implemented for the 
project. Prior to any ground-disturbing activity, the agency responsible for constructing 
that portion of the project shall provide an initial sensitivity training session to all project 
employees, contractors, subcontractors, and other workers prior to their involvement in 
any ground-disturbing activities, with subsequent training sessions to accommodate 
new personnel becoming involved in the project. The program may be conducted 
together with other environmental or safety awareness and education programs for the 
project, provided that the program elements pertaining to cultural resources are 
provided by a qualified archaeologist.  The sensitivity program shall address: 

 The cultural sensitivity of the project site and how to identify these types of 
resources;  

 Specific procedures to be followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery;  

 Safety procedures when working with monitors; and, 

 Consequences in the event of noncompliance. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 Prior to construction. Construction Owner    

CR MM-3: A qualified archaeologist and Native American representative shall monitor 
all excavation and trenching along the 2,400-foot ancillary pipeline along Telephone 
Road (within Segment 2) and Segments 18 and 19. The monitors shall have the 
authority to temporarily halt or redirect construction in the event that potentially 
significant cultural resources are encountered. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 During construction. Construction Owner    

CR MM-4: For Segments 6, 10, 13, and 16, where open trench operations will occur, 
the agency constructing the project shall either perform: 

a. An Extended Phase I survey (including Shovel Test Probes) prior to construction 
with a Native American representative present, OR 

b. Monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and Native American representative. The 
level of monitoring will be determined in consultation with the qualified 
archaeologist and Native American project manager.  At the request of the 
Native American project manager, if determined necessary to effectively monitor 
the scope and number of construction operations, an additional Native American 
representative shall be utilized for monitoring. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 Prior to and during 
construction. 

Construction Owner    

CR MM-5:  If the third potential blending/monitoring station site is selected, the footprint 
for the blending/monitoring station shall stay within the existing Saticoy Conditioning 
Facility and not extend more than ten feet into the Saticoy Regional Golf Course. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 During final design City of Ventura    

CR MM-6: If CR MM-5 is not feasible then the following becomes necessary. Prior to 
the issuance of the construction Notice to Proceed, documentation and evaluation of the 
Saticoy Regional Golf Course shall be performed by a qualified architectural historian. 
The golf course opened in 1923 and was designed by George C. Thomas, Jr., a 
celebrated designer; thus, the golf course could be a historic property of local 
significance. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 Prior to construction. Construction Owner    

CR MM-7:  A qualified archaeologist and Native American representative shall monitor 
all project-related excavation and trenching within the Saticoy Regional Golf Course. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 During construction. Construction Owner    
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CR MM-8: Prior to the issuance of the construction Notice to Proceed, Phase II 
subsurface testing and evaluation shall be performed for the portion of CA-VEN-223 to 
be impacted by Segment 18. The Phase II testing will consist of a combination of Test 
Excavation Units (TEUs) and Shovel Test Probes (STPs) and will determine the vertical 
and horizontal extent and composition of prehistoric deposits within Segment 18. A 
qualified archaeologist shall oversee the Phase II testing and a Native American 
representative shall monitor all excavation. 

a. If the portion of CA-VEN-223 within Segment 18 is determined to be 
significant after Phase II testing, project redesign or Phase III Data 
Recovery mitigation will be performed. 

b. If the portion of CA-VEN-223 within Segment 18 is determined not to be 
significant after Phase II testing, the project may proceed as planned with 
a qualified archaeologist and Native American representative monitoring 
all ground disturbance. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 Prior to construction. Construction Owner    

CR MM-9: If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. The agency constructing that portion of the project shall be 
immediately notified of any human remains found. If the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

Draft EIR Section 2.5 During construction. Construction Owner    

Geology and Soils 

GEO MM-1: Implement Recommendations of Site-Specific Geotechnical Report. For 
those areas where trenchless construction is planned, a site specific geotechnical report 
will be prepared by a qualified geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist. The 
report recommendations will be based on a comprehensive evaluation of slope stability, 
seismic, and soil conditions that may affect construction of the pipelines and related 
facilities.  

Draft EIR Section 2.7 Prior to construction. Construction Owner    

GEO MM-2: Grading and Excavation Monitoring by Qualified Personnel. As indicated by 
the Geotechnical Report and/or to the extent deemed appropriate by the agency 
constructing the pipeline, project grading and excavations shall be observed by a 
geotechnical engineer, engineering geologist, or other qualified representative to verify 
compliance with recommendations of the geotechnical report. 

Draft EIR Section 2.7 During construction. Construction Owner    

GEO MM-3: Incorporate Design Features to Prevent Failure in Seismic Event. The 
pipeline will be designed appropriately for an active seismic environment to limit the risk 
of pipeline failure due to a seismic event. 

 

 

 

Draft EIR Section 2.7 Prior to and during 
construction. 

Construction Owner    
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HZD MM-1. Prior to beginning HDD, the drilling contractor shall prepare a Frac-Out 
Contingency Plan. The Contingency Plan shall require: 

 Documenting and flagging any sensitive resources in and around entry and exit 
pits 

o If sensitive species are present in the active HDD area, a biological 
monitor will be provided during HDD activities 

 Installation of barriers between excavation areas and sensitive resources to 
prevent released materials from reaching sensitive resources 

 On-site briefings with workers to identify and locate sensitive resources at the 
site 

 Safety meetings to ensure that all field personnel understand their responsibility 
for timely reporting of frac-outs 

 Maintaining necessary response equipment on-site or at a readily accessible 
location and in good working order 

 Stoppage procedures should a frac-out be identified.  

 Isolation and clean up procedures (e.g., use of hay bales and vacuum trucks and 
revegetation) for frac-outs that occur on land 

 Isolation and clean up procedures (e.g., monitor for drilling mud congealment, 
erection of underwater booms and curtains and revegetation) for frac-outs that 
occur in water 

 Necessary consultations should frac-out occur (regulatory agencies, property 
owners, project owner) 

Draft EIR Section 2.8 Prior to and during 
construction. 

Construction Owner    

HZD MM-2. During design, oil and gas wells identified by DOGGR will be carefully 
mapped relative to the project alignment. If mapping indicates that the pipeline will be 
within 25 feet of a well, the following actions will be taken: 

1. The project alignment will be modified within the identified construction 
corridor to ensure that a minimum 25 foot distance is maintained between 
the oil well and project facilities. 

2. If measure 1 above is not possible, the agency constructing that portion of 
the pipeline will identify the well owner/responsible party and, per Public 
Resources Code Section 3208.1, ensure that the responsible party take the 
necessary actions to “re-abandon” the well to current DOGGR standards 
prior to construction. 

Draft EIR Section 2.8 Prior to and during 
construction. 

City of Ventura 
(design phase); 
Construction Owner 
(construction phase) 

   



 

3-8                        State Water Interconnection Project - Final EIR 

Mitigation Measure Source 
Implementation 

Schedule Responsible Party 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

HAZ MM-3. Prior to starting construction, the Caltrans site will be carefully mapped 
relative to the construction area. This mapping will indicate if construction will enter the 
potentially contaminated area. Based on the mapping: 

 Suspect soils or suspect areas of concern will be tested using certified testing 
laboratories and techniques. 

 Should transportation and disposal of any contaminated soils be necessary, 
these activities will be performed in accordance with the law.  

 The contractor will be advised of the potential for hazardous materials to occur 
within the project area. 

Draft EIR Section 2.8 Prior to and during 
construction. 

City of Ventura 
(design phase); 
Construction Owner 
(construction phase) 

   

Noise and Vibration 

NS MM-1. A Nighttime Construction Noise Impact Reduction Program. A noise 
reduction program shall be implemented at the northern HDD pipeline installation site 
and all other pipeline installation sites where work is conducted between 7 p.m. and 7 
a.m. within 1,000 feet of residential land uses and will consider the following measures. 

 Placement of portable noise barriers of up to 20 feet in height (minimum 15 dBA 
noise attenuation) between noise sources and residences. 

 Enclose or acoustically package all key power units, including the HDD power 
unit, Bore & Jack unit, and generators to reduce noise levels. 

 Enclose slurry separation plants, grout pumps and soil cement mixers to the 
extent feasible or place appropriate noise barriers around equipment to reduce 
noise levels. 

 Enclose or acoustically package light sets to reduce noise levels. 

 Place upgraded silencers on all applicable engines. 

 Temporarily disable equipment and truck back-up alarms and use signalers for 
all backup operations. 

 Minimize pipe handling operations and materials deliveries to the work site 
during evening and nighttime hours. 

Draft EIR Section 
2.12 

During construction. Construction Owner    

NS MM-1A. Limit pipeline installation within 300 feet of Rio Mesa High School to times 
when classes are not in session. 

Draft EIR Section 
2.12 

During construction. Construction Owner     

Transportation 

TR MM-1. Limit construction of Segment 10 (proposed project) and Segments 7 and 11 
(Alternative Alignment B) to periods when Rio Mesa High School is out of session 
(generally mid-June to September). The existing congestion and delay on Central 
Avenue is due in large part by traffic generated by Rio Mesa High School. Performing 
construction when school is out of session will avoid the significant impact of combined 
school and construction traffic. 

Draft EIR Section 
2.16 

During construction. Construction Owner     
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