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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FOR
RICE AVENUE PROJECT

The proposed project is located in the City of, Ventura County. It consists of improvements at
the Rice avenue/101 Interchange. The proposed project include reconstruction and widening of
the existing Rice avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes, reconfiguration of the U.S. 101 on
and off ramps and the realignment of Ventura Boulevard. The project limits extend from
approximately Gonzalez Road on the South to Just North of Auto Center Dr.

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any significant impact on the human
environment. This finding of no significant impact is based on the enclosed Environmental
Assessment, which has been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to
adequately and accurately discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the proposed project.
It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an environmental impact
statement is not required. The FHWA takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and
content of the enclosed Environmental Assessment.
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CITY OF OXNARD AND SCH No. 2001061129
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 7-VEN-101-KP 31.4/33.0
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION EA: 07297-003430

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code

Description
The City of Oxnard, in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

proposes to improve the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. Proposed improvements include

reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes,

reconfiguration of the existing U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps, and the realignment of Ventura -
Boulevard. The project limits on Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue extend from approximately

Gonzales Road on the south to just north of Auto Center Drive. Improvements on U.S. 101 to

accommodate the interchange reconstruction would extend from approximately Almond Drive

on the east (KP 31.4) to just west of Paseo Mercado (KP 33.4).

Determination

The City of Oxnard and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) have prepared an
Tnitial Study. On the basis of this study it is determined that the proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the environment for the following reasons:

1. There will be no significant adverse effects on topography or erosion as a result of this
project.

2. Energy or use of natural resources will not be significantly affected by this project.

3. Floodplains, wetlands, and water quality will not be significantly affected by this project.

4. There will be no significant adverse effects on unique or significant natural features,
including, but not limited to, plant life, animal life, or animal habitat.

5. No significant impacts on agriculture, land use, and anticipated growth will originate from
this project.

6. No significant impacts on economic stability, employment, traffic, or parking will result from
this project. -

7. Neighborhoods, schools, public or recreational facilities, public utilities, or heritage and
scenic resources will not be significantly affected by this project. _

8- There will be no adverse effects on archaeological, historical, or cultural resources, parkland,

: recreational, or scenic areas.

9. No significant noise impacts will occur as a result of the project.

10. Implementation of mitigation measures (listed on following pages) will reduce potential
geologic/seismic, hazardous materials, construction air quality, biological (migratory birds),
visual (tree removal), and displacernent impacts to a less than significant level.
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Deputy District 7 Director
California Department of Transportation
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Mitigation Measures
1.1.2 Geologic/Seismic Hazards

. In order to ensure appropriate design measures are developed to mitigate
geologic/seismic hazards, a complete geotechnical investigation shall be performed prior
to final project design. The purpose of this investigation will be to identify all seismic
hazards, characterize the presence and extent of expansive and/or collapsible soil,
identify the presence, extent, and corrosion potential of the soils, and characterize the
presence and extent of liquefiable soil in the project area.

. To mitigate the hazards posed by seismically induced strong ground shaking, all
structures shall be designed to resist the maximum credible earthquake associated with
nearby faults without endangering human life through collapse. Design of the
interchange shall conform to current codes and specifications. The seismic design
criteria shall be based on the most current Caltrans seismic design criteria.

. Depending on the presence or extent of expansive and/or collapsible soil, one or more of
the following options shall be used to mitigate the soil-related hazards:

- Removal of expansive/collapsible subgrade soils and replacement with engineered
fill.

- Support of structures on deep pile foundation systems.

- Densification of collapsible subgrade soils with in-situ techniques.

- Placing moisture barriers above and around expansive subgrade soils to help
prevent variations in soil moisture content.

. Based on the presence of corrosive soils identified in the geotechnical investigation, and
on the sampling and testing of soils required by Caltrans corrosion guidelines for pile-
supported bridge foundations, one or more of the following options shall be used to
mitigate the hazards associated with corrosive soils:

- Removal of corrosive subgrade soils and replacement with non-corrosive
engineered fill.

- Installation of a cathodic protection system to protect buried metal pipelines.

- Use of coated or nonmetallic (i.e., concrete or poly vinyl chloride) pipes not
susceptible to corrosion.

- Construction of foundations using sulfate-resistant concrete.

. Depending on the presence or extent of liquefiable soil, one or more of the following
options shall be used to mitigate liquefaction hazards:

- Construction using piles or deep foundations.
- Dynamic densification.



- Ground improvement.
- Grouting or removal of suspect soils.

1.1.3 Hazardous Waste

. Low Potential Sites: Hazardous material sites with a low potential to result in adverse
impacts (i.e., sites adjacent to the project site with active underground storage tanks,
and/or sites where historic or current use may be associated with large quantities of
hazardous materials) shall be re-evaluated if construction parameters vary from the
currently proposed alignment. The reevaluation is necessary to determine whether the
sites should be reclassified as having a moderate or high potential to affect the proposed
project.

. Moderate Potential Sites: A review of available environmental records, a historical land
use assessment, and a site-specific inspection shall be conducted for hazardous material
sites with a moderate potential to result in adverse impacts (i.e., sites within or
immediately adjacent to the project site where the number and/or status of underground
storage tanks on site is not reported, and/or sites within the project site with active
underground storage tanks). The record review shall identify data confirming
remediation of on- and offsite contamination from former LUST sites, or agency certified
closure of the site. Record review results or visual inspections that indicate
contamination is present in the project area shall cause medium potential sites to be
treated as high potential sites.

Sites with USTs, i.e. Joyce Motors, where the status and/or number of tanks are
not reported, should undergo further record review to determine the status, condition,
content, and number of tanks. At sites with inactive or improperly abandoned USTs, the
tanks may be old and in poor condition and, therefore, should be thoroughly evaluated for
condition and possible leaks. LUST sites where deep (greater than 1.5 meters (5 feet))
excavations are planned should consider drilling test holes and collecting samples as
confirmation of remediation. Development of sites with non-leaking USTs shall include
tank removal according to local regulations. Discovery of unknown contamination will
require remedial plans.

. High Potential Sites: Current agency records of “high” potential sites (e.g., sites within
or immediately adjacent to the project site with LUSTs that are reported as ‘no action
taken’, or where site assessment efforts or remediation/cleanup efforts are reported to be
in progress, and/or active agricultural sites that practice chemical pest and weed control
located within the project boundaries) shall be reviewed to design an investigation
program to assess and verify the extent of potential contamination of surface and
underlying soil, and shallow groundwater. The review shall be performed by a qualified
and approved environmental consultant. Results shall be reviewed and approved by the
Ventura County Health Department or Calilfornia Department of Toxic Substances
Control. The investigation shall include collection of samples and quantification of
contaminant levels within the proposed excavation and surface disturbance areas.



Subsurface investigation shall determine appropriate worker protection and hazardous
material handling and disposal procedures. In addition, construction activities that
require dewatering may require treatment of contaminated groundwater prior to
discharge. Appropriate regulatory agencies, such as California Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Ventura County
Environmental Health Department should be notified in advance of construction so that
discharge permits identifying discharge points, quantities, and groundwater treatment (if
necessary) can be identified.

Areas with contaminated soil determined to be hazardous waste shall be excavated by
personnel who have been trained through the OSHA recommended 40-hour safety
program (29CFR1910.120) with an approved plan for excavation, control of contaminant
releases to the air, and off-site transport or on-site treatment. Health and safety plans
prepared by a qualified and approved industrial hygienist shall be developed to protect
the public and all workers in the construction area. Health and safety plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the appropriate agencies, such as the Ventura County
Environmental Health Department or the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control.

Residual Pesticides: Soil samples should be collected in construction areas in the project
area south of U.S. 101 where the land has historically or is currently being farmed to
verify and delineate the extent of pesticide contamination. Excavated materials
containing elevated levels of pesticide will require special handling and disposal
procedures. Standard dust suppression procedures should be used in construction areas to
reduce airborne emissions of these contaminants and reduce the risk of exposure to
workers and the public. Regulatory agencies for the State of California and County of
Ventura should be contacted to plan handling, treatment, and/or disposal options.

Aerially Deposited Lead: The presence of aerially deposited lead shall be confirmed
before or during the design phase of the project in order to develop proper plans for reuse
of the affected soil within the project limits or disposal of contaminated soil at a landfill
that is permitted to accept hazardous waste. The aerial lead site investigation study and
report shall conform to the requirements of Caltrans and the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control. The aerial lead study shall require subsurface soil sampling
and laboratory testing for lead, soluble lead, and soil pH within existing unpaved areas
that will be disturbed or regraded for the project.

Asbestos, Lead, and Chromium Containing Material: A survey of buildings, structures,
and pavement areas to be removed or demolished shall be conducted to assess the
presence and extent of asbestos, lead, and chromium containing materials. This study
should be conducted prior to final design by a qualified and approved environmental
specialist. The investigation shall include collecting samples for laboratory analysis and
quantification of contaminant levels within the buildings and structures proposed for
demolition, and in pavement disturbance areas. Based on these findings, appropriate
measures for handling, removal, and disposal of these materials can be developed.
Regulatory agencies for the State of California and County of Ventura should be
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contacted to plan handling, treatment, and/or disposal options. Should it be determined
that asbestos containing materials are present in structures affected by the proposed
project, a permit may be required from the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
prior to any work on the structures.

Additional surveys and testing to determine the extent of contamination on properties
affected by the proposed project will be conducted during final design and engineering
and prior to construction. Those parties responsible for contaminated soil or groundwater
on sites to be acquired for right-of-way will be responsible for the cost of any
remediation necessary to meet regulatory standards. Remediation will either be
conducted by the responsible party prior to acquisition of the property by the City or
alternatively the City may reach an agreement with the responsible party whereby the
cost of remediation is deducted from the purchase price of the property, in which case the
City would be responsible for remediation. In either case, hazardous materials
remediation to meet regulatory standards would be conducted prior to construction.

Asbestos-containing building materials in buildings to be acquired will be removed and
disposed of prior to demolition as required by law.

Construction Air Quality

To minimize potential construction air quality impacts, the project shall conform to
Caltrans construction requirements, as specified in the Caltrans Standard Specifications.
Section 7-1.01F (Air Pollution Control) of the Specifications states: “The Contractor
shall comply with all air pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances and statutes
which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract, including any air pollution
control rules, regulations, ordinances and statutes, specified in Section 11017 of the
Government Code.”

To reduce potential fugitive dust emissions (PMjg), all construction contractors shall
comply with Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) regulations,
including Rule 51 (nuisance). The following actions are recommended by VCAPCD for
controlling fugitive dust emissions from grading and excavation:

- Water the area to be graded or excavated before beginning grading or excavating.
Use reclaimed water if available. To the extent practicable, water should
penetrate sufficiently to maximize the reduction of fugitive dust during grading.

- Cover truck loads of dirt leaving the site as required by California Vehicle Code
Section 23114.

- Treat all graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active portions of
the construction site, including unpaved onsite roadways to prevent fugitive dust.
Treatment shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, periodic watering,
application of environmentally safe soil stabilization materials, and/or soil
compaction, as appropriate. Water as often as necessary.



- Apply soil stabilization methods, such as watering, roll compaction, and use of
environmentally safe dust control materials, to portions of the site that are inactive
for over 4 days.

- Post signs on the construction site limiting vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour.

. Sweep adjacent streets at least once per day, preferably at the end of the day, if
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets.

. Cease grading during high winds.

. To reduce reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxide emissions, the following
measures shall be implemented.

- Minimize equipment idling time.

- Maintain equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune, as per
manufacturers’ specifications.

- Phase construction activities to the extent feasible to minimize the amount of
equipment operating at any one time, particularly during the smog season between
May and October.

- Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas
(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), or electricity, if feasible.

Biological Resources (Tree Removal)

. Removal of existing trees shall be provided as outlined in Section 4 of the City of Oxnard
Parks and Recreation Department Landscape Standards (1998). According to the City’s
landscape standards, before construction begins, the trees that would be displaced by the
proposed project shall be identified. A certified arborist’s report and evaluation of these
trees would then be required. No trees may be removed without the authorization of
either the Parks and Recreation Department or the City Council.

If written approval for the removal of the trees is granted, an economic evaluation of the
trees’ value would be made, based on the arborist’s report. The City of Oxnard requires
that trees subject to removal must be replaced. In accordance with City policy, the
economic value of the displaced trees would be the basis for determining the number of
additional trees and/or increased tree sizes for the project. The minimum box size for the
replacement trees would be 24 inches and the replacement ratio would be 3:1 in
accordance with City of Oxnard standards. All removed trees would be replaced with
trees of the same species, or a comparable native species approved by the City and
Caltrans. Drought resistant species shall be used whenever possible. It is expected that
the tree sizes, species, and replacement ratios would be consistent with those used for the
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Rose Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project, which were developed in accordance with
City of Oxnard, Caltrans, and CEQA standards. Any additional landscaping that would
be removed by the proposed project must also be approved by the Parks and Recreation
Department, and suitable replacement landscaping (also subject to approval by the Parks
and Recreation Department) would be provided. The arborist’s report will also identify
and discuss existing trees to be retained. The discussion shall include mitigation for any
proposed grade changes, required root pruning, required crown reduction, etc., that may
be necessary to accommodate construction activities. The City will also investigate
relocating existing trees where economically feasible.

Application of the City of Oxnard landscape replacement requirements would also serve
to mitigate potential biological impacts resulting from the removal of a native tree
species, as long as the required 24-inch box tree replacement was of the same species as
the removed tree.

Biological Resources (Migratory Birds)

If feasible, tree removal activities shall be scheduled outside of the breeding bird season,
which occurs generally from March 1 through August 31 (but as early as February 1 for
raptors).

Beginning 30 days prior to disturbance of suitable nesting habitat during the breeding
season, a qualified ornithologist shall conduct weekly surveys in the affected habitat, with
the last survey conducted not more than 2 days prior to the initiation of tree
removal/habitat.

If breeding birds are encountered, a minimum 500-foot buffer for raptors and 300-foot
buffer for all other native species shall be established as off-limits for construction until
the young have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. Limits of
construction in the field to maintain the proper buffer distances are best accomplished,
when feasible, with construction fencing; otherwise, flagging and stakes can be used.

Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.

Documentation of compliance with the applicable state and federal laws pertaining to the
protection of native birds shall be completed and submitted to the California Department
of Fish and Game upon project completion.

If construction in zones of one or more active bird nests cannot be avoided, the City shall
consult as appropriate with the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to discuss the potential loss of nests covered by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) and Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish
and Game Code, and to obtain appropriate approvals authorizing activities that may
otherwise result in MBTA or Fish and Game code violations.



1.1.6 Residential and Business Displacement

To mitigate impacts to displaced residents and businesses, properties shall be acquired and
relocation assistance provided in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended (42 USC Secs. 4601-4655) (Uniform Act)
and the California Relocation Act (Cal. Gov’t. Code Section 7260 et. seq.).

Visual (Tree Removal)

See the mitigation measures listed under Biological Resources (Tree Removal) above.



RICE AVENUE/U.S. 101 INTERCHANGE PROJECT
at Rice Avenue and U.S. 101
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The City of Oxnard, in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
proposes to improve the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. Proposed improvements include
reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes,
reconfiguration of the existing U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps, and the realignment of Ventura
Boulevard. The project limits on Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue extend from approximately
Gonzales Road on the south to just north of Auto Center Drive. Improvements on U.S. 101 to
accommodate the interchange reconstruction would extend from approximately Almond Drive
on the east (KP 31.4) to just west of Paseo Mercado (KP 33.4).
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Note: A vertical line in the margin indicates changes to the text of the original Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment circulated for public review and comment from July 3, 2001 to
August 20, 2001.

2 INTRODUCTION

The City of Oxnard, in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
is proposing to improve the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. The interchange is located in
northeast Oxnard approximately 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) east of the Rose Avenue Interchange and
approximately 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) west of the Del Norte Boulevard Interchange (see Figure 1
and Figure 2). Proposed improvements, which are described in additional detail in Section 2.2
below, include reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two
to six lanes, reconfiguration of the existing U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps, and the realignment of
Ventura Boulevard.

The interchange has regional importance. Rice Avenue was selected as the access route to the
Port of Hueneme as part of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Port
Access Study. When Rice Avenue is extended south to Hueneme Road, it will improve access to
the port and to Point Mugu (a proposed joint use airport for military and civilian use). The 7999
Ventura County Congestion Management Program/Capital Improvement Program (CMP/CIP),
prepared by the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC) and adopted on December
3, 1999, includes the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange reconstruction project. The
proposed project is included in the CMP/CIP discussion of recommended improvements
identified by the City, county, and Caltrans needed to avoid further traffic congestion. The
project is also included in the description of the adopted CMP roadway network, which includes
Rice Avenue. The projects listed in the CIP are those that can be funded in the next 7 years to
help reduce the level of congestion on the CMP system and improve air quality. Any project
included in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), such as the proposed
project, must be included in the CMP’s Capital Improvement Program. The RTIP is the
document used to program specific dollar amounts on transportation projects in each county.
Before a state highway project can be built with federal dollars, it has to be included in the RTIP;
all projects included in the RTIP (and in the State Transportation Improvement Program) are
reviewed for conformity with air quality plans.' The proposed project is also consistent with the
Southern California Association of Governments 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
which was adopted by SCAG in April 2001 and approved by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) in August 2001.

The purpose of this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) is to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange project. This document has been prepared to fulfill the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and to comply with the environmental regulations of the City

" The proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project is in the federally approved (October 6, 2000) 2000/01 — 2005/06 Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (Ventura County — Project ID# 343), which has been found to be in conformance with the requirements of
the federal Clean Air Act.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51
1



Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

_-'-".\,q. =~ - -
L = |
J § - VAR I 1 i W e
= i 4 PR SN T | i
v B
| el A L3y o
S - ol 1 o | N
P AT P NG WA
; I e o T L R
& e EE», T i f:,r]“-'""‘” 1"'\-'-\'.; g x
S ore AR -,
-'-l:'j'“' 'l;l 1 i 1 1___..""1" il
P - - ';_:-ﬁl',

P

Figure 1: Regional Map
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of Oxnard and Caltrans. In addition to the proposed project (i.e., the “Preferred Alternative”), a
“No Build” Alternative is discussed in this document. Those alternatives that were identified but
eliminated from further consideration in previous planning studies are described in Section 3.2.

2.1 The Transportation Facility

U.S. 101, which is oriented in an east-west direction through the project area, is a major north-
south route connecting the southern, central, and northern regions of California. Upgraded to a
full four-lane freeway in 1956, U.S. 101 was widened to six lanes in the early 1980s. Other
highways within the western Ventura County region that intersect U.S. 101 include State Route
33 (SR 33), State Route 126 (SR 126), and State Route 1 (SR 1), also known as Pacific Coast
Highway (see Figure 1 for a regional map). Used for interstate, intrastate, and interregional
travel and shipping, U.S. 101 currently experiences heavy congestion during peak hours along
many portions of the freeway.

Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue is a north-south arterial that extends from Pacific Coast
Highway (SR 1) in the City of Oxnard on the south to SR 118 in Ventura County on the north.
North of U.S. 101, Santa Clara Avenue is two lanes wide with additional turn lanes provided at
the Auto Center Drive intersection. Santa Clara/Rice Avenue crosses over both Ventura
Boulevard (a frontage road on the north side of U.S. 101) and the U.S. 101 freeway. Santa Clara
Avenue becomes Rice Avenue at the centerline of U.S. 101. The overcrossing is two lanes wide
(one lane in each direction). Immediately south of the overcrossing, Rice Avenue widens from
two lanes to five lanes (three southbound lanes and two northbound lanes).

The existing interchange includes northbound U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps located in the
northeast quadrant of the intersection. The on-ramp is located immediately east of the Rice
Avenue overcrossing. The northbound U.S. 101 ramps are hook ramps with very tight radii that
do not meet Caltrans standards. The southbound U.S. 101 off- and on-ramps are in a diamond
configuration and are located in the southwest and southeast quadrants of the interchange,
respectively.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

3.1 Purpose of the Proposed Project

The Oxnard Plain, which encompasses the project area, has been a focal point for urban growth
in Ventura County due to the constraints posed by steeply sloping hills that occupy much of the
rest of the county. Recent developments include a new business park containing light industrial
and commercial office and restaurant uses in the southwest quadrant of the interchange and the
Marketplace, a regional commercial retail center located just west of the project limits. As a
consequence, traffic volumes have increased dramatically since the original freeway was
constructed in the 1950s. Further significant increases are anticipated over the next 20 years as a
result of planned development in the area and regional growth. The existing overcrossing and
ramps, which do not meet current design standards, are incapable of handling present and
projected traffic volumes at a satisfactory level of service. Consequently, the objectives of the
proposed project are to:

. Provide increased traffic capacity and improved traffic operations at the Rice
Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange;

. Support future traffic demand and planned development and growth in the City of
Oxnard and the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 project study area;

. Bring the interchange geometrics into compliance with Caltrans’ standards;
. Enhance safety characteristics by reducing congestion on the roadway; and
. Reduce response times for emergency service vehicles, in order to improve the efficiency

of public safety and health service delivery.

3.2 Need for the Proposed Project

The existing interchange is deficient in a number of ways. The interchange, which has been in
service for over 40 years with only minor improvements, does not meet current Caltrans
standards. The interchange also does not have the capacity to carry projected peak hour traffic
volumes at acceptable levels of service (see Section 2.1.1 below). Specifically, congestion
occurs during peak hour periods on the northerly side of the freeway at the ramp termini. The
northbound U.S. 101 ramps have nonstandard hook curves with a 7.6-meter (25-foot) radius,
requiring trucks to travel only 10 to 15 km/h (6 to 9 mph) around the curves. Although the
northbound on-ramp acceleration lane is 305 meters (1,000 feet) long, it is difficult for trucks to
accelerate and merge because they enter the ramp at such a slow speed due to the tight curve at
the beginning of the ramp. Other characteristics that contribute to poor operating characteristics
at the interchange include traffic lanes less than 3.7 meters (12 feet) in width and steep grades
combined with lane drops on the approaches to the overcrossing. Thus, improvements to the
Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange are necessary due to significant safety and congestion

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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problems, both present and projected. Traffic demand and safety issues are discussed in
additional detail below.

3.2.1 Traffic Demand and Operational Deficiencies
Level of Service Definition

Roadway capacity is generally measured as the number of vehicles that can reasonable pass over
a given section of roadway in a given period of time. The Highway Capacity Manual, prepared
by the National Transportation Research Board, identified travel speed, freedom to maneuver,
and proximity to other vehicles as important factors in determining the level of service (LOS) on
a roadway. Daily traffic volumes are used to estimate the extent to which peak hour traffic
volumes equal or exceed the maximum desirable capacity of a roadway.

Traffic flow is classified by LOS, ranging from LOS A to LOS F. LOS A is defined as free flow
traffic with no delays and LOS F is defined as forced flow with substantial delays as defined in
Table 1. Generally, when the roadway LOS is LOS E or higher, the theoretical capacity of the
roadway is considered to be exceeded.

The LOS for a roadway segment is calculated by dividing the total traffic volume on that
segment by the theoretical capacity of the roadway. This volume to capacity (V/C) ratio
provides an expression of traffic flow and congestion on a roadway segment.

Existing Traffic Demand

A traffic study prepared by Kaku Associates (June 2000) evaluated existing and projected traffic
conditions at key intersections in the vicinity of the interchange. According to the traffic study,
there are 1,100 vehicles traveling northbound and 855 vehicles traveling southbound on Rice
Avenue at the approaches to the southbound U.S. 101 ramps in the AM peak hour under existing
(1997) conditions. In the PM peak hour, there are 1,810 vehicles traveling northbound and 1,300
vehicles traveling southbound. The southbound U.S. 101 offramp traffic volumes are 655
vehicles in the AM peak hour and 510 vehicles in the PM peak hour under existing (1997)
conditions. The AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes on the southbound U.S. 101 onramp are
600 and 915 vehicles, respectively. The northbound U.S. 101 offramp traffic volumes are 655
vehicles in the AM peak hour and 920 vehicles in the PM peak hour under existing (1997)
conditions. There are 405 and 785 vehicles traveling on the northbound U.S. 101 onramp in the
AM and PM peak hours respectively.

Four study intersections were analyzed under the Existing and No Build Conditions: 1) Rice
Avenue and Gonzales Road; 2) Rice Avenue and the Southbound U.S. 101 ramps; 3) Santa Clara
Avenue and Auto Center Drive; and 4) Northbound U.S. 101 ramps, Ventura Boulevard, and
Auto Center Drive. The results of a traffic study indicated that under 1997 Existing Conditions
only one of the four study intersections (i.e., the intersection of Ventura Boulevard, the
northbound U.S. 101 ramps, and Auto Center Drive) operated at an unacceptable level of service
(i.e., LOS D or worse, as per City of Oxnard standards). The minor approach of the intersection
(i.e., westbound Ventura Boulevard) operated at LOS C and F during the AM and PM peak
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hours, respectively. The worst major approach of this intersection operated at LOS A and B
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

Table 1: Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections

Volume/Capacity

Level of Service Description .
Ratio

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than
A one red light and no approach phase is fully 0.00-0.60
utilized.

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach
phase is fully utilized; many drivers begin to
feel somewhat restricted within groups of
vehicles.

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to
C wait more than one red light; backups may 0.71-0.80
develop behind turning vehicles.

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during
portions of the rush hours, but enough lower
D volume periods occur to permit clearing of 0.81-0.90
developing lines, preventing excessive
backups.

POOR. Represents the most vehicles
intersection approaches can accommodate;
may be long lines of waiting vehicles
through several signal cycles.

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations
Or on cross streets may restrict or prevent

F movement of vehicles out of the intersection Over 1.00
approaches. Tremendous delays with
continuously increasing queue lengths.

Source: Transportation Research Board, Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity,
1980..

0.61-0.70

0.91-1.00

Forecasted Year 2024 Traffic Demand

According to projections in the traffic study, there would be 3,825 vehicles traveling northbound
and 1,970 vehicles traveling southbound on Rice Avenue at the approaches to the southbound
U.S. 101 ramps in the AM peak hour under Year 2024 No Build conditions. In the PM peak
hour, there would be 3,085 vehicles traveling northbound and 2,385 vehicles traveling
southbound.

There would be 1,600 vehicles traveling on the southbound U.S. 101 offramp in the AM peak
hour and 1,535 vehicles in the PM peak hour in the year 2024. The AM and PM peak hour
traffic volumes on the southbound U.S. 101 onramp in the year 2024 would be 1,560 and 2,020
vehicles, respectively. The northbound U.S. 101 offramp traffic volumes would be 1,265
vehicles in the AM peak hour and 1,795 vehicles in the PM peak hour under Year 2024 No Build
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conditions. There would be 835 and 1,930 vehicles traveling on the northbound U.S. 101
onramp in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively in the year 2024.

Under year 2024 No Build conditions, all four of the study intersections would operate at an
unacceptable level of service (LOS D or worse) during the AM and PM peak hour periods (note:
the major approach to the stop controlled intersection of the northbound U.S. 101 ramps and
Ventura Boulevard would operate at an acceptable LOS of C during the AM peak period).

3.2.2 Safety Concerns and Accident Rates

Safety is a concern because the interchange does not meet Caltrans standards and because of the
high volume of existing and projected truck traffic. According to accident data for the U.S. 101
Interchange, for the 3-year period from July 1, 1997 to June 30, 2000, there was a total of 54
accidents on the U.S. 101 mainline, 8 accidents on the northbound off-ramp, 6 accidents on the
northbound on-ramp, 15 accidents on the southbound off-ramp, and 8 accidents on the
southbound on-ramp. The accident rates for the existing interchange are generally greater than
the average accident rates for similar facilities, with the exception of the northbound on-ramp
and northbound off-ramp. The majority of the accidents are multi-vehicle with a high
percentage of accidents occurring during daylight with dry roadway conditions. This tends to
indicate that the majority of the accidents can be attributed to the slowing and congestion caused
by the nonstandard ramp designs. The ramp acceleration and deceleration lengths and curvature
at the merging and diverging ends do no meet current design standards. The proposed
improvements, which would reconstruct these ramp features to current design standards, are
expected to result in a decrease in accident rates.

3.3 Summary of the Transportation Problem

Existing high traffic volumes and the configuration of the existing interchange and overcrossing
contribute to deficient operating conditions, congestion, and vehicle delay.

The northbound U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps, which present safety concerns, were designed with
tight radii, providing little room for vehicles, particularly truck traffic, to maneuver and
decelerate. In addition, the horizontal curve of the overcrossing restricts the sight distance for
motorists. The on- and off-ramps are no longer able to accommodate increases in travel speeds
and peak hour traffic volumes, resulting in substantial queuing at these ramps, particularly during
peak hours.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

4.1 Alternatives Under Consideration

There are two alternatives under consideration for the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project.
The Preferred Alternative is evaluated in detail in Section 5 of this document and in the technical
studies prepared in support of this IS/EA. Alternative 1 is the “No Build” Alternative. The “No
Build” Alternative is used to compare the relative impacts and benefits of the proposed project
improvements. Under this alternative, no improvements, modifications, or changes would be
made to the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. As a result, the “No Build” Alternative would
not result in any environmental impacts. However, existing and projected traffic congestion
would continue unabated, and safety would not be improved.

Alternative 2, the “Preferred Alternative,” is illustrated in Figure 3. Under the Preferred
Alternative, improvements would include new northbound and southbound U.S. 101 on- and oft-
ramps, reconstruction and widening of the Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes, and
realignment of Ventura Boulevard to extend northward to intersect Santa Clara Avenue just
north of Auto Center Drive. Each of these project components is described in additional detail
below.

Ramp Reconfiguration: Under the Preferred Alternative, the southbound U.S. 101 on-ramp and
off-ramp would remain in a diamond configuration. However, the two southbound U.S. 101
ramps would be re-aligned to intersect Rice Avenue approximately 150 meters (500 feet) further
north in order to facilitate the weaving that occurs between the ramps and the Rice
Avenue/Gonzales Road intersection. The northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp would be re-aligned to
form one leg of a four-legged intersection with Auto Center Drive and Santa Clara Avenue. The
existing northbound U.S. 101 on-ramp would be replaced with two ramps: a new loop on-ramp
from northbound Rice/Santa Clara Avenue and a new northbound U.S. 101 on-ramp from
southbound Santa Clara Avenue.

Ventura Boulevard Realignment: Ventura Boulevard is a two-lane frontage road that runs
parallel and just north of U.S. 101. At a stop sign just east of the overcrossing, existing
westbound traffic on Ventura Boulevard is directed north to Santa Clara Avenue. West of the
Rice/Santa Clara Avenue overcrossing, the existing eastbound Ventura Boulevard traffic lane
crosses under the overcrossing and connects to the northbound U.S. 101 hook ramp. Under the
Preferred Alternative, Ventura Boulevard would end in a cul-de-sac west of the Rice Avenue
overcrossing. East of the overcrossing, Ventura Boulevard would be realigned to curve to the
north to intersect Santa Clara Avenue at a point approximately 130 meters (430 feet) north of the
Santa Clara Avenue/Auto Center Drive intersection.

Overcrossing Widening and Reconstruction: The Rice/Santa Clara Avenue overcrossing would
be widened from two lanes to six lanes (three through lanes in each direction). The limits of the
Rice/Santa Clara Avenue widening would extend from just south of Gonzales Road to just north
of the proposed Santa Clara Avenue/Ventura Boulevard intersection. A fourth southbound lane
would be provided on Rice Avenue from the southbound U.S. 101 off-ramp to Gonzales Road.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Figure 3: Preferred Alternative
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Additional turn lanes would also be provided at intersections along Rice/Santa Clara Avenue
within the project limits. The centerline of the reconstructed and widened overcrossing would be
located approximately 30 meters (100 feet) east of the existing overcrossing centerline. In order
to accommodate the reconstructed overcrossing’s support columns, the southbound U.S. 101
freeway lanes would have to be shifted slightly to the south from approximately 250 meters (820
feet) west of the reconstructed overcrossing to approximately 280 meters (920 feet) to the east.
Construction of the proposed interchange improvements would require substantial right-of-way
acquisition resulting in the displacement of single-family residences, mobile homes, and
commercial businesses in the project area.

The proposed project is included in the 2000/01 — 2005/06 Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP), which was federally approved and found to be in conformance
with the federal Clean Air Act on October 6, 2000. The proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange Project is also in the adopted 1998/99 — 2004/05 Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP) and the Capital Improvement Program of the Ventura County
Congestion Management Program.

Construction is scheduled to commence in 2003 and continue for a period of approximately 2 '2
years.

Funding for the proposed project would be provided from local and federal (TEA21
demonstration funds) sources. The estimated cost to construct the proposed project is $24
million.

4.2 Alternatives Withdrawn from Consideration

The improvement of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange has been a priority for the City of
Oxnard for many years and a number of different designs have been proposed and analyzed over
the life of the project.

Caltrans approved a Project Study Report (PSR) for improvements to the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange on March 20, 1985, and issued a Supplemental PSR for the interchange on May 10,
1988. The supplemental PSR included a recommended geometric layout for the reconstruction
of the interchange. In 1994, a Draft Environmental Impact Report was produced, but did not
receive approval from the City of Oxnard.

A new Project Report was produced in 1997, which considered two alternatives. The first
alternative considered in the 1997 Project Report, the PSR Alternative, was originally identified
in the 1988 PSR and consisted of loop on-ramps in the northeast and southwest quadrants, a
northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp to Auto Center Drive, and the realignment of Ventura Boulevard
to intersect Santa Clara Avenue north of Auto Center Drive. Alternative 2, which was identified
as the Preferred Alternative in the PSR, also consisted of loop on-ramps in the northeast and
southwest quadrants. However, under this alternative, Ventura Boulevard would be realigned to
intersect Auto Center Drive. A new on-ramp to northbound U.S. 101 was also proposed in the
northwest quadrant. Both alternatives proposed reconstructing the Rice Avenue/Santa Clara
Avenue overcrossing approximately 80 meters (260 feet) east of its existing location.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Subsequent to the 1997 PSR, value engineering was conducted in 1998 to investigate potential
cost-saving and impact-reducing options. The results of that effort were presented in a Value
Engineering Study, Phase 3 (July 6, 1998), which recommended a geometric layout for the
interchange that would relocate the Rice Avenue/Santa Clara overcrossing further to the west
than the previous alternatives or just east of the existing overcrossing. Under this alternative, the
southbound U.S. 101 off- and on-ramps would be reconstructed in a diamond configuration, a
northbound U.S. 101 loop on-ramp from Santa Clara Avenue would be provided in the northeast
quadrant of the interchange, the northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp would be realigned to intersect
Auto Center Drive, and a new northbound U.S. 101 on-ramp would be constructed in the
northwest quadrant. The advantages of this alternative included fewer right-of-way impacts and
avoidance of some utilities in the southeast quadrant resulting in lower overall costs. This
alternative became the basis for the Preferred Alternative described and evaluated in this IS/EA.

4.3 Related Transportation Projects

Santa Clara Avenue and Central Avenue Widening Project: The County of Ventura is
proposing to reconstruct and widen Santa Clara Avenue from between the City of Oxnard and
SR 118 to provide four traffic lanes (two additional lanes), an unpaved median, and paved
shoulders. Widening of Santa Clara Avenue would occur primarily to the west of the existing
roadbed. Central Avenue would be reconstructed from near the U.S. 101 interchange to
approximately 432 meters (1,420 feet) west of Santa Clara Avenue to provide four traffic lanes
(two additional lanes) and paved shoulders. It is expected that the project would be constructed
in multiple phases from about the year 2001 to 2010. An interim project consisting of
rehabilitation/reconstruction of the existing two lanes on both roadways and providing turn lanes,
intersection improvements, and paved shoulders or bike lanes would be implemented initially.
This project would be constructed independently of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange project.

Other related transportation projects that are located outside the immediate project area are listed
below.

Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road: This project, which is currently under construction, is
expected to be completed by August of 2003.

Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection: This project
is currently under environmental review.

Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard: This
project, which is currently under environmental review, is expected to be completed in February
of 2005.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes and discusses the environmental components of the study areas that would
affect or be affected by implementation of the proposed project.

5.1 Regional Setting

The Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange is located in the northeast section of the City of Oxnard
in Ventura County in southern California. The City of Oxnard is located in the southern portion
of Ventura County. Land uses in this part of the county currently include residential,
commercial, industrial, and agricultural uses. Ranching and farming have been present in
Ventura County since the founding of Mission San Buenaventura in 1782. Much of the land on
the flat plain surrounding Oxnard has continually been used for agriculture until recent decades.
The Oxnard Plain has also been a focal point recently for urban growth in Ventura County
because of the physical constraints posed by steeply sloping hills occupying much of the rest of
the county.

52 Natural Environment

5.2.1 Geology/Soils and Topography

The project study area is located near the center of the Oxnard Plain. This deposition basin is a
broad, east/west-trending syncline that forms part of the Transverse Ranges geomorphic
province. The project area is essentially flat, sloping slightly to the south at a gradient of
approximately 2.8 meters per kilometer (15 feet per mile). The Camarillo Hills, a low, east-west
trending range, lie to the northeast.

The Ventura Basin is filled with several hundred meters (approximately 1,000 feet) of Miocene-
age and younger marine sediments (less than 25 million years old). Overlying this thick section
of marine deposits is a layer about 600 meters (2,000 feet) thick of apparent deltaic sediments
(Saugus or San Pedro Formation) derived from the rising mountains to the east. Deposition then
changed to an alluvial floodplain type during the Quaternary period (less than 2 million years
old) as the sea retreated westward. The topmost layer of soils are classified by the United States
Conservation Service (USCS) as Pico sandy loam and Metz sandy loam.

5.2.2 Seismicity

The project is located within the seismically active southern California region and will likely be
subject to strong ground shaking associated with earthquakes on faults of both the San Andreas and
Transverse Ranges fault systems. Active faults of the San Andreas system are predominantly
strike-slip faults accommodating translational movement. The Transverse Ranges fault system
consists primarily of blind reverse and thrust faults accommodating tectonic compressional stresses
in the region. Blind faults have no surface expression and have been located using subsurface
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geologic and geophysical methods. This combination of translational and compressive stresses
gives rise to diffuse seismicity across the region.

Active reverse or thrust faults in the Transverse Ranges include blind thrust faults responsible for
the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, and the frontal faults responsible for uplift of the Santa Monica,
Santa Susana, and Santa Ynez Mountains. The frontal faults include the Malibu Coast, Santa
Monica-Hollywood, Santa Susana, and Santa Ynez faults. Active right lateral strike slip faults in
the Ventura-Oxnard area include the San Andreas and San Gabriel fault systems. Active and
potentially active faults within 50 miles of the proposed site likely to produce damaging
earthquakes are presented in Table 2. An active fault is defined as a fault that has had surface
displacement within Holocene time (approximately the last 11,000 years). A potentially active
fault has shown evidence of surface displacement during Quaternary time (approximately the last
1.6 million years).

Table 2: Significant Active and Potentially Active Faults

. Estimated Estimated
Distance Max. Site Max. Site
Fault Name to Site Credible Intensity Probable Intensity
(mi.) Magnitude?® Magnitude®
(MMI) (MMI)

Simi/Santa Rosa/Springville 1.6 7.0 X 5.25 IX
Oak Ridge (Offshore) 24 7.2 X 55 IX
Oak Ridge (Onshore) 4 7.2 X 6.5 X
Ventura/Pitas Point 5.5 7.2 X 5.75 IX
Mid-Channel 12 7.5 IX 5.5 vl
Red Mountain 12 73 IX 5.25 VII
San Cayetano 13 7.5 IX 6.25 VI
Malibu Coast 19 7.5 IX 6.5 Vi
San Andreas (Mojave) 42 8.3 Vil 8.0 Vil

Maximum Credible Magnitude — the maximum earthquake that appears capable of occurring under the
presently known tectonic framework.

Notes: a)

b) Maximum Probable Magnitude — the maximum earthquake that is likely to occur during a 100-year interval.

MMI — Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. The site intensity of an earthquake is a subjective measure of the force of an
earthquake at a particular place as determined by its effects on persons, structures, and earth materials. Site intensity is
measured using the Modified Mercalli Scale and ranges from I (not generally felt by people) to XII (damage total or
nearly total). Under this scale, earthquakes with a site intensity of X would result in major damage, including partial to
complete collapse of weak masonry and frame buildings and moderate damage of stronger structures. Earthquakes with
a site intensity of IX would result in moderate to major damage. Moderate damage is defined as including toppled
chimneys, cracked stucco, and frames shifted on foundations. Damage is more severe to weak walls and masonry.
Earthquakes with a site intensity of VIII would result in moderate damage. Earthquakes with a site intensity of VII
would result in minor to moderate damage. Minor damage includes cracks in chimneys and walls. Furniture is moved
and items are knocked off shelves.

Source: Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., 2000.
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5.2.3 Biological Resources

A search of the California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
and consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (see Appendix C) revealed no
sensitive state or federal plant or animal species living within a 2-mile radius of the project site.

The terrain in the project site is largely flat, with little natural vegetation. Most of the existing
vegetation is located around commercial developments as part of the landscaping scheme, or is
scattered throughout the residential neighborhood in the northeast quadrant of the project site,
also largely as part of the landscaping. The most notable vegetative features are the rows of
large, mature Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees that form a windbreak along the northern and western
edges of the agricultural field in the southeast quadrant of the project site. Groupings of mature
Eucalyptus trees are also located along Ventura Boulevard in the northwest and northeast
quadrants of the interchange. These Eucalyptus trees are a non-native species, however, and are
therefore not considered a biological resource for the purposes of this analysis. The Eucalyptus
trees could, however, provide nesting habitat for red-shouldered hawks, red-tailed hawks,
Cooper’s hawks, Anna’s hummingbirds, Allen’s hummingbirds, mourning doves, great horned
owls, Pacific slope flycatchers, western scrub-jays, American crows, northern mockingbirds,
California towhees, Bullock’s orioles, house finches, and lesser goldfinches. Eucalyptus trees
can also provide wintering and foraging habitat for several species including yellow-rumped
warblers, orange-crowned warblers, Anna’s hummingbirds, Allen’s hummingbirds, occasional
tanagers, occasional Bullock’s orioles, and several other migratory species. The nests of
migratory native birds are protected by a national ordinance known as the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (16 U.S.C, Section 703 et seq.).

A field survey of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 bridge structure was conducted by Paul Caron,
Caltrans District 7 biologist, on 4/20/01, to determine whether bat species of special concern
might be present. No bats were identified. Furthermore, it is unlikely that bats would be present
in the area due to a lack of suitable habitat.

Invasive Species

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order (E.O.) 13112 and Caltrans
issued a memorandum dated October 29, 1998, which promotes prevention and control of the
introduction and spread of invasive species. Nonnative flora and fauna can cause significant
changes to ecosystems, upset the ecological balance, and cause economic harm to our nation’s
agricultural and recreational sectors.

Under the E.O., federal agencies cannot authorize, fund or carry out actions that it believes are
likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States or
elsewhere unless all reasonable measures to minimize risk of harm have been analyzed and
considered. Complying with the E.O. means that federal-aid and federal highway program funds
cannot be used for construction, revegetation, or landscaping activities that purposely include the
use of known invasive species.
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Until an approved national list of invasive plants is defined by the National Invasive Species
Council, known invasive plants are defined as those listed on the official noxious weed list of the
State in which the activity occurs.

Noxious weeds listed by the California Department of Food and Agriculture that are known to be
present in Ventura County and their pest ratings” are listed below:

. Klamathweed (Hypericum perforatum) — Pest Rating “C”
. Punagrass (Achnatherum brachychaetum) — Pest Rating “A”
. Scotch Thistle (Onopordum acanthium) — Pest Rating “A”

Methods that are being employed by local and federal agencies to control these noxious weeds
include biological controls, mechanical/manual removal of weeds, and grazing by livestock.

5.2.4 Water Quality and Hydrology

The proposed project is located within the Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin, which lies within
the Calleguas Creek Watershed. The Oxnard Plain Basin consists of upper and lower aquifer
systems that collectively contain approximately 7,800,000 acre-feet of stored water. The Oxnard
Forebay Basin contains approximately 1,200,000 acre-feet of water. Forebay Basin water
originates in the mountains and valley of the 4,100-square kilometer (1,600-square-mile) Santa
Clara watershed. In addition to City wells that pump groundwater from the Oxnard Plain Basin
and Oxnard Forebay, other sources of water for domestic consumption in the City include water
purchased from the United Water Conservation District and the Calleguas Municipal Water
District. In general, the groundwater in the local aquifers is naturally high in minerals, but is of
good quality. According to the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan, groundwater in the project
area can be found at depths of approximately 4.6 to 6.1 meters (15 to 20 feet)

Surface water from the proposed project site and immediate project vicinity is collected by
several large, man-made stormwater drainage channels. These channels eventually empty into
the Pacific Ocean, approximately 13.7 kilometers (8.5 miles) south of the project site.
Stormwater from the project site drains into the Nyeland Drain and smaller natural earthen
drainage channels. These flood control/storm drain channels, which are maintained by the
Ventura County Flood Control Department, flow in an easterly direction north of U.S. 101 and
eventually empty into Beardsley Wash, a north-south flood channel. South of U.S. 101,
Beardsley Wash becomes the Revolon Slough, which continues south to the Pacific Ocean.

* The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) is responsible for determining those plants to be listed
as noxious weeds. At the time that CDFA lists a species, it also receives a rating of A, B, C, D, or Q. These ratings
reflect CDFA’s view of the statewide importance of the pest, the likelihood that eradication or control efforts would
be successful, and the present distribution of the pest within the state. A pest with an “A” rating is defined as an
organism of known economic importance subject to state enforced action involving: eradication, quarantine,
containment, rejection, or other holding action. A pest wth a “C” rating is an organism subject to no state enforced
action outside of nurseries except to retard spread.
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There are no other surface water resources in the immediate project vicinity. Additionally, field
surveys identified no wetlands in the immediate project area.

5.2.5 Floodplains

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain maps, a portion of
the project site is located within a 100-year floodplain, which encompasses the area west of
Santa Clara Avenue from U.S. 101 on the south to north of Friedrich Road. Additionally, areas
of 100-year shallow flooding (depths 0.3 to 1 meter (1 to 3 feet)) are located just north and south
of U.S. 101 generally from Orange Avenue to Almond Drive near the eastern project limits.

5.3 Socioeconomic Setting

5.3.1 Population

The Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project is located in the City of Oxnard in Ventura
County. Oxnard is the largest city in Ventura County, home to an estimated 160,305 people in
the year 2000.> The interchange is located within two census tracts, 50.02 on the north side, and
49.00 on the south side. In 1990, census tract 50.02 was home to 2,311 people, and tract 49.00
was home to 5,571 people. Both of these tracts are expected to experience population growth
over the next 20 years, with tract 50.02 increasing in population by 40.3 percent (approximately
equivalent to Ventura County’s predicted growth rate), and tract 49.00 increasing in population
by 145 percent. The latter growth rate may be partly attributable to development programs the
City of Oxnard is pursuing in the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange area, especially in the areas
designated for light industrial and business parks.

The two census tracts that encompass the project area have a predominantly minority population,
ranging from 74 percent to 99 percent. The great majority of these minority persons are of
Hispanic origin. People of Hispanic origin represent 72 percent of the total population of tract
50.02, and 96 percent of the population in tract 49.00. These minority concentrations are
significantly higher than in either the City of Oxnard or Ventura County. Minorities account for
68 percent of the population in the City of Oxnard and only 34 percent in Ventura County.

Median household incomes in the study area range from $24,762 to $31,056, with an average of
$27,909. Median household incomes are higher in the City of Oxnard (at $37,174) as well as in
Ventura County (at $45,612). The number of persons living below the 1990 poverty threshold
reflects this difference in income. Between 17 percent and 20 percent of the population in the
project area lives below the poverty line, whereas 13 percent of the population of the City of
Oxnard and only 7 percent of the population of Ventura County live below the poverty line.

3 According to the State of California Department of Finance, 2000.
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5.3.2 Housing

In the project study area, the percentage of single-family units ranges from 60 percent to 69
percent of the total housing stock. Multi-family residential units (MFRs) represent 28 percent to
30 percent of the housing stock in the City of Oxnard as well as in tract 49.00, while Ventura
County contains slightly more, with MFRs comprising 30 percent of the housing stock. Tract
50.02 has significantly fewer multi-family units than the other census tract in the project area,
with MFRs comprising only 9 percent of the total number of housing units in the tract. This may
be explained by the unusually high number (approximately 30 percent) of mobile homes, trailers,
or other forms of housing within this census tract. In comparison, only 3 percent to 6 percent of
the housing units in the other areas analyzed fall under this category.

Residential units in the study area are primarily owner-occupied (between 96 percent and 99
percent), as are units in the City of Oxnard and Ventura County (95 percent owner-occupied).
The project area also appears to have a very low vacancy rate, somewhere between 0 and 4
percent. The vacancy rate in the City and county is slightly higher at 5 percent.

5.3.3 Local Business and Employment

Although the proposed project is not located near the central Oxnard business district, there are a
significant number of businesses located in the project area. On the north side of U.S. 101 along
East Ventura Boulevard, there is a commercial strip that includes several car sales lots, a spa
sales business, two restaurants, and a convenience store. Along Santa Clara Avenue, there are
two gas stations, a restaurant, a motel, and a rental business. On the south side of U.S. 101, there
is a large area identified as a business park. There are several industrial businesses located here,
as well as a medical office and a chain restaurant.

In 1994 there were approximately 6,752 jobs in the study area. According to SCAG; by 2020,
the number of jobs available in the area is expected to grow to 9,645. The majority of this
increase is expected to occur north of U.S. 101, in Census Tract 50.02. Job growth south of U.S.
101 in Census Tract 49.00 is expected to be much lower. In the City of Oxnard, the number of
jobs totaled 37,760 in 1994 and is expected to reach 75,757 by 2020, a doubling of jobs in just 25
years. This job growth rate is higher than both Ventura County and the study area.

The labor force in the study area (Census Tracts 49.00 and 50.02) totaled 3,920 persons in 1994,
which is approximately 70 percent of the population. An estimated 494 persons, or
approximately 12 percent of the labor force, were unemployed. This is significantly higher than
either the City of Oxnard or Ventura County, which had 7 percent and 5 percent unemployment,
respectively.
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54 Land Use

5.4.1 Existing Land Use

The project study area is located almost entirely within the City of Oxnard (although parts along
U.S. 101 and the northern end of Santa Clara Avenue are located in unincorporated areas of the
County), and is centered around the existing interchange at U.S. 101 and Rice Avenue, which is
the location of the proposed project improvements. The project study area can be more easily
understood by breaking it down into quadrants, with U.S. 101 serving as the east-west dividing
line, and Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue serving as the north-south dividing line. The City-
designated and existing land uses in each of these quadrants are identified in the discussion
below. Figure 4 shows existing land use patterns in the project area (note: some areas contain a
mix of land uses; for example, the area immediately northeast of the interchange includes both
commercial uses and mobile homes).

Northeast Quadrant: There is a strip of general commercial business land uses (restaurants,
sales, etc.) along Ventura Boulevard to the south and along Santa Clara Avenue just north of its
intersection with the northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp. Behind the commercial land uses is a large
block of residential development, which includes several mobile home parks. These residential
developments comprise a majority of the land uses in the quadrant. In the very northwestern
corner of the quadrant, along Santa Clara Avenue and near the northern project limits, there is a
small Headstart school (Rio Vista School).

Northwest Quadrant: This quadrant is designated in the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan for
light industrial and agricultural land uses. Based on windshield surveys conducted on July 26
and August 3, 2000; there are several different land uses located in this quadrant. The
northeastern corner of the quadrant, north of Auto Center Drive, is currently used for agriculture
with a small fruit and vegetable stand located at the northwest corner of Auto Center Drive and
Santa Clara Avenue. The agricultural use is consistent with the General Plan designation. The
area south of Auto Center Drive is designated for light industrial use. Along Santa Clara Avenue
south of Auto Center Drive, there is a gas station and two vacant lots. A mobile home park
(residential) and two commercial businesses (mobile home sales and a trucking company) are
located along Ventura Boulevard in the southern section of the quadrant.

Southwest Quadrant: This quadrant is designated by the City of Oxnard General Plan as a
business and research park. Existing land uses are consistent with the General Plan designation.
Although much of the business park is currently vacant, there are several projects being planned
to fill these vacancies. The most significant building in this quadrant is the Spanish Hills
Medical Group building in the northeast corner, near the intersection of Rice Avenue and the
southbound U.S. 101 off-ramp.

Southeast Quadrant: This quadrant is also designated by the City of Oxnard General Plan as a
business and research park; however, it is currently being used for agriculture.
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5.4.2 Land Use Planning and Policy

The City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan (General Plan) was adopted by the Oxnard City Council
on October 14, 1990. Through its land use policies the General Plan seeks to:

* Provide a variety of housing types throughout the City

* Preserve permanent agricultural land within the Oxnard Planning Area

* Provide for adequate space for schools, libraries, park and recreation areas, and the expansion
need of public facilities to enhance the quality of life for all citizens

* Ensure that all new development will be consistent with the Ventura County Air Quality
Management Plan and other regional plans

* Encourage the development of mixed uses in appropriate areas to reduce commuting

The General Plan designates almost the entire area south of U.S. 101 as a business and research
park. The project study area also encompasses a small area just east of Rice Avenue and south
of Gonzales Road that is designated for light industrial use. North of U.S. 101 and east of Santa
Clara Avenue, the areas directly adjacent to Ventura Boulevard and Santa Clara Avenue are
designated as general commercial. Beyond these commercial strips to the north and east, there is
a large section of land designated as low density residential (3 to 7 D.U./ Ac.). On the northern
edge of the project study area, on the east side of Santa Clara Avenue, there is also a small parcel
designated for a public school. West of Santa Clara Avenue, north of U.S. 101, and south of
Auto Center Drive is designated entirely as light industrial. North of Auto Center Drive is
designated as agricultural and is also listed as open space on the Open Space and Conservation
Map in the General Plan.

There are also several Specific Plans and an Infill/Modification Area in the project study area.
The Rose/Santa Clara Corridor Specific Plan (adopted July 15, 1986) encompasses 204 acres of
land along the north side of U.S. 101 between Rose Avenue and Rice Avenue. It is intended to
provide for the development of an integrated mix of commercial and light industrial land uses
designed to meet a variety of needs of the residents of Oxnard and surrounding communities.
Commercial uses include a master-planned auto dealership park, retail commercial center, and
commercial offices. This Plan Area also has its own assessment district, No. 86-4-R.

The Sakioka Farms Specific Plan Area is part of the Northeast Industrial Area Plan, which
consists of approximately 1,400 acres of property designated for limited industrial, light
industrial, and business and research park uses. Located both east and west of Rice Avenue,
south of U.S. 101 and north of East Fifth Street, this Plan Area has its own assessment district,
which provides major infrastructure to serve the area.

The Rose/Gonzales Study Area and the Northeast Community Specific Plan are located south of
Gonzales Road and east of Lombard Street adjacent to the project study area.

There is also an Infill/Modification Area located along U.S. 101 called the Ventura Freeway
Corridor Modification Area. The plan for this area states that property along the freeway
corridor frontage should be designated for commercial or business use and that incentives should
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be developed to encourage land use transition from residential to commercial uses in the Nyeland
Acres area.

The Nyeland Acres community, located in the northeast quadrant of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange, is part of Ventura County and therefore is covered under the County’s General Plan.
According to the Ventura County General Plan, Nyeland Acres is part of the El Rio Area Plan.
This Plan is intended to help preserve the rural character of the area and designates Nyeland
Acres as a low-density residential development. It intends to maintain the current density of
residential development, as well as providing for a buffer zone between commercial and
residential development.

5.4.3 Public Services

The only public service facility in or near the project study area is the Rio Vista School located
on the east side of Santa Clara Avenue just north of Auto Center Drive. This former elementary
school is now leased to the Headstart program by the Rio School District. Although not
technically a public service, a Mutual Water Company facility is located in the project area, on
the east side of Santa Clara Avenue.

The police and fire stations that serve the project area are identified below.
Police:

Oxnard Police Department (Beat 12)
251 South C Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

Ventura County Sheriff's Department
Camarillo Station

3701 E. Las Posas Rd.

Camarillo, CA 93010

Fire:

Oxnard Fire Department
Station 5

1450 Colonia Road
Oxnard, CA 93030

Ventura County Fire Department
Station 51- El Rio

680 El Rio Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030
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55 Farmland

Based on field surveys of the project area and a review of local land use maps, there are two
active agricultural properties located in the project area. The first agricultural property is
approximately 26 hectares (65 acres) in size and is located immediately northwest of the
intersection of Santa Clara Avenue and Auto Center Drive. According to the State of California
Natural Resource Conservation Service, this property is not designated as prime or unique
farmland or farmland of statewide importance. The second agricultural property is located
immediately southeast of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. Although this property is
officially designated in the City of Oxnard General Plan for industrial use, it is listed by the State
of California as both prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance. This agricultural
property occupies approximately 80 hectares (200 acres).

5.6 Circulation

U.S. 101, which is oriented in an east-west direction through the project area, is a major north-
south route connecting the southern, central, and northern regions of California (see Figure 1 for
a regional map). Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue is a north-south arterial that extends from
Pacific Coast Highway (SR 1) in the City of Oxnard on the south to SR 118 in Ventura County
on the north. North of U.S. 101, Santa Clara Avenue is two lanes wide with additional turn lanes
provided at the Auto Center Drive intersection. Santa Clara/Rice Avenue crosses over both
Ventura Boulevard (a frontage road on the north side of U.S. 101) and the U.S. 101 freeway.
Santa Clara Avenue becomes Rice Avenue at the centerline of U.S. 101. The overcrossing is
two lanes wide (one lane in each direction). Immediately south of the overcrossing, Rice
Avenue widens from two lanes to five lanes (three southbound lanes and two northbound lanes).

Level of service (LOS) was analyzed for four major intersections in the vicinity of the Rice
Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. Table 3 provides a summary of existing and forecasted levels of
service for the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange area. It was estimated that only one of the
four study intersections would operate at an unacceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or worse,
as per City of Oxnard standards) under 1997 Existing Conditions. This was the intersection of
Ventura Boulevard, the northbound U.S. 101 ramps, and Auto Center Drive. The minor
approach of the intersection (i.e., westbound Ventura Boulevard) operated at LOS C and F
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The worst major approach of this intersection
operated at LOS A and B during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.
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Table 3: Summary of Existing and Forecast Levels of Service

1997 Existing 2024 No Build
. Peak Conditions Conditions
Intersection
Hour VIC or LOS VIC or LOS
Delay [1] Delay [1]

Ventura Bl & NB US 101 AM 9/18 A/C 15/* C/F
Ramps & Auto Center Dr [4] PM 11/360 B/F 36/* E/F
Auto Center Dr & Santa Clara AM 0.46 A 0.92 E
Ave [2] PM 0.69 B 0.92 E
Auto Center Dr, Santa Clara AM N/A N/A
Ave, & NB 101 Off-ramp [2] PM N/A N/A
Rice Ave & SB US 101 Ramps AM 0.44 A 1.45 F
[2] PM 0.79 C 1.62 F
Rice Ave & Gonzales Rd [2][5] AM 0.39 A 0.7 B

PM 0.59 A 1.12 F
Ventura Blvd & Santa Clara AM N/A N/A
Ave [3] PM N/A N/A

Notes:

[1] Volume-to-capacity ratios were estimated for signalized intersections using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
method. Average vehicle delay (seconds) for the worst major and minor street approaches were estimated for two-way-stop
controlled intersections using the 1997 HCM “Two-Way Stop” method. Displayed as “major street/minor street” delay or LOS.
[2] Signalized intersection.

[3] Two-way stop-controlled intersection under Preferred Alternative, and signalized intersection under Preferred Alternative
Plus Mitigation.

[4] Two-way stop-controlled intersection. WB Ventura is stopped. EB Ventura is forced onto freeway via yield controlled
onramp.

[5] Year 2024 traffic volumes were provided by the City of Oxnard. They are based on a growth factor of 2% per year between
1997 and 2024 or a total growth factor of 54% over the 27-year period. Before the growth was computed, 1997 southbound
through volumes were increased by 346 and 404 in the AM and PM peak hours respectively due to SR 1 relocation (based on
5/31/2000 count data). Similarly, before growth was computed, 1997 northbound through volumes were increased by 250 and
462 in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, due to SR 1 relocation.

*Signifies delay value greater than 10 minutes.

N/A = Not Applicable

Source: Kaku Associates, 2001.

Conditions at this intersection and the other three studied intersections would become worse
under Year 2024 No Build conditions, as would be expected given the traffic growth forecasted
to occur in the study area. All four intersections were estimated to operate at an unacceptable
level of service (LOS D or worse) during the AM or PM peak hour periods (note: the major
approach to the stop controlled intersection of the northbound U.S. 101 ramps and Ventura
Boulevard would operate at an acceptable LOS of C during the AM peak period).

5.7 Archaeological/Historical

No prehistoric or historical archaeological resources were noted during the archeological field
survey or identified as a result of archival research and contact with interested parties.

Twenty-six buildings located within the proposed Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) were
identified during the architectural field survey, none of which are currently listed in or appear
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eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. No historic districts, no historic
landscapes, and no locally designated landmarks are located within or immediately adjacent to
the APE.

5.8 Noise
5.8.1 Fundamentals of Noise

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as
air. Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound. Sound can vary in intensity by
over one million times within the range of human hearing. Therefore, a logarithmic scale has
been established to quantify sound intensity.

To better approximate the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of various frequencies,
an A-weighted decibel scale was developed, which de-emphasizes low frequencies. Decibel
levels within the A-weighted scale are represented as dBA. On this scale, the human range of
hearing extends from approximately 3 dBA to around 140 dBA. A 10-dBA increase is judged by
most people as a doubling of the sound level, with the smallest discernable change being about 2
to 3 dBA. L is the descriptor of cumulative noise exposure over a given period of time. This
value accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations in A-weighted sound levels associated
with all sound sources during the period of measurement. The loudest-hour Leq ( Leg[h]) 1s used
as a measure to predict potential traffic-related noise impacts. Table 4 presents noise levels for
common outdoor and indoor activities at specific distances.

5.8.2 Noise Standards

Sensitive receptors are usually defined as those land uses where sleep and speech interference is
an important concern. These receptors include residences, motels, schools, hospitals, and
religious facilities. Noise-sensitive residential uses are located in the northwest and northeast
quadrants of the interchange and include mobile home parks and single-family residences. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has established exterior and interior noise criteria for
specific types of land uses. As shown in Table 5 below, the exterior criterion for the sensitive
residential receptors located within the immediate project vicinity is 67 dBA. Under FHWA
regulations, noise abatement measures are to be considered if projected noise levels on adjacent
lands approach or exceed the applicable noise abatement criterion identified in Table 5, or would
increase substantially above existing noise levels.
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Table 4: Typical Noise Levels

Common Outdoor Activities | Noise Level Common Indoor Activities
(dBA)
Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft) -110- Rock Band
Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) -100-
*Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft) at 80 km/hr -90- Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft)
(50 mph)
*Noi Area, Dayti
oisy Urban Area, Daytime -80- Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft)
*Gas Lawn Mower at 30 m (100 ft) 70 Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft)
*Commercial Area B Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft)
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) -60- Large Business Office
Quiet Urban Area, Daytime -50- Dishwasher Next Room
Quiet Urban Area, Nighttime 40 Theater, Large Conference Room
Quiet Suburban Area, Nighttime I (Background)
. S Library
Quiet Rural Area, Nighttime =30- Bedroom at Night
-20- Broadcast Recording Studio
-10-
Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing -0- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing

Source: Caltrans, 1998.

Table 5: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria

Hourly A-Weighted Noise Level,

dBA Leq (h) Land Use
Exterior Interior

57 -- Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where the
preservation of those qualities is essential to continue to serve its
intended purpose.

67 52 Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport areas,
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and
hospitals.

72 -- Developed lands, properties, or land uses not included in the
previous two descriptions.

- -- Undeveloped lands.

Source: FHWA, 1995.
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5.8.3 Existing Noise Levels

The predominant source of noise in the project area is motor vehicle traffic. Existing sources of
motor vehicle traffic in the study area include: U.S. 101 mainline, U.S. 101 ramps, Rice
Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue, Auto Center Drive, and Ventura Boulevard. Several other smaller
roadways in the study make minor, localized contributions to overall traffic noise in the project
vicinity. No other significant sources of transportation noise were identified; however, aircraft
operations at Camarillo Airport, which is located about 3.2 kilometers (2 miles) east of the study
area, would be expected to generate an intermittent influence on the noise environment in the
project vicinity. No non-transportation (e.g., stationary) noise sources were identified that have a
substantial influence on overall average noise levels throughout large portions of the study area
during the peak noise hour.

A noise measurement survey of the project area was conducted by Harris Miller Miller &
Hanson Inc. on Tuesday, November 9, 1999. Noise measurements, each with a duration of
between 24 and 30 minutes, were made at five sites in representative noise-sensitive receiver
locations within the study area. The results are presented in Table 6. The locations of the
measurement sites are shown in Figure 5. The purposes of the measurements were to: (1)
document existing sound levels within the project area, and (2) to obtain data on the various
noise sources, receivers, and propagation circumstances within the project area to assist in the
development and calibration of the highway noise prediction model.

Table 6: Summary of Short-Term Noise Measurement Results

Location Distance Leq (dBA)
Dominant from Intervening Start Dur-
Site Address Traffic Source Barriers/ Time ation Total Traffic
No. Noise Centerline Surfaces (h:m) Onlyt
Source (meters)
S1 2371 Ventura Blvd. U.S. 101 45 Negligible 9:40 0:24 70 70
S2 3282 Santa Clara Ave. | Santa Clara 29 Negligible 10:41 0:30 65 64
Ave.
S3 2631 Ventura Blvd. U.S. 101 37 13:17 0:25 72 72
S4 3251 Nyeland Ave. U.S. 101 102 Intermittent 14:24 0:25 65 64
building
structures
S5 2725 Ventura Blvd. U.S. 101 36 Privacy wallon | 13.52 0:24 72 72
either side of
mobile home
park entrance
(minor)
Notes: Noise measurements were performed on Tuesday, November 9, 1999.
' One-minute periods dominated by sources other than counted roadways were excluded.
Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., 2000.
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Figure 5: Noise Measurement Sites
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One of the measurement sites, S2, was located along Santa Clara Avenue well north of U.S. 101.
Measured Lcgs at this location were influenced primarily by traffic along Santa Clara Avenue and
were in the mid-60s dBA. The four other sites were located nearer to U.S. 101. Noise levels at
those locations were influenced primarily by highway traffic. One of those four sites, S4, was
located over 100 meters (330 feet) from the highway centerline and partially screened from
highway traffic exposure by intervening structures. During the measurement survey, it
experienced average noise levels in the mid-60s dBA, nearly equivalent to those observed at S2.
The remaining three measurement sites near U.S. 101 (sites S1, S3, and S5) were located within
the three mobile home parks in the study area that are directly alongside Ventura Boulevard.
These sites were located between about 36 meters (120 feet) and 45 meters (150 feet) from the
U.S. 101 centerline. L.qs measured at those sites ranged from 70 to 72 dBA.

In summary, the noise survey results indicate that existing loudest-hour average noise levels in
the study area range from the low 60s to the high 70s dBA. Additionally, the majority of
residential receivers are exposed to loudest-hour average noise levels that approach within 1
decibel or exceed the applicable FHW A noise abatement criterion identified in Table 5 above.

5.9 Air Quality

California is divided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) into air basins, which share
similar meteorological and topographical features. The City of Oxnard is in Ventura County,
which is in the South Central Coast Air Basin under the jurisdiction of the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD or Air District)

Coastal areas of Ventura County are cooler in summer and milder in winter than inland and
mountainous areas. On most days, sea breezes move from west to east, except during Santa Ana
wind conditions when Ventura County may receive pollutants from areas to the east, including
Los Angeles County. Ventura County has been designated a severe ozone non-attainment area
under both the federal and California Clean Air Acts. The deadline for severe ozone non-
attainment areas to attain the national 1-hour ozone standard is 2005.

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards to protect
public health. Standards are shown in Table 7.

The Air District does not maintain an air monitoring station in Oxnard. Therefore, the Ventura
station is used as the source of baseline air quality information for ozone and the El Rio station is
the baseline for carbon monoxide and PM;, (particulate matter 10 microns or less in size). El
Rio is used because the VCAPCD discontinued PM o monitoring in 1997 at Ventura and because
the VCAPCD guidelines recommend using El Rio in coastal areas for background carbon
monoxide data.
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Table 7: Ambient Air Quality Standards

State

National

Air Pollutant

Standard

Primary

Secondary

Ozone (0O;)

0.09 ppm, 1-hr avg.

0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg.
0.08 ppm. 8-hour avg.

0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

9 ppm, 8-hr. avg.
20 ppm. 1-hr. avg.

9 ppm, 8-hr. avg.
35 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

9 ppm, 8-hr. avg.
35 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

0.0534 ppm, annual avg.

0.0534 ppm, annual avg.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

0.25 ppm 1-hr
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.

0.03 ppm, annual avg.
0.14 ppm, 24-hr. avg.

0.50 ppm, 3-hr. avg.

Suspended Particulate
Matter ( PM;)

50 ®g/m’, 24-hr. avg.
30 dg/m* AGM

150 dg/m’, 24-hr avg,
50 dg/m* AAM

150 dg/m’, 24-hr avg.;
50 dg/m’ AAM

Sulfates (SO,)

25 dg/m’, 24-hr avg.

Lead (Pb)

1.5 dg/m’, monthly avg.

1.5 (Dg/m3, calendar quarter

1.5 dg/m’

Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S)

0.03 ppm, 1-hr avg.

Vinyl Chloride

0.010 ppm, 24-hr avg.

Visibility-Reducing

In sufficient amount to

Particles reduce prevailing visibility
to less than 10 miles at
relative humidity less than

70%, 1 observation

Note: ppm = parts per million by volume
®g/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter
AAM = annual arithmetic mean
AGM = annual geometric mean

Source: California Air Resources Board, JHA Environmental Consultants, LLC, 2000.

The pollutants of concern in Ventura County are ozone and fine particulate matter. Ozone (O3),
a colorless toxic gas formed by photochemical reactions between reactive organic compounds
and nitrogen oxides, irritates the lungs and damages materials and vegetation, including most
agricultural crops. Ozone is a secondary contaminant, formed in the atmosphere in the presence
of intense sunlight by a reaction between oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic compounds.
Nitrogen dioxide ( NO; ) is also a secondary contaminant formed through a reaction between
nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen, which irritates the lungs at high concentrations and
contributes to ozone formation. While levels of NO, are low in Ventura County, NO, is an
important contaminant because of its contribution to ozone. Particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter (PM, ) causes a greater health risk than larger-sized particles, since these
fine particles can be inhaled more easily and irritate the lungs by themselves and in combination
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with gases. While no carbon monoxide standards are exceeded in Ventura County, it is
necessary to know background levels in the vicinity of a project in order to determine the
potential for a carbon monoxide hotspot to develop as a result of a project and in order to comply
with Caltrans’ conformity requirements. Levels of ozone, carbon monoxide and PM,, for the
past 5 years at the monitoring stations nearest the project site are shown in Table 8 and compared
to national and state air quality standards.

In summary, ozone levels have decreased in Ventura over the 5-year period. PMjj
concentrations vary from year to year because of meteorological conditions. However,
concentrations along the coast are usually well below national standards. Carbon monoxide
concentrations are very low.

Table 8: Summary of Air Quality Data, Ventura Air Monitoring Station

Pollutant Standards 1995 [ 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999

Ozone (0O;)
State standard (1-hr. avg. 0.09 ppm)
National standard (1-hr avg. 0.12 ppm)
National standard (8-hr avg 0.08 ppm)

Maximum 1-hr concentration (in ppm) 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.09
Number of days state standard exceeded 4 10 2 0 0
Number of days national 1-hr standard exceeded 0 1 0 0 0

Carbon Monoxide
State standard (1-hr. avg. 20 ppm)
National standard (1-hr avg. 35 ppm)
State/national standard (8-hr. avg. 9.0 ppm)

Maximum concentration 1-hr period (in ppm) ND ND ND ND ND
Maximum concentration 8-hr period (in ppm) 2.41 1.45 1.89 2.03 1.20
Number of days state 8-hr standard exceeded 0 0 0 0 0

Suspended Particulates (PM;)
State standard (24-hr. avg. >50 ®g/m?)
National standard (24-hr avg. >150 ®g/m®)
Maximum 24-hr concentration (in ®g/m’) 62 63.5 2525 703 50.8
Days (calculated) exceeding state standard 18 6 18 6 6
Days (calculated) exceeding national standard
Notes:

CO and PM,, data are from the El Rio Station.
ppm = parts per million

®g/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter

ND = No Data

Source: VCAPCD, California Air Resources Board Air Quality Data--1995 through 1999

5.10 Hazardous Waste Sites

A Preliminary Site Assessment (PSA) was conducted by Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. to
identify potential hazardous waste sites in the project area. According to the PSA, a potential for
hazardous materials exists at the following locations:
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Site Address
e Larry’s Chevron/G. Paymard Property 2505 Ventura Boulevard
* Joyce Motors — 2535 E. Ventura Boulevard
*  DW Burhoe Construction/CAB Enterprises 2927 Ventura Boulevard
* Sawtelle Property 2701 Ventura Boulevard
* Freeway Auto Body & Paint 2461 E. Ventura Boulevard
* Dieters Imports 2681 E. Ventura Boulevard
*  Oxnard Mobil 2460 Auto Center Drive
* Van Waters and Rogers, Inc. 1910 Lockwood
* Coastline Equipment 1930 Lockwood
* Gibbs International Trucks 2201 E. Ventura Boulevard
* Long Beach Mortgage 2935 E. Ventura Boulevard
* Nyeland Community Church 3326 Nyeland Avenue
* Jim’s Texaco 3025 Santa Clara Avenue
e Chevron SW corner of Santa Clara Ave. &
Auto Center Drive
* Rice Avenue Overcrossing and adjacent buildings Rice Ave./U.S. 101 Interchange
* Freeway and roadway striping Rice Ave./U.S. 101 Interchange
* Agricultural land Southeast quadrant of interchange
* Freeway medians and shoulders U.S. 101 freeway

Leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites have the highest potential for environmental
contamination. There are two known LUST sites (Jim’s Texaco and Sawtelle Property) that
have a high potential to affect the proposed project. A Phase II hazardous materials study
conducted in 1995 indicated elevated concentrations of volatile organic compounds and
hydrocarbons in the groundwater and elevated lead levels in the soil at the Texaco station, which
would be acquired for right-of-way for the proposed improvements. Based on information
provided by the Ventura County Environmental Health Department, the contamination at the
Sawtelle property appears to be shallow and to not pose a threat to groundwater. A site
assessment is in the process of being conducted by the property owner. If the contamination on
the site has attenuated to acceptable levels, a closure letter will be issued by the lead regulatory
agency. No property would be acquired from the Sawtelle property. Other potential hazardous
materials sites that have a high potential to affect the proposed project include those areas that
are currently or have been historically used for agriculture. These agricultural areas may have
residual levels of pesticides that would require excavated soil to be handled as hazardous
material. Right-of-way would be required from existing agricultural properties located in the
southeast quadrant of the interchange and on the west side of Santa Clara Avenue, immediately
north of Auto Center Drive. Property would also be acquired for right-of-way in the southwest
quadrant of the interchange, which was historically used for agriculture prior to development of
the existing business park. Also, soils within and adjacent to the freeway may be contaminated
by aerially deposited lead due to exhaust emissions from leaded gasoline. Lead-based paint and
asbestos containing material may also be present on the Rice Avenue bridge structure and in
buildings acquired for right-of-way. Lastly, yellow thermoplastic and painted traffic markings
that need to be removed during construction may contain lead and chromium.
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The locations of the sites that have a moderate to high potential to affect the proposed project
due to existing or previous underground storage tanks or leaking underground storage tanks are

show in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Hazardous Materials Sites
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The Environmental Significance Checklist on the following pages was used to identify physical,
biological, social, and economic factors that might be affected by the proposed project. In many
cases, the background studies performed in connection with this project clearly indicate the
project would not affect a particular item. A “NO” answer in the first column documents this
determination. A “YES” answer is followed by a response in the second column as to whether or
not the effect is significant. Answers requiring further explanation are indicated by an asterisk
(*). These discussions are provided in Section 5, below.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

IF YES, ISIT
YES OR NO SIGNIFICANT
BEFORE AFTER
MITIGATION MITIGATION?
YES OR NO
PHYSICAL — Will the proposal (either directly or indirectly)
1. Appreciably change the topography or ground surface relief NO*
features?
2. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique geologic or physical NO
features?
3. Result in unstable earth surfaces or increase the exposure of
. L YES NO*
people or property to geologic or seismic hazards?
4. Resultin or be affected by soil erosion or siltation (whether by YES NO*
water or wind)?
5. Result in the increased use of fuel or energy in large amounts or NO*
in a wasteful manner?
6. Result in an increase in the rate of use of any natural resource? NO
7. Result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resource? NO
8. Violate any published federal, state or local standards pertaining NO*
to hazardous waste, solid waste or litter control?
9.  Modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or NO
any bay, inlet or lake?
10. Encroach upon a floodplain or result in or be affected by
. YES NO*
floodwaters or tidal waves?
11.  Adversely affect the quantity or quality of surface water, NO*
groundwater, or public water supply?
12. Result in the use of water in large amounts or in a wasteful NO
manner?
13. Affect wetlands or riparian vegetation? NO
14. Violate or be inconsistent with federal, state or local water quality
NO*
standards?
15. Result in changes in air movement, moisture, or temperature, or NO
any climatic conditions?
16. Result in an increase in air pollutant emissions, adverse effects on
L . ) . YES NO*
or deterioration of ambient air quality?
17. Result in the creation of objectionable odors? NO
18. Violate or be inconsistent with federal, state or local air standards NO*
or control plans?
19. Resugc in an increase in noise levels or vibration for adjoining YES NO*
areas’
20. Result in any federal, state or local noise criteria being equaled or YES NO*
exceeded?
21. Produce new light, glare or shadows? YES NO*
Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51
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IF YES, ISIT
YES OR NO SIGNIFICANT
BEFORE AFTER
MITIGATION MITIGATION?
YES OR NO
BIOLOGICAL — Will the proposal result in (either directly or indirectly):
22. Change in the diversity of species or number of any species of
plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, microflora and aquatic YES NO*
plants)?
23. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical NO
habitat of any unique, threatened or endangered species of plants?
24. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or result in a NO*
barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species?
25. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop or commercial
timber stand, or affect prime, unique or other farmland of state or YES NO*
local importance?
26. Removal or deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat? NO
27. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, NO
benthic organisms, insects or microfauna)?
28. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical
habitat of any unique, threatened or endangered species of NO
animals?
29. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a NO*
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC - Will the proposal (directly or indirectly):
30. Cause disruption of orderly planned development? NO
31. Be inconsistent with any elements of adopted community plans, VES* NO*
policies or goals, or the California Urban Strategy?
32. Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Management Plan? NO
33. Affect the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the YES NO*
human population of an area?
34. Affect lifestyles, or neighborhood character or stability? YES NO*
35. Affect minority, elderly, handicapped, transit-dependent, or other YES NO*
specific interest groups?
36. Divide or disrupt an established community? YES NO*
37. Affect existing housing, require the acquisition of residential
improvements or the displacement of people or create a demand YES NO*
for additional housing?
38. Affect employment, industry or commerce, or require the YES NO*
displacement of businesses or farms?
39. Affect property values or the local tax base? YES NO*
40. Affect any community facilities (including medical, education,
scientific, recreational, or religious institutions, ceremonial sites, YES NO*
or sacred shrines)?
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IF YES, ISIT
YES OR NO SIGNIFICANT
BEFORE AFTER
MITIGATION MITIGATION?
YES OR NO

41. Affect public utilities, or police, fire, emergency or other public NO*

services?
42. Have substantial impact on existing transportation systems or

alter present patterns or circulation or movement of people and/or NO*

goods?
43. Generate additional traffic? NO*
44. Affect or be affected by existing parking facilities or result in

. YES NO*

demand for new parking?
45. Involve a substantial risk of an explosion or the release of

hazardous substances in the event of an accident or otherwise NO

adversely affect overall public safety?
46. Result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? NO
47. Support large commercial or residential development? YES NO*
48. Affect a significant archaeological or historic site, structure,

. o NO*

object, or building?

49. Affect wild or scenic rivers or natural landmarks? NO

50. Affect any scenic resources or result in the obstruction of any
scenic vista or view open to the public, or creation of an YES NO*
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

51. Result in substantial impacts associated with construction
activities (e.g., noise, dust, temporary drainage, traffic detours NO*
and temporary access, etc.)?

52. Result in the use of any publicly owned land from a park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NO

53. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or NO
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major period of California history or prehistory?

54.  Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals? (A short-term
impact on the environment is one that occurs in a relatively brief, NO
definitive period of time while long-term impacts will endure
well into the future.)
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IF YES, ISIT
YES OR NO SIGNIFICANT
BEFORE AFTER
MITIGATION MITIGATION?
YES OR NO
55.  Does the project have environmental effects that are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable? Cumulatively
considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the YES NO*
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects. It includes the effects of
other projects, which interact with this project and, together, are
considerable.
56.  Does the project have environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or YES NO*
indirectly?
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7 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

7.1 Changes in Topography and Ground Surface Relief Features
(Question 1)

The proposed project would require minor changes in topography along the existing interchange
to accommodate the proposed improvements. Retaining walls would be required where right-of-
way constraints or mitigation measures would not allow slopes to be cut parallel to existing
slopes. These changes would not appreciably alter the topography or ground surface relief
features of the area.

7.2 Geologic/Seismic Hazards (Question 3)

The project study area is located in a seismically active area. There are nine active or potentially
active faults, along both the San Andreas and Transverse Ranges fault systems, within 80
kilometers (50 miles) of the project area; therefore, the proposed project would likely be subject
to strong ground shaking associated with major earthquakes on these faults. In addition,
groundwater is relatively shallow in the area, and surface soils are composed of
collapsible/compressible soils and sand, silty sand, and clay. Therefore, additional geologic
hazards associated with the proposed project may include collapsible/compressive and/or
corrosive soil, and liquefaction. It is anticipated that all of these hazards would be able to be
mitigated to acceptable levels of risk.

The proposed project facilities could sustain structural damage during strong ground shaking
associated with an earthquake along a nearby fault. The magnitude, duration, and vibration
frequency characteristics will vary greatly, depending upon the particular causative fault and its
distance from the project.

Mitigation

In order to ensure appropriate design measures are developed to mitigate geologic/seismic
hazards, a complete geotechnical investigation shall be performed prior to final project design.
The purpose of this investigation will be to identify all seismic hazards, characterize the presence
and extent of expansive and/or collapsible soil, identify the presence, extent, and corrosion
potential of the soils, and characterize the presence and extent of liquefiable soil in the project
area.

To mitigate the hazards posed by seismically induced strong ground shaking, all structures shall
be designed to resist the maximum credible earthquake associated with nearby faults without
endangering human life through collapse. Design of the interchange shall conform to current
codes and specifications. The seismic design criteria shall be based on the most current Caltrans
seismic design criteria.
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Depending on the presence or extent of expansive and/or collapsible soil, one or more of the
following options shall be used to mitigate the soil-related hazards:

* Removal of expansive/collapsible subgrade soils and replacement with engineered fill.

* Support of structures on deep pile foundation systems.

* Densification of collapsible subgrade soils with in-situ techniques.

* Placing moisture barriers above and around expansive subgrade soils to help prevent
variations in soil moisture content.

Based on the presence of corrosive soils identified in the geotechnical investigation, and on the
sampling and testing of soils required by Caltrans corrosion guidelines for pile-supported bridge
foundations, one or more of the following options shall be used to mitigate the hazards
associated with corrosive soils:

* Removal of corrosive subgrade soils and replacement with non-corrosive engineered fill.

* Installation of a cathodic protection system to protect buried metal pipelines.

* Use of coated or nonmetallic (i.e., concrete or poly vinyl chloride) pipes not susceptible to
corrosion.

* Construction of foundations using sulfate-resistant concrete.

Depending on the presence or extent of liquefiable soil, one or more of the following options
shall be used to mitigate liquefaction hazards:

* Construction using piles or deep foundations.
* Dynamic densification.

*  Ground improvement.

* Grouting or removal of suspect soils.

Implementation of the measures above would mitigate potential impacts from geologic/seismic
hazards.

7.3 Erosion Effects (Question 4)

Construction activities would increase the potential for erosion by wind or water. Erosion during
construction would be controlled by implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and
compliance with contract specifications. BMPs would include erosion control measures such as
slope stabilization, use of straw and seed, and timing of construction activities to minimize soil
exposure during wet weather periods. With these measures, the potential for erosion would be
greatly reduced.

Once construction of new slopes and retaining walls is complete, the erosion rate at the project
site would be similar to the existing rate of erosion in the vicinity of the interchange.
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7.4 Use of Energy (Question 5)

The Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange presently experiences some congestion, especially during
peak traffic periods. As a result of traffic congestion and slow, stop-and-go conditions, vehicles
expend additional fuel. By improving traffic flow and reducing congestion, the proposed
improvements could result in less energy consumption per vehicle mile traveled in the immediate
project area.

The project would also require the use of energy to construct and maintain the proposed
widening. However, the energy savings associated with improved operational efficiency of the
interchange would outweigh the one-time energy use required for construction and the energy
consumed by maintenance activities.

7.5 Hazardous Waste (Question 8)

A Preliminary Site Assessment (PSA) was conducted by Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. to
identify potential hazardous waste sites in the project area (see Section 4.10 for a listing of
potential hazardous waste sites).

Leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites have the highest potential for environmental
contamination. There are two known LUST sites (Jim’s Texaco and Sawtelle Property) that
have a high potential to affect the proposed project. A leaking underground tank was removed
and replaced at the Texaco gasoline station in 1995. However, a Phase Il hazardous materials
study conducted in 1995 indicated elevated concentrations of volatile organic compounds and
hydrocarbons in the groundwater and elevated lead levels in the soil at the Texaco station, which
would be acquired for right-of-way for the proposed improvements. The Texaco station is
located at 3025 Santa Clara Avenue in the northeast quadrant of the interchange. The Sawtelle
property contains three 1,000-gallon underground storage tanks. The contamination appears to
be shallow and not pose a threat to groundwater, according to the Ventura County Environmental
Health Department. A site assessment is currently being conducted by the property owner. No
property would be acquired from the Sawtelle property, which is located east of Nyeland Avenue
and on the north side of Ventura Boulevard.

Other potential hazardous materials sites that have a high potential to affect the proposed project
include those areas that are currently or have been historically used for agriculture. These
agricultural areas may have residual levels of pesticides that would require excavated soil to be
handled as hazardous material. Minor amounts of right-of-way would be required from existing
agricultural properties located in the southeast quadrant of the interchange and on the west side
of Santa Clara Avenue, immediately north of Auto Center Drive. Property would also be
acquired for right-of-way in the southwest quadrant of the interchange, which was historically
used for agriculture prior to development of the existing business park. Also, soils within and
adjacent to the freeway may be contaminated by aerially deposited lead due to exhaust emissions
from leaded gasoline. Lead-based paint and asbestos containing material may also be present on
the Rice Avenue bridge structure and in buildings acquired for right-of-way. Yellow
thermoplastic and painted traffic markings that need to be removed during construction may
contain lead and chromium.
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Sites with a moderate potential to affect the proposed project include Larry’s Chevron/G.
Paymard Property and Joyce Motors/Cars 4 Causes. A gasoline leak at the Larry’s Chevron/G.
Paymard Property was remediated and the site was closed on 8/4/97. Monitoring wells that were
installed in 1995 are no longer evident on the site. The site, which would be acquired for right-
of-way, is currently occupied by Le Town Market and is located at 2505 E. Ventura Boulevard in
the northeast quadrant of the interchange. Joyce Motors/Cars 4 Causes is located at 2535 E.
Ventura Boulevard. The status and number of underground storage tanks at this property is not
known. This property would need to be acquired for right-of-way.

Construction in the vicinity of the sites identified above could result in the exposure of
construction workers and/or the public to hazardous materials.

Mitigation

In order to mitigate hazardous materials impacts, some or all of the following measures shall be
implemented:

* Low Potential Sites: Hazardous material sites with a low potential to result in adverse
impacts (i.e., sites adjacent to the project site with active underground storage tanks, and/or
sites where historic or current use may be associated with large quantities of hazardous
materials) shall be re-evaluated if construction parameters vary from the currently proposed
alignment. The reevaluation is necessary to determine whether the sites should be
reclassified as having a moderate or high potential to affect the proposed project.

e Moderate Potential Sites: A review of available environmental records, a historical land use
assessment, and a site-specific inspection shall be conducted for hazardous material sites
with a moderate potential to result in adverse impacts (i.e., sites within or immediately
adjacent to the project site where the number and/or status of underground storage tanks on
site is not reported, and/or sites within the project site with active underground storage
tanks). The record review shall identify data confirming remediation of on- and offsite
contamination from former LUST sites, or agency certified closure of the site. Record
review results or visual inspections that indicate contamination is present in the project area
shall cause medium potential sites to be treated as high potential sites.

Sites with USTs, i.e. Joyce Motors, where the status and/or number of tanks are not reported
should undergo further record review to determine the status, condition, content, and number
of tanks. At sites with inactive or improperly abandoned USTs, the tanks may be old and in
poor condition and, therefore, should be thoroughly evaluated for condition and possible
leaks. LUST sites where deep (greater than 1.5 meters (5 feet)) excavations are planned
should consider drilling test holes and collecting samples as confirmation of remediation.
Development of sites with non-leaking USTs shall include tank removal according to local
regulations. Discovery of unknown contamination will require remedial plans.

* High Potential Sites: Current agency records of “high” potential sites (e.g., sites within or
immediately adjacent to the project site with LUSTs that are reported as ‘no action taken’, or
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where site assessment efforts or remediation/cleanup efforts are reported to be in progress,
and/or active agricultural sites that practice chemical pest and weed control located within
the project boundaries) shall be reviewed to design an investigation program to assess and
verify the extent of potential contamination of surface and underlying soil, and shallow
groundwater. The review shall be performed by a qualified and approved environmental
consultant. Results shall be reviewed and approved by the County Health Department or
state Department of Toxic Substances Control. The investigation shall include collection of
samples and quantification of contaminant levels within the proposed excavation and surface
disturbance areas. Subsurface investigation shall determine appropriate worker protection
and hazardous material handling and disposal procedures. In addition, construction activities
that require dewatering may require treatment of contaminated groundwater prior to
discharge. Appropriate regulatory agencies, such as California EPA, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and Ventura County Environmental Health Department should be
notified in advance of construction so that discharge permits identifying discharge points,
quantities, and groundwater treatment (if necessary) can be identified.

Areas with contaminated soil determined to be hazardous waste shall be excavated by
personnel who have been trained through the OSHA recommended 40-hour safety program
(29CFR1910.120) with an approved plan for excavation, control of contaminant releases to
the air, and off-site transport or on-site treatment. Health and safety plans prepared by a
qualified and approved industrial hygienist shall be developed to protect the public and all
workers in the construction area. Health and safety plans shall be reviewed and approved by
the appropriate agencies, such as the Ventura County Environmental Health Department or
the state Department of Toxic Substances Control.

Residual Pesticides: Soil samples should be collected in construction areas in the project
area south of U.S. 101 where the land has historically or is currently being farmed to verify
and delineate the extent of pesticide contamination. Excavated materials containing elevated
levels of pesticide will require special handling and disposal procedures. Standard dust
suppression procedures should be used in construction areas to reduce airborne emissions of
these contaminants and reduce the risk of exposure to workers and the public. Regulatory
agencies for the State of California and County of Ventura should be contacted to plan
handling, treatment, and/or disposal options.

Aerially Deposited Lead: The presence of aerially deposited lead shall be confirmed before
or during the design phase of the project in order to develop proper plans for reuse of the
affected soil within the project limits or disposal of contaminated soil at a landfill that is
permitted to accept hazardous waste. The aerial lead site investigation study and report shall
conform to the requirements of Caltrans and the state Department of Toxic Substances
Control. The aerial lead study shall require subsurface soil sampling and laboratory testing
for lead, soluble lead, and soil pH within existing unpaved areas that will be disturbed or
regraded for the project.

Asbestos, Lead, and Chromium Containing Material: A survey of buildings, structures, and
pavement areas to be removed or demolished shall be conducted to assess the presence and
extent of asbestos, lead, and chromium containing materials. This study should be conducted
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prior to final design by a qualified and approved environmental specialist. The investigation
shall include collecting samples for laboratory analysis and quantification of contaminant
levels within the buildings and structures proposed for demolition, and in pavement
disturbance areas. Based on these findings, appropriate measures for handling, removal, and
disposal of these materials can be developed. Regulatory agencies for the State of California
and County of Ventura should be contacted to plan handling, treatment, and/or disposal
options. Should it be determined that asbestos containing materials are present in structures
affected by the proposed project, a permit may be required from the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District prior to any work on the structures.

Additional surveys and testing to determine the extent of contamination on properties affected by
the proposed project will be conducted during final design and engineering and prior to
construction. Those parties responsible for contaminated soil or groundwater on sites to be
acquired for right-of-way will be responsible for the cost of any remediation necessary to meet
regulatory standards. Remediation will either be conducted by the responsible party prior to
acquisition of the property by the City or alternatively the City may reach an agreement with the
responsible party whereby the cost of remediation is deducted from the purchase price of the
property, in which case the City would be responsible for remediation. In either case, hazardous
materials remediation to meet regulatory standards would be conducted prior to construction.

Asbestos-containing building materials in buildings to be acquired will be removed and disposed
of prior to demolition as required by law.

7.6 Floodplain Encroachment (Question 10)

A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM) indicates that the northwest quadrant of the project site lies within Zone AH, which is
defined as a 100-year shallow flooding area. The area along U.S. 101 at the eastern project
limits is located within Zone AO, which is defined as an area of 100-year shallow flooding
ranging from 0.3 to 1 meter (1 to 3 feet). The remainder of the project area is either located in
Zone B, an area between the 100- and 500-year floods, or Zone C, which is an area of minimal
flooding.

Floodplain encroachment is defined as a significant intrusion of the proposed project into a base
floodplain. Encroachment would not occur in Zones B or C because neither zone exceeds the
base floodplain criteria. Encroachment would not be significant in Zone AH because the area
affected (0.5 hectares (1.2 acres)) represents 0.9 percent of the floodzone area. This
encroachment would result in an insignificant flood-storage volume reduction. Consequently,
the impact on the 100-year water surface is expected to be minor and substantially less than 1
foot. Because the proposed project would not increase water surface elevations significantly in
the area, there would not be an increased risk of potential damage to nearby properties due to
implementation of the proposed project improvements.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
44



Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

Mitigation

Although flooding impacts are not anticipated, one or more of the following mitigation measures
shall be implemented to ensure any adverse affects to the AH Zone are minimized:

e Obtain a Floodplain Development Permit before the start of construction.

* Design structural components to resist hydrostatic (where flow velocities are less than 5 feet
per second) and hydrodynamic (where flow velocities are less than 10 feet per second) loads.

* Provide adequate drainage paths around structures on slopes to guide floodwater around and
away from proposed structures.

* Use Best Management Practices during construction to protect surrounding land, including
agricultural properties, from onsite stormwater runoff.

7.7 Surface Water and Groundwater Effects (Questions 11 and 14)

During project construction, sediment carried by surface runoff from the project site could
increase pollutant levels in local surface waters. However, a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit will be required for the proposed project. In accordance
with NPDES Permit requirements, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be prepared that
will identify erosion and sediment control measures or Best Management Practices to minimize
the discharge of pollutants from the construction site. Consequently, no adverse impacts to local
water resources are anticipated.

7.8  Air Quality Effects (Questions 16 and 18)

The proposed project could result in some temporary adverse impacts to air quality during the
construction phase. These impacts include airborne dust from grading, demolition, and dirt
hauling, and gaseous emissions from heavy equipment, delivery and dirt hauling trucks,
employee vehicles, and paints and coatings. These activities may affect regional pollutants, such
as ozone, or localized pollutants, such as carbon monoxide. Equipment emissions (Reactive
organic compounds and nitrogen oxides) and fugitive dust emissions (PM () during construction
would exceed Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) thresholds; therefore,
mitigation measures would be required. However, construction-related impacts would be
temporary in nature and would occur only for a short period of time.

The project would not have any adverse regional air quality impacts after construction is
completed because it would not increase traffic beyond what is projected to occur without the
project.

Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions are almost entirely from automobiles. CO is a localized
pollutant, with concentrations decreasing rapidly with distance from the emitting source. High
concentrations occur in winter when there is high vehicle density, temperature inversions that
hold emissions near the ground where they can not disperse, and where vehicles are slow and
idling for long periods of time. CO concentrations have been dropping throughout the state since
1993 when stricter CO emissions controls were introduced with that model year=s vehicles.
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This reduction is projected to continue into the foreseeable future. Background concentrations in
the coastal area of Ventura County are currently very low.

The proposed project would not cause or contribute to new localized CO violations for several
reasons. First, the project does not include the development of new land uses and would not
change the mix of vehicles. Second, the volume of traffic on Rice/Santa Clara Avenue and U.S.
101 would be the same with or without the project. Additionally, the proposed interchange
improvements would reduce vehicle delay and idling and improve the levels of service at study
intersections compared to what would occur without the proposed project. Vehicle idling is the
major contributor to carbon monoxide emissions. As a consequence, the proposed project would
not result in CO exceedances or create any adverse CO impacts on sensitive receptors.

Since PM;y concentrations in Ventura County are well below the federal threshold (Ventura
County is an attainment area for the national PM;, standard) and because the proposed project
would not cause an increase in traffic, operation of the proposed project would not cause or
contribute to new localized PM;, violations.

The proposed project is identified in the federally approved (October 6, 2000) 2000/01 —
20005/06 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). The RTIP is in accordance
with all applicable State Implementation Plans for the region and is consistent with the 2001
Regional Transportation Plan, which was adopted by the Southern California Association of
Governments in April 2001 and approved by FHWA in August 2001. The proposed project is
also consistent with the Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan (revised in 1997 and
approved by the federal Environmental Protection Agency on April 21, 1998).

Mitigation

To minimize potential construction air quality impacts, the project shall conform to Caltrans
construction requirements, as specified in the Caltrans Standard Specifications. Section 7-1.01F
(Air Pollution Control) of the Specifications states: “The Contractor shall comply with all air
pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances and statutes which apply to any work performed
pursuant to the contract, including any air pollution control rules, regulations, ordinances and
statutes, specified in Section 11017 of the Government Code.”

To reduce potential fugitive dust emissions (PMjy), all construction contractors shall comply
with Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) regulations, including Rule 51
(nuisance). The following actions are recommended by VCAPCD for controlling fugitive dust
emissions from grading and excavation:

. Water the area to be graded or excavated before beginning grading or excavating.
Use reclaimed water if available. To the extent practicable, water should
penetrate sufficiently to maximize the reduction of fugitive dust during grading.

. Cover truck loads of dirt leaving the site as required by California Vehicle Code
Section 23114.
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. Treat all graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active portions of
the construction site, including unpaved onsite roadways to prevent fugitive dust.
Treatment shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, periodic watering,
application of environmentally safe soil stabilization materials, and/or soil
compaction, as appropriate. Water as often as necessary.

. Apply soil stabilization methods, such as watering, roll compaction, and use of
environmentally safe dust control materials, to portions of the site that are inactive
for over 4 days.

. Post signs on the construction site limiting vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour.

. Sweep adjacent streets at least once per day, preferably at the end of the day, if
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets.

. Cease grading during high winds.

To reduce reactive organic compounds and nitrogen oxide emissions, the following measures
shall be implemented.

. Minimize equipment idling time.

. Maintain equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune, as per
manufacturers’ specifications.

. Phase construction activities to the extent feasible to minimize the amount of
equipment operating at any one time, particularly during the smog season between
May and October.

. Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas

(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), or electricity, if feasible.

7.9 Noise Effects (Questions 19 and 20)

Land uses, including noise-sensitive residential areas, in the vicinity of the new or realigned U.S.
101 ramps and the realigned Ventura Boulevard could experience increased traffic noise due to
the proposed project improvements. A mobile home park, Valley Trailer Villa, is located in the
northwest quadrant of the interchange. Two mobile home parks are located in the northeast
quadrant in addition to a single-family residential area, which is located north of the commercial
uses that front on Ventura Boulevard. A business park and agricultural uses are located in the
southwest and southeast quadrants of the interchange, respectively.

To determine the magnitude and extent of potential noise increases, a noise study was conducted
by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. Using noise measurements and a computer noise model,
existing, future No Build, and future Build “loudest-hour” noise levels at representative noise-
sensitive receptors were determined. The results are presented in Table 9 below. The locations
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of the modeled receiver sites are shown in Figure 7. According to Caltrans’ Traffic Noise
Analysis Protocol, a traffic noise impact occurs when predicted noise levels with the project
approach within 1 dBA, or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) shown in Table 10.

Table 9: Existing and Future Predicted Noise Levels

Peak Noise Hour Leq (dBA)
. Approx. No. of -
Receiver . Future Build .
Sitel Receivers Existing Future No Future with Noise Noise
Represented Build Build . Reduction
Barrier
Blb 2 74 74 74 68 6
B2b 2 74 74 76 68 8
B3b 6 74 74 71 68 3
B4b 5 72 72 69 68 1
B5b 6 71 71 73 68 5
B6b 28 68 68 69 66 3
B7b 23 66 66 68 65 3
Flb 4 65 66 67 65 2
F2b 2 64 64 67 63 4
Glb 3 66 66 68 62 6
G2b 2 69 70 72 68 4
G3b 10 65 65 67 63 4
Hlb 5 67 67 68 62 6
H2b 8 64 64 65 61 4
H3b 7 67 67 68 62 6
K1b 1 75 75 77 66 11
K2b 1 76 76 77 67 10
K3b 3 72 72 75 68 7
K4b 3 72 72 73 65 8
K5b 9 70 70 72 66 6
K6b 12 68 69 70 67 3
M1b 1 74 74 75 66 9
N1b 1 74 74 75 66 9
N2b 8 67 67 70 63 7
Olb 2 74 74 74 68 6
02b 2 72 72 73 68 5
03b 2 73 73 74 66 8
04b 4 73 73 74 66 8
0O5b 11 68 68 71 65 6
O6b 6 67 67 69 64 5
O7b 8 67 67 69 64 5
0O8b 4 66 66 69 63 6
Plb 7 76 76 76 67 9
P2b 11 68 68 70 65 5
Notes:
1 See Figure 7 for the locations of the modeled receiver sites.
Source: HMMH, Inc., 2000.
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Figure 7: Modeled Receiver Sites and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Table 10: FHWA/Caltrans Activity Categories and Noise Abatement Criteria

(NAC)

NAC, Hourly A-
Weighted Noise Description of Activities
Level, dBA Leq(h)

Activity
Category

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport areas,
B 67 Exterior parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries,
and hospitals.

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
Categories A or B.

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools,
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

C 72 Exterior

E 52 Interior

Source: Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 1998.

The results of the study indicate that:

» Existing loudest-hour average noise levels in the study area range from the low 60s to the
high 70s dBA.

e Under future conditions with the proposed project, loudest-hour average noise levels at
residential receivers in the study area would be between about 3 decibels lower than and 4
decibels higher than those that are currently experienced. Predicted noise level decreases are
limited to a few residential units within the Valley Trailer Villa mobile home park, located in
the northwest quadrant of the interchange and north of Ventura Boulevard. For commercial
receivers, a wider variance in noise level changes are expected under future post-project
conditions relative to existing conditions. At none of the study area receivers, would the
projected noise level increases satisfy Caltrans definition of substantial (i.e., 12 decibels or
more).

* The majority of residential receivers would be exposed to loudest-hour average noise levels
that approach within 1 decibel or exceed the applicable Caltrans NAC identified in Table 10.
While this conclusion applies to all analysis scenarios, the number of residential receivers
exposed to such levels is expected to increase by about 10 percent under the Future Build
scenario relative to both the Existing and Future No Build scenarios. The area where an
increase in the number of receivers exposed to noise levels that approach or exceed the NAC
would occur is located in the vicinity of the proposed realignment of Ventura Boulevard.
Many of the receivers in this area are currently far enough north of U.S. 101 to experience
typical peak hour average noise levels at least slightly below the applicable NAC. Most of
the modeled commercial receivers in the study area were also found to be exposed to levels
exceeding the NAC applicable to those uses.

In addition to operational noise impacts, construction activities associated with the Preferred
Alternative have the potential to cause short-term noise and vibration impacts at nearby
residences and vibration-sensitive facilities. The major potential sources of impact would be (1)
pile driving operations, if required, and (2) potential night and weekend construction.
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Mitigation

Under Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations, noise abatement measures are to
be considered if projected noise levels approach or exceed the NAC for activities occurring on
adjacent lands, or if the project will cause a substantial increase in noise levels. Additionally,
according to Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, proposed noise abatement measures must
be feasible (i.e., a minimum 5-dBA reduction must be achieved at the affected receivers) and
reasonable. The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by considering a
multitude of factors including the cost of abatement, absolute noise levels, change in noise
levels, noise abatement benefits, and the date of development along the highway. Noise
abatement measures could include traffic management measures, such as reductions in vehicle
speeds, and/or the construction of noise barriers. Since reduced speeds typically are not an
effective noise abatement, the noise study investigated the effectiveness of constructing noise
barriers to reduce noise levels at affected receivers. The results of the noise study indicate that
noise barriers would be effective in areas northwest and northeast of the interchange.
Accordingly, the barriers described below and in Table 11 are proposed to mitigate the proposed
project’s traffic noise impacts. The locations of these barriers are shown in Figure 7. All of the
recommended barriers are reasonable and feasible and satisfy the Preliminary Noise Abatement
Decision guidelines in Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.®

*  Northwest Quadrant Barrier: This barrier would benefit receivers in the Valley Trailer
mobile home park. It would be located on top of the retaining wall proposed between
Ventura Boulevard and the realigned northbound on-ramp from southbound Santa Clara
Avenue. This barrier would have a maximum height of 4.2 meters (14 feet) and would
extend from the proposed cul-de-sac of Ventura Boulevard on the east to a point
approximately 250 meters (820 feet) to the west.

*  Northeast Quadrant Barrier: This barrier would benefit numerous receivers in the northeast
quadrant of the study area. The barrier would extend from approximately Orange Drive on
the east to a point approximately 560 meters (1,840 feet) to the west. The barrier would be
located on the north side of the U.S. 101 mainline and the realigned off-ramp to Auto Center
Drive and would have a maximum height of 4.2 meters (14 feet).

e Ventura Boulevard Barriers: Three barriers, two on the west side and one on the east side of
the realigned Ventura Boulevard are proposed to reduce potential noise increases at sensitive
receptors near the new roadway. The first barrier on the west side of realigned Ventura
Boulevard would extend south from approximately Auto Center Drive and would follow the
west edge of the realigned Ventura Boulevard for a distance of approximately 70 meters (230
feet). A small gap between this barrier and a second barrier would be provided to allow
access from Ventura Boulevard to a parcel to the west. The second barrier would continue
along the west edge of Ventura Boulevard for a distance of approximately 180 meters (590
feet). The barrier on the east side of Ventura Boulevard would extend south from Auto

* For a more detailed discussion of the reasonableness and feasibility of the proposed noise barriers, please see the
Traffic Noise Study.
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Center Drive for a distance of approximately 160 meters (525 feet). The recommended
maximum heights for the barriers would vary from 2.4 meters (8 feet) to 3.0 meters (10 feet)
depending on whether “absorptive” or “standard” barrier materials are used, respectively.

The barrier in the northwest quadrant (Barrier B) would provide noise reductions of about 1 to 8
dBA. For the barriers recommended east of the interchange (Barriers EP, F, K, and GH), noise
reductions would range from 3 to 11 dBA at the modeled receivers.

Table 11: Preliminary Noise Barrier Recommendations

Loudest-
. Hour Noise Noise No. of
. Approximate Total . . . -
Barriert . Typez2 Height3 | Levels with | Reduction Benefited
Location Length . .
Barrier dBA Receivers4
dBA
250 m 42m
B NB On-ramp S (820 fi) (14 f1) 65-68 1-8 10
560 m 42 m
EP NB Off-ramp S (1,840 ’
(14 ft.)
ft.)
F 70 m 2.4-3m
(230 ft). (8-10 ft.)
. 180 m 24-3m
K See Figure S (590 ft.) (8-10 ft.)
GH 160 m 42m 61-68 3-11 99
(520 ft.) (14 ft.)
F 70 m 2.4m
(230 ft.) (8 ft.)
. 180 m 24m
K See Figure A (590 ft.) 3 fi)
160 m 2.4 m
GH (520 ft.) 8 ft.)
Notes:
! Barriers F, K, and GH are listed twice to represent the two different types of barrier materials (i.e., standard or absorptive) that
could be used for theses barriers.
2§ = Standard Barrier Materials; A = Absorptive Barrier Materials; Use of absorptive barrier materials would reduce reflected
noise that occurs when there is a situation where there are parallel barriers constructed using standard materials such as along
Ventura Boulevard. For barriers F, G, and GH, taller barriers would be required if standard construction materials are used.
3 The heights shown are for the central portion of the noise barrier. Heights at either end of the barriers would be tapered
downward. Please see the Traffic Noise Study for additional details.
* A “benefited” residence is one that receives a least 5 dB of noise reduction from noise abatement. .
Source: HMMH Inc., 2001.
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To minimize potential construction noise impacts, existing noise abatement regulations for
construction equipment shall be enforced. Caltrans Standard Specifications (Sections 7 and 42)
and Standard Special Provisions, which provide limits on construction noise levels, shall be used
for the proposed project as appropriate. Normally, construction noise levels should not exceed
86 dBA (Lnax) at a distance of 15 meters (50 feet).

Additionally, Caltrans and the City shall identify, prior to approval of the final design, those
locations where proposed permanent noise barriers could be constructed early in the
construction process. By constructing these permanent barriers early in the process, nearby
noise-sensitive receptors could be shielded from noise generated by subsequent project-related
construction activities. Temporary noise barriers shall also be investigated and installed, as
necessary, prior to construction. For example, excess dirt, however it exists now on the project
site, could be used as berms to block the noise of heavy construction equipment.

Consistent with Article V of Chapter 19 of the Oxnard City Code, any construction activities
occurring outside of the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, or at any time
on Sunday, shall comply with City of Oxnard noise level standards.

7.10 Light, Glare, and Shadows (Question 21)

The introduction of a two-lane roadway would have a potentially adverse visual effect on the
areas surrounding the realigned Ventura Boulevard due to the introduction of new sources of
light and glare. However, given that there are numerous sources of existing artificial light in
immediate area due to the presence of commercial and residential uses and vehicular traffic on
local roads and the U.S. 101 freeway, the increase in lighting would not be substantial.

Additionally, it should be noted that new noise barriers (soundwalls) are recommended (see
Section 6.9 above) along the proposed realigned Ventura Boulevard, which would shield
residences from light and glare from motor vehicles traveling on the roadway.

7.11 Effects on the Diversity or Number of Plant Species
(Question 22)

The proposed project would not result in the loss or effect the diversity of any state or federally
listed sensitive plant species. The approximately 273 trees that could be removed due to the
proposed project consist primarily of Eucalyptus and nonnative tree species.

Mitigation

Although no impacts to rare or endangered plant species are anticipated, removal of all trees
including non-native species is regulated by the City of Oxnard. Therefore, removal of existing
trees shall be provided as outlined in Section 4 of the City of Oxnard Parks and Recreation
Department Landscape Standards (1998). According to the City’s landscape standards, before
construction begins, the trees that would be displaced by the proposed project shall be identified.
A certified arborist’s report and evaluation of these trees would then be required. No trees may
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be removed without the authorization of either the Parks and Recreation Department or the City
Council.

If written approval for the removal of the trees is granted, an economic evaluation of the trees’
value would be made, based on the arborist’s report. The City of Oxnard requires that trees
subject to removal must be replaced. In accordance with City policy, the economic value of the
displaced trees would be the basis for determining the number of additional trees and/or
increased tree sizes for the project. The minimum box size for the replacement trees would be 24
inches and the replacement ratio would be 3:1 in accordance with City of Oxnard standards. All
removed trees would be replaced with trees of the same species, or a comparable native species
approved by the City and Caltrans. Drought resistant species shall be used whenever possible. It
is expected that the tree sizes, species, and replacement ratios would be consistent with those
used for the Rose Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project, which were developed in accordance
with City of Oxnard, Caltrans, and CEQA standards. Any additional landscaping that would be
removed by the proposed project must also be approved by the Parks and Recreation
Department, and suitable replacement landscaping (also subject to approval by the Parks and
Recreation Department) would be provided. The arborist’s report will also identify and discuss
existing trees to be retained. The discussion shall include mitigation for any proposed grade
changes, required root pruning, required crown reduction, etc., that may be necessary to
accommodate construction activities. The City will also investigate relocating existing trees
where economically feasible.

Application of the City of Oxnard landscape replacement requirements would also serve to
mitigate potential biological impacts resulting from the removal of a native tree species, as long
as the required 24-inch box tree replacement was of the same species as the removed tree.

7.12 Introduction of New Plant Species (Question 24)

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 and Caltrans issued a
memorandum dated October 29, 1998, which promotes prevention and control of the
introduction and spread of invasive species. Nonnative flora and fauna can cause substantial
changes to ecosystems, upset the ecological balance, and cause economic harm to our nation’s
agricultural and recreational sectors.

Under the Executive Order, Federal agencies cannot authorize, fund, or carry out actions that it
believes are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species in the
United States or elsewhere unless all reasonable measures to minimize risk of harm have been
analyzed and considered. Complying with the Executive Order means that Federal-aid and
federal highway program funds cannot be used for construction, revegetation, or landscaping
activities that purposely include the use of known invasive plant species.

While the vast majority of trees subject to removal as a result of the proposed project are non-
native, they are not listed as invasive species on either the Federal or State list. Therefore,
replanting of these trees as visual mitigation would not result in an adverse invasive species
effect. In addition, the proposed intersection improvements would not result in new access to
previously inaccessible areas, and would therefore not increase the risk of inadvertently
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spreading invasive species to new areas. The proposed project would also not result in a
substantial change to the type of access available in the project area, and would therefore not
result in an increased risk of invasive species introduction due to new types of transportation.
However, Best Management Practices should be employed to ensure that no unforeseen invasive
species impacts occur due to construction activities or revegetation.

Mitigation

Invasive species are not anticipated to be introduced as a result of the proposed project.
However, the following Best Management Practices shall be implemented in order to ensure that
no invasive species are inadvertently introduced during construction activities or revegetation:

* All equipment cleaning shall be conducted away from areas containing native plant
assemblages.

* All equipment shall be cleaned prior to entering the work area from a distant locale.
* All post-construction landscaping shall use species that, if not native, are not invasive.

* A post-construction inspection by a landscape architect and District Biologist shall be
conducted to determine if the introduction of invasive species has been prevented. If not,
eradication methods shall be included in any post-construction mitigation plan.

7.13 Effects on Agricultural Land (Question 25)

Two agricultural properties would be affected by the Preferred Alternative. Impacts to the parcel
in the northwest quadrant of the interchange north of Auto Center Drive would be limited to
acquisition of a narrow strip of land along Santa Clara Avenue on which no crops are grown.
The area to be acquired is approximately 5 to 10 meters (17 to 33 feet) wide by 160 meters (525
feet) long or approximately 0.16 hectares (0.4 acres) in size. This acquisition represents a very
small percentage (less than 1 percent) of the 26-hectare (65-acre) area occupied by the
agricultural property northwest of the interchange

The parcel in the southeast quadrant of the interchange, which is listed by the State of California
both as prime farmland and as farmland of statewide importance, would experience greater
impacts. The proposed project would require the acquisition of a strip of land from the west side
of the property approximately 20 meters (65 feet) wide and 300 meters (895 feet) long and the
acquisition of a strip of land from the north side of the property approximately 5 to 25 meters (17
to 82 feet) wide and 560 meters (1,840 feet) long. These acquisitions would total approximately
1.4 hectares (3.6 acres) in area and would result in the displacement of some crop-producing
land. However, the 1.4 hectares (3.6 acres) represents less than 2 percent of the approximately
81-hectares (200-acre) agricultural property. Consequently, the proposed acquisitions would not
substantially reduce the total lot area. The 3.6 acres also represents less than 0.0003 percent of
the total farmable land in the county. In addition, although this property is currently used for
agriculture, it is officially designated as an urban land use area in the Ventura County General
Plan and a commercial/industrial land use area in the City of Oxnard General Plan. Therefore,
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this property is not subject to the Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR)
initiative passed in November 1998, and the acquisition would not affect land designated as
permanent agricultural lands.

7.14 Introduction of New Animal Species and Effects on Migration
(Question 29)

For a discussion of effects related to Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species, please see
Section 6.12: Introduction of New Plant Species.

While no sensitive species have been identified in the area, trees within the project area may
provide nesting sites for migratory birds. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. § 703 et
seq.) protects the nests of all native birds. The removal by the project of one or more active nests
of birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) would be a violation of the MBTA,
and thus a significant impact under CEQA. Additionally, Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the
California Fish and Game Code prohibit takes of all birds and their active nests. Removal of
abandoned nests, however, would not violate the MBTA or California Fish and Game code.

Mitigation

. If feasible, tree removal activities shall be scheduled outside of the breeding bird season,
which occurs generally from March 1 through August 31 (but as early as February 1 for
raptors).

. Beginning 30 days prior to disturbance of suitable nesting habitat during the breeding

season, a qualified ornithologist shall conduct weekly surveys in the affected habitat, with
the last survey conducted not more than 2 days prior to the initiation of tree
removal/habitat.

. If breeding birds are encountered, a minimum 500-foot buffer for raptors and 300-foot
buffer for all other native species shall be established as off-limits for construction until
the young have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. Limits of
construction in the field to maintain the proper buffer distances are best accomplished,
when feasible, with construction fencing; otherwise, flagging and stakes can be used.

. Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.

. Documentation of compliance with the applicable state and federal laws pertaining to the
protection of native birds shall be completed and submitted to the California Department
of Fish and Game upon project completion.

. If construction in zones of one or more active bird nests cannot be avoided, the City shall
consult as appropriate with the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to discuss the potential loss of nests covered by the MBTA and
Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code, and to obtain
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appropriate approvals authorizing activities that may otherwise result in MBTA or Fish
and Game code violations.

Implementation of the measures above would mitigate impacts to migratory birds.

7.15 Effects on Community Plans, Policies, and Goals (Question 31)

In the northeast quadrant of the project area, the proposed project would result in the full
acquisition of two single-family residences, encompassing approximately 46,392 square-feet of
land, or slightly over 1 acre. The proposed project would also result in 10 partial residential
acquisitions in the same quadrant, largely along Santa Clara Avenue. In addition, full acquisition
of one mobile home park would be required, resulting in the displacement of approximately 18
mobile home units. Displacement of the mobile homes would conflict with Policy 3.6 of the
City’s Housing Element, which proposes that the City support the “conservation of mobile home
parks, historic neighborhoods, publicly-subsidized housing, and other sources of housing that is
affordable to lower-income households.” To mitigate impacts to displaced residents, the
properties shall be acquired and relocation assistance provided in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (see Section 6.16, Mitigation
for a discussion of relocation benefits and policies). Acquisition of the two single-family
residences and resulting changes in land use would also conflict with the land use designations
shown on the City of Oxnard’s 2020 General Plan Land Use Map, however, the proposed
interchange improvements are consistent with the Circulation Element of the City’s General
Plan, which shows an interchange at this location. Additionally, the area affected is relatively
small, and the proposed improvements would not substantially change the residential character
of the area as a whole.

The proposed project would also require the full acquisition of 12 businesses located on a total of
7 properties along East Ventura Boulevard, east of Santa Clara Avenue. This area is designated
by the General Plan for commercial uses, and is also listed as an Infill/Modification Area meant
to encourage business growth. Therefore, the displacement of businesses in this area may
conflict with land use policies and designations. The proposed improvements may also,
however, be seen as aiding in the commercial development of the area by providing improved
access, and in this case would not conflict with the General Plan.

A total of 15 commercial properties would be subject to partial acquisitions for additional right-
of-way to accommodate the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange improvements. None of these
acquisitions would substantially affect the land use patterns and designations in the area.

Additional information regarding property acquisitions associated with the proposed project is
provided in the Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR) dated January 2001.

The proposed project is intended to meet the existing and/or projected traffic demand based upon
the local land use plans.

The proposed project is also consistent with the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The
2001 RTP is one of five core chapters of SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
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(RCPG). The RCPG is intended to serve the region as a framework for decision making with
respect to the growth and changes that can be anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.
In addition, the RCPG describes how the region will meet certain federal and state requirements
with respect to transportation, growth management, air quality, housing, hazardous waste
management, and water quality management. The proposed project is consistent with and
supportive of core and ancillary policies of the RCPG.

7.16 Effects on Population Distribution, Housing, and Residential
Displacement (Questions 33 and 37)

Residential Property Acquisition and Displacements

The effects of the proposed project related to residential property acquisitions and displacements
are detailed in the Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR) dated January 2001.

As described in the DRIR, construction of the proposed interchange improvements would result
in the displacement of two single-family residences and 18 mobile homes. At an average of 3.44
persons per household in the City of Oxnard, this would result in the displacement of
approximately 69 persons. Due to the relatively small number of people displaced, however, the
proposed project would not result in a substantial change in the distribution of the population in
the City of Oxnard or Ventura County.

Two single-family residences would be fully displaced by the Preferred Alternative, one at 3222
Santa Clara Avenue and the other at 3259 Nyeland Avenue. While adverse, these property
acquisitions represent a negligible portion of the City of Oxnard’s total single-family housing
stock.

The proposed project would also require partial acquisitions of several other single-family and
multi-family residences; however, the acquisitions would be limited to non-critical areas such as
parking and landscaping, and no structures would be affected.

The proposed project would require the acquisition of the Owl Mobile Home Park (2535 Ventura
Boulevard) and the subsequent displacement of all 18 mobile homes currently located in the
park. The displacement of these housing units would represent an adverse effect of the proposed
project, both because of the age of the structures and the limited relocation resources available in
the City of Oxnard. The great majority of the mobile homes that would be displaced appear to
be over 30 years old and may not be able to be moved without irreparable damage. As noted in
the DRIR, there are 22 mobile home parks in the City of Oxnard, but only two of them have
rents comparable to Owl Mobile Home Park. Given the consistently low vacancy rates and the
high average rents at the other parks, finding vacant, affordable spaces to which the displaced
units could be relocated may be difficult.

Given the demographic characteristics of the project study area (see Section 4.3.1 above), it is
reasonable to assume that most residents displaced by the project would be low-income and
minority persons. The effects of property acquisitions and displacements on these population
groups are outlined below in Section 6.18: Minority and Special Group Effects.
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Growth Inducement

The purpose of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project is to alleviate congestion and
increase safety. As such, the proposed project would contribute to greater mobility of people and
goods, thereby stimulating economic conditions and potentially expanding development
opportunities within the City of Oxnard, and particularly in the project study area.

In the project area, commercial and industrial development may be facilitated as a result of
improvements to the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. This particularly applies to the
business park located southwest of the interchange. Although much of the business park is
currently vacant, the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan calls for not only filling existing
vacancies, but expanding the park east of Rice Avenue to an area that is currently used for
agriculture. This agricultural area is also located in a Specific Plan area. One of the objectives
of the Specific Plan is to encourage development of commercial and light industrial uses in the
area. The proposed interchange improvements would aid in these goals by providing better
access and safety, especially for truck traffic associated with light industrial land uses.

Mitigation

To mitigate impacts to displaced residents and businesses, properties shall be acquired and
relocation assistance provided in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended (42 USC Secs. 4601-4655) (Uniform Act)
and the California Relocation Act (Cal. Gov’t. Code Section 7260 et. seq.). The following
sections summarize pertinent aspects of the property acquisition and relocation process.
Additional information is provided in the DRIR.

Relocation Advisory Assistance

The City of Oxnard will provide relocation advisory assistance to eligible persons displaced as a
result of the acquisition of real property for public use, in accordance with Caltrans policies and
the Uniform Act. The City of Oxnard will assist displaced persons in obtaining replacement
housing by providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of rental
units for both multi-family and mobile home that are comparable and “decent, safe, and sanitary”
replacement dwellings. Eligible displaced persons will be offered comparable replacement
dwellings that are open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and
consistent with the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Replacement
dwellings will be in equal or better neighborhoods, at prices within the financial means of the
individuals and families displaced, and reasonably accessible to their places of employment.
This assistance will also include referrals to appropriate services provided by public and private
agencies in the area. The City will also seek to minimize the effects of relocation by including a
clause in affordable housing agreements that would give a preference to prospective residents
who have been displaced by public actions such as the proposed project.
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Relocation Payments

The City of Oxnard will help eligible displaced persons by paying certain costs and expenses, in
accordance with the Uniform Act. These costs are limited to those necessary for, or incidental
to, purchasing or renting the replacement dwelling and actual moving expenses to a new location
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the displaced persons’ property. Any additional moving costs
incurred by moving in excess of 80 kilometers (50 miles) from the displaced persons’ current
unit will be the responsibility of the displaced persons. Displaced occupants may also qualify to
receive a rental differential payment. This payment is made when it is determined that the cost
to rent a comparable “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling would be more than the
present rent of the acquired dwelling. As an alternative, the tenant may qualify for a down
payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a replacement property and the payment of
certain costs incidental to the purchase.

Eligible displaced persons will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely with
each displaced household in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized, and that
all regulations are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displaced persons jeopardizing or
forfeiting any of their benefits or payments.

Mobile Home Relocations

The City of Oxnard Municipal Code provides special considerations and requirements for the
closure of mobile home parks. However, pursuant to Section 17.1-63, public agencies that are
required to comply with the relocation requirements of California Government Code Section
7260, due to the displacement of a person or persons from a mobile home, are exempt from the
City code requirements. The City of Oxnard will be required to comply with California
Government Code Section 7260 in addition to the Uniform Act.

Additionally, there are potential housing resources and programs (see Appendix E — Comment
Letters and Responses, page E-10) in the City of Oxnard that may be available to and could
benefit the displaced residents. The City is committed to providing one or more of these
assistance programs to the Owl Mobile Home Park tenants. If none are applicable, the City will
provide a last resort housing program.

7.17 Effects on Community and Neighborhood Character (Questions
34 and 36)

The proposed project would result in the full acquisition of the Owl Mobile Home Park,
including all 18 mobile homes in the park. Certain characteristics of this mobile home park,
including its longevity, physical and spatial attributes, and demographic profile, are indicative of
an established cohesive community. The mobile homes in this park appear to be over 30 years
old, which may suggest that some aspects of cohesiveness and neighborhood character have
developed over time among long-term residents. In addition, this mobile home park is relatively
small and is surrounded by commercial properties or roadways, thereby contributing to a sense
of community through spatial proximity. Finally, the demographic data for the area in which the
park is located (see Section 4.3.1 above) show substantial proportions of minority and low-
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income persons. It can reasonably be assumed that residents of the mobile home park fall within
one or both of these groups. (Additional information regarding the effects of the proposed
project on minority and low-income segments of the community is provided below in Section
6.18: Minority and Special Group Effects.) To the extent that demographic and physical
characteristics have enabled a shared sense of stability to develop, some degree of community
cohesion likely exists in this mobile home park.

The full acquisition of the Owl Mobile Home Park would adversely affect an established
community by permanently displacing all of the residents from the park. Although eligible
residents would be entitled to relocation assistance, it is very unlikely that the community could
be relocated intact. As noted in the DRIR, the availability of mobile homes in the City of
Oxnard is constrained by an extremely low vacancy rate and rents that exceed those in the Owl
Mobile Home Park. Thus, a more likely relocation scenario is one that would result in residents
being dispersed throughout the City. For those residents who have come to rely on neighbors or
have otherwise formed relationships in the park, the dissolution of their present residential
community would be an adverse effect of the proposed project. Relocation assistance programs
would generally not account for this intangible loss of community cohesion. Over the long term,
however, it can be expected that these kinds of effects would be minimized as residents establish
connections to their new communities. The adverse effects would also be reduced to some
extent as displaced residents compensate for the loss of the residential community through their
participation in other community-like settings such as religious institutions, schools, and social
and recreational groups.

The proposed project would displace 12 businesses in the area (see Section 6.19 below). Insofar
as several of these businesses, including three restaurants and a market, may primarily serve the
residents in the immediate vicinity and may contribute to the economic vitality of the area, their
loss could affect the community. It is not expected that this effect would be adverse over the
long term, since none of the displaced businesses is known to be so uniquely critical to the
community that other similar establishments in the area could not be adequate substitutes. In
addition, the number of employees that would be displaced (i.e., approximately 46 persons) does
not constitute a significant portion of the employment available in the City of Oxnard. It is also
improbable that the displaced businesses are the principal source of employment for nearby
residents. As is typical of most communities in Southern California, employment centers are
dispersed throughout the region and do not always coincide with residential centers.

The effects of residential displacements to the much larger single-family residential area to the
east and north of the interchange, which is known as Nyeland Acres, would be limited to two
single-family residences. Because this represents only a negligible loss in terms of numbers of
residences in that area, it is not anticipated that an adverse effect on community cohesion would
result.

The residents who are not displaced and remain in the area would be affected by construction-
related impacts (e.g., dust, odors, noise, traffic delays) as well as changes to neighborhood access
once the interchange improvements are completed. There are currently no major through-roads
in the neighborhood, and the proposed realignment of Ventura Boulevard would expose residents
of both single-family residences and mobile homes in the immediate area to multiple, new
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traffic-related impacts (noise, air pollution, etc.). The proposed project would not, however,
divide the single-family residential neighborhood to the northeast. It would further isolate the
residents of the Country Squire Mobile Home Park from the surrounding single-family
neighborhood, but because the park is already isolated by a fence and given the fact that its only
entrance is located on Ventura Boulevard away from other neighborhood access routes, this
impact would not be substantial. Noise barriers will be constructed to mitigate the adverse noise
effects the proposed realignment of Ventura Boulevard would have on the surrounding
residential community (see Section 6.9 above).

7.18 Minority and Special Group Effects (Question 35)

The proposed project would adversely affect minority and low-income persons who reside in the
project area. The two census tracts that encompass the project area have a predominantly
minority population, ranging from 74 percent to 99 percent, and the great majority of the
minority population in this area is comprised of persons of Hispanic origin. According to 1990
U.S. Census data, these minority concentrations are significantly higher than those in either the
City of Oxnard or Ventura County. Minority groups accounted for 68 percent of the population
in the City of Oxnard and only 34 percent in Ventura County in 1990. Additionally, between 17
percent and 20 percent of the population in the project area had household incomes below the
U.S. Census poverty threshold in 1990, whereas 13 percent of the population of the City of
Oxnard and only 7 percent of the population of Ventura County had household incomes below
the poverty threshold in 1990.

Potential adverse effects to the population in the project area, including minority and low-income
population groups, would primarily involve residential and business displacements, temporary
construction-related impacts (e.g., dust, odor, noise, traffic delays), and traffic noise impacts
once the interchange improvements are completed. The effects of residential and business
displacements are described more fully in Sections 6.16 and 6.19. Temporary construction-
related effects are generally examined in Section 6.28, with more specific analyses provided in
the appropriate sections of Chapter 6 (i.e., Section 6.8: Air Quality Effects, Section 6.9: Noise
Effects, Section 6.10: Light, Glare, and Shadows, Section 6.23: Effects on Traffic and
Transportation) The long-term effects to the project area population from noise are described
above in Section 6.9. For each of the aforementioned adverse effects that have been identified,
mitigation has been proposed to substantially reduce or eliminate those effects.

7.18.1 Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-
Income Populations, signed on February 11, 1994, directs federal agencies to take the
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of federal projects and programs on minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. The term “minority”
includes persons who identify themselves as Black, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, or
of Hispanic origin. The term “low-income” includes persons whose household income is at or
below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines. A
different threshold (e.g., U.S. Census Bureau poverty threshold) may be utilized as long as it is

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
62



Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

not selectively implemented and is inclusive of all persons at or below the HHS poverty
guidelines. For purposes of this analysis, the U.S. Census Bureau poverty thresholds for 1990
have been used because current income data for this area that could be compared to the current
HHS poverty guidelines were not available. Thus, pending the release of additional data from
the 2000 U.S. Census, median household income data from the 1990 U.S. Census have been used
in conjunction with the 1990 poverty thresholds.

The discussion of environmental justice that follows has been prepared in accordance with the
applicable guidance for addressing environmental justice, including: DOT Order 5610.2 (April
15, 1997), FHWA Order 6640.23 (December 2, 1998), and FHWA Western Resource Center
Interim Guidance (March 2, 1999). Consistent with this guidance, the environmental justice
analysis for the proposed project describes: (1) the existing population and the presence of
minority and low-income population groups; (2) potential adverse effects on the project area
population, including minority and low-income population groups; (3) disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority and low-income population groups; and (4) community outreach
and public involvement efforts.

Existing Population

As noted above, the population of the two census tracts in the project area is characterized by
substantial proportions of both minority and low-income persons (i.e., 74 to 99 percent minority
and 17 to 20 percent low-income). The proportions of these groups in the project area are greater
than in either the City of Oxnard (68 percent minority and 13 percent low-income) or Ventura
County (34 percent minority and 7 percent low-income). Additional information about the
demographic characteristics of the project area is provided above in Section 4.3.1 and in the
Draft Socioeconomics and Land Use Report (January 2001).

Adverse Effects to Overall Population

It has been documented that the proposed project has adverse effects on all segments of the
population, including minority and low-income population groups. These effects would include
residential and business displacements, temporary construction-related impacts (e.g., dust, odor,
noise, traffic delays), and traffic noise impacts once the interchange improvements are
completed. The effects of residential and business displacements are described more fully in
Sections 6.16 and 6.19. Temporary construction-related effects are generally examined in
Section 6.28, with more specific analyses provided in the appropriate sections of Chapter 6 (i.e.,
Section 6.8: Air Quality Effects, Section 6.9: Noise Effects, Section 6.10: Light, Glare, and
Shadows, Section 6.23: Effects on Traffic and Transportation) The long-term effects to the
project area population from noise are described above in Section 6.9. Mitigation has been
proposed to eliminate or reduce the effects of the proposed project to a less than adverse level.

Project planning and development efforts have also been undertaken to avoid or minimize the
potential adverse effects of the proposed interchange improvements on the community. The
Preferred Alternative would result in fewer potential impacts, including right-of-way impacts,
than previous alternatives that have been developed over the life of the project since the first
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proposals over 15 years ago (see Section 3.2 for a discussion of previous alternatives withdrawn
from consideration).

It should also be noted that the proposed project would be likely to result in some direct and
indirect benefits to all project area residents, including minority and low-income populations, by
improving transportation access, mobility, and safety. The entire community would be afforded
a transportation facility that operates more efficiently and safely.

Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects to Minority and Low-Income Populations

Taking into consideration the mitigation measures that have been proposed, the impact
avoidance and minimization efforts that have occurred during the project planning and
development process, and the potential benefits that would accrue to the community, the effects
of the proposed project on the population as a whole would be less than adverse. Because,
however, there exist certain extenuating factors unique to the minority and low income
populations in the project area, environmental justice considerations require an assessment of
whether the effects of the project on those groups could be considered disproportionately high
and adverse.

The determination of whether or not the effects of the proposed project are disproportionately
high and adverse depends on whether (1) the effects of the project are predominately borne by a
minority or low-income population, or (2) the effects of the project are appreciably more severe
or greater in magnitude to minority or low-income populations compared to the effects on non-
minority or non-low-income populations.

Other than transient effects to motorists passing through the interchange, most of the potential
effects that have been identified would be limited to the immediate vicinity and its residents.
The demographic data for the project area, confirmed by field investigations of the area, suggest
that the community is largely comprised of minority and low-income residents. In this regard, it
can be argued that the effects of the project are substantially borne by a minority and low-income
population. Nonetheless, there is no evidence that this result has occurred intentionally, since the
project involves an existing facility that has shared its location with the surrounding community
for many years. The proposed improvements also bear no particular relationship to the
demographic characteristics of the area except to the extent that efforts have been made to avoid
or minimize effects on the community. Additionally, recent demographic information from the
2000 U.S. Census indicates that nearly any development project in the City of Oxnard will occur
in an area with a substantial minority population. In the Census 2000 Brief: The Hispanic
Population (May 2001), the City of Oxnard is identified as having the ninth highest proportion of
Hispanic persons of all places in the United States with populations over 100,000. Thus, effects
to a minority population are unavoidable to some degree in this particular area.

The effects that have been described elsewhere in this environmental document would, for the
most part, not be appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the effects on the
population as a whole. The construction-related disruptions associated with the proposed project
are commonplace throughout an increasingly urbanized and developing region like Southern
California, where all kinds of construction activities occur in multiple areas regardless of the

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
64



Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

demographic characteristics of those areas. And not unlike most transportation improvements,
the primary factors in determining the purpose of and need for the project have been safety and
traffic congestion considerations unrelated to any specific population groups. With respect to the
residential and business displacements that would be required, the effects would clearly be
disruptive to those persons and businesses involved, but would not be markedly different than
the effects of displacements that occur with other public works projects. As detailed in the
description of residential and business displacements in Sections 6.16 and 6.19, the special
requirements of the community are known to the City of Oxnard, Caltrans, and FHWA, and will
be taken into account as part of the relocation process. To this end, the City of Oxnard has
sought to minimize the effects of residential displacements by including a clause in affordable
housing agreements that would give a preference to prospective residents who have been
displaced by public actions such as the proposed project.

Community Outreach and Public Involvement

Efforts have been and will continue to be made to ensure meaningful opportunities for public
participation during the project development and review process. A public hearing was held on
the draft environmental document and proposed project. A notice of the public hearing was
provided in English and Spanish, mailed to property owners and tenants in the immediate project
area, and placed in local newspapers, including a Spanish language newspaper. A Spanish
translator was available at the public hearing to assist Spanish speaking persons. The City of
Oxnard, Caltrans, and FHWA are committed to providing community outreach and public
involvement programs that will actively and effectively engage the affected community and will
include mechanisms to reduce cultural, language, and economic barriers to participation.
Chapter 7 provides additional details regarding the consultation and coordination efforts
associated with the proposed project.

The proposed project will also comply with applicable federal requirements promulgated in
accordance with Executive Order 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited
English Proficiency (August 11, 2000), which requires that federal programs and activities be
accessible to persons with limited English language proficiency.

The proposed project has been developed in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, which provides that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. In addition,
the project has been developed in conformity with related statutes and regulations mandating
that no person in the State of California shall, on grounds of race, color, sex, age, national origin,
or disabling condition, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity administered by or on the
behalf of the California State Department of Transportation.
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7.19 Business and Employment Effects (Question 38)

The proposed project could result in the full displacement of 12 non-residential income-
generating properties including one motel business, three restaurants, and 8 sales or rental
businesses, which are identified below.

. San-C Motel 3015 Santa Clara Avenue

. Super Chivas 2515 E. Ventura Boulevard
. A&M'’s Roadhouse 2515 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Taco Hut 3015 Santa Clara Avenue

. Sunshine Manufactured Homes 2375 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Texaco Gas Station and Mini-mart 3015 Santa Clara Avenue

. Le Town Market 2505 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Cars 4 Causes 2535 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Spas West 2595 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Vacant Commercial Building 2641 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Octolan Auto Sales 2651 E. Ventura Boulevard
. Summit Pools 2595 E. Ventura Boulevard

Partial acquisitions would also be required from an estimated 15 parcels containing the following
non-residential uses: one restaurant, three sales or rental businesses, two office buildings, a retail
outlet center, a parking lot, four vacant parcels designated for office or retail use, one industrial
property, and two agricultural properties (see Section 6.12 for a discussion of impacts to
agricultural properties). These partial acquisitions would generally be limited to small strips of
land and to non-critical, unimproved areas. A partial acquisition of property from the Quinn
CAT Rental Store at 3170 Santa Clara Avenue would be the only instance where a building
would be displaced (i.e., a warehouse building at the southwest corner of the property).
However, since the remaining property is relatively large enough to permit construction of a
replacement warehouse, and because the warehouse is one of several structures on the property,
full displacement of this business is not anticipated to be necessary.

The partial property acquisitions would also displace parking spaces at two properties. At the
Quinn CAT Rental Store at 3170 Santa Clara Avenue, of the 17 current on- and off-street
parking spaces, 9 on-street parking spaces and 4 off-street parking spaces would be displaced,
with 4 off-street parking spaces remaining. Although the majority of existing parking spaces
would be displaced, it is not expected that an adverse effect to this business would result. As
noted above, the site on which the business is located is relatively spacious and would likely
allow for replacement of most or all of the displaced parking spaces. At the second affected
parcel, an overflow parking lot for the ITT Institute of Technology at the corner of Solar Drive
and Lockwood Street, the proposed project would displace about 20 parking spaces along the
north side of the parcel. The remaining 90 spaces in the lot would be unaffected. The loss of 20
spaces in this lot is unlikely to have an adverse effect on the ITT Institute because there appears
to be sufficient area in the parking lot to re-stripe replacement parking spaces. In addition, this
parking lot appears to serve only as an overflow facility. The main parking areas for the ITT
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Institute are located adjacent to its buildings and would not be affected in any way by the
proposed project.

The full acquisition of the 12 businesses above would displace an estimated 46 employees. The
exact number of displaced employees has not been determined because no contact was made
with the owners or managers of the affected businesses. However, the above estimate was made
based on the size and type of the displaced business, using average-number-of-employees-per-
square-foot estimates provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation
Handbook (1991). This loss of employment does not constitute a significant portion of the
employment available in the City of Oxnard, and is therefore not considered a significant impact
under CEQA.

Additional information regarding property acquisitions associated with the proposed project is
provided in the Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR) dated January 2001.

Mitigation

Eligible displaced businesses will be provided with relocation assistance in accordance with the
Uniform Act. This program provides for aid in locating suitable replacement property and
reimbursement for certain costs involved in relocation, including moving expenses. Payment “in
lieu” of moving expenses is available to businesses that are expected to suffer a substantial loss
of existing patronage as a result of the displacement, or if certain other requirements, such as the
inability to find a suitable relocation site, are met. Relocation advisory assistance efforts will
provide current lists of properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for specific relocation needs.
Based on commercial property vacancies in the City of Oxnard and Ventura County, there is
sufficient commercial space available to relocate all affected businesses within a reasonable area.
It is important to note, however, that several of these businesses (including the motel, three
restaurants, and the market) likely depend on local clientele to provide their primary income.
Relocating these businesses, therefore, may result in a temporary loss of income due to
relocation.

7.20 Property Values and Tax Base Effects (Question 39)

Property values are influenced by a number of factors including proximity to major streets and
highways such as Santa Clara Avenue, Ventura Boulevard, and U.S. 101. Although the
realignment of Ventura Boulevard could produce some changes in property values due to altered
traffic patterns and the proximity of the new roadway to a residential area, the incremental effect
appears likely to be minor. The proposed project would also require the acquisition of multiple
properties (see questions 30, 37, and 38 above, and 44 below); however, the resulting loss of
property and sales tax revenue would not represent a significant portion of the City’s total annual
tax revenues.

7.21 Effects on Community Facilities (Question 40)

The only community facility in or near the project study area is the Rio Vista (Headstart) School
located on the east side of Santa Clara Avenue, just north of Auto Center Drive. Under the
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proposed project, a small strip of land less than a meter (3 feet) wide and 60 meters (200 feet)
long may be required from the school property along Santa Clara Avenue. Acquisition of the
strip of land may be necessary to accommodate the improvements to Santa Clara Avenue as it
transitions from six lanes at Auto Center Drive to two lanes in front of the school. Since the
acquisition would only affect a very small portion of school property, the impact would be
minor. Additionally, the proposed project includes the construction of new sidewalks and curbs
along Santa Clara Avenue where none currently exist. The new sidewalk on the east side of
Santa Clara Avenue, which would extend to the northern project limits, would improve
pedestrian circulation and safety in the vicinity of the school. Construction activities could pose
a hazard to Headstart school children and their parents who walk to or from school in the vicinity
of the proposed improvements. Access to the school may also be diminished during the
construction period.

Mitigation

To minimize construction hazards to school children walking to or from school in the vicinity of
the proposed improvements, appropriate safety measures shall be employed to ensure all
construction sites and staging areas are properly secured. Crossing guards shall be provided at
construction sites and haul routes located near the school. The City shall also work with the
affected school district to ensure access to the school is not substantially diminished and
construction hazards to school children are minimized.

7.22 Effects of Public Utilities and Services (Question 41)

Relocation of some utilities may be required as a result of the proposed construction, which
could result in temporary disruptions in service.

Construction activities could also adversely affect access for emergency services during
construction due to temporary lane closures or detours. However, cross freeway access via
Rice/Santa Clara Avenue will be maintained during the construction period. It should also be
noted that the proposed project is intended to improve traffic circulation in and around the Rice
Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange, which would have a beneficial effect on emergency services.

Mitigation
A traffic management plan shall be developed and appropriate temporary signage provided to
advise motorists and redirect traffic through detours to minimize potential impacts during

construction.

Prior to construction, the Oxnard Police and Fire Departments shall be supplied with a
construction plan and traffic management plan.

7.23 Effects on Traffic and Transportation (Questions 42 and 43)

The proposed project is intended to improve traffic flow by decreasing congestion and improving
safety at the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. A traffic study was conducted by Kaku
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Associates to address changes in local circulation patterns and to identify measures necessary to
ensure affected intersections would not operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS D or
worse).

Table 12 provides a summary of predicted levels of service for the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
interchange area with and without implementation of the proposed project improvements. It was
estimated that under 1997 Existing Conditions only one of the four study intersections would
operate at an unacceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or worse, as per City of Oxnard
standards). This was the intersection of Ventura Boulevard, the northbound U.S. 101 ramps, and
Auto Center Drive. The minor approach of the intersection (i.e., westbound Ventura Boulevard)
operated at LOS C and F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The worst major
approach of this intersection operated at LOS A and B during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively.

Table 12: Level of Service Summary

1997 Existing 2024 No Build 2024 2024 Prefe'rred
L. e Preferred Alternative
Conditions Conditions . L. .
Intersection Peak Alternative Plus Mitigation
Hour VIC or VIC or VIC or VIC or
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
[1] [1] [1] [1]
Ventura Bl & NB US 101 Ramps & AM 9/18 A/C 15/ C/F N/A N/A
Auto Center Dr [4] PM 11/360 | B/F 36/* E/F N/A N/A
Auto Center Dr & Santa Clara Ave AM 0.46 A 0.92 E N/A N/A
(2] PM 0.69 B 0.92 E N/A N/A
Auto Center Dr, Santa Clara Ave, & AM N/A N/A 0.75 C 0.66 B
NB 101 Off-ramp [2] PM N/A N/A 0.89 D 0.77 C
) AM 0.44 A 1.45 F 0.61 B N/A
Rice Ave & SB US 101 Ramps [2]
PM 0.79 C 1.62 F 0.80 C N/A
_ AM 0.39 A 0.7 B 0.51 A 0.42 A
Rice Ave & Gonzales Rd [2][5]
PM 0.59 A 1.12 F 0.86 D 0.64 B
AM N/A N/A 9/17 A/C 0.35 A
Ventura Blvd & Santa Clara Ave [3]
PM N/A N/A 10/27 A/D 0.37 A

Notes:

[1] Volume-to-capacity ratios were estimated for signalized intersections using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
method. Average vehicle delay (seconds) for the worst major and minor street approaches were estimated for two-way-stop
controlled intersections using the 1997 HCM “Two-Way Stop” method. Displayed as “major street/minor street” delay or LOS.
[2] Signalized intersection.

[3] Two-way stop-controlled intersection under Preferred Alternative, and signalized intersection under Preferred Alternative
Plus Mitigation.

[4] Two-way stop-controlled intersection. WB Ventura is stopped. EB Ventura is forced onto freeway via yield controlled
onramp.

[5] Year 2024 traffic volumes were provided by the City of Oxnard. They are based on a growth factor of 2% per year between
1997 and 2024 or a total growth factor of 54% over the 27-year period. Before the growth was computed, 1997 southbound
through volumes were increased by 346 and 404 in the AM and PM peak hours respectively due to SR 1 relocation (based on
5/31/2000 count data). Similarly, before growth was computed, 1997 northbound through volumes were increased by 250 and
462 in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, due to SR 1 relocation.

*Signifies delay value greater than 10 minutes.

Source: Kaku Associates, 2001.
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Conditions at this intersection and the other three studied intersections would become worse
under Year 2024 No Build conditions, as would be expected given the traffic growth forecasted
to occur in the study area. All four intersections were estimated to operate at an unacceptable
level of service during the AM or PM peak hours.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would remove the Ventura Boulevard/northbound
U.S. 101 ramps/Auto Center Drive intersection, realign Ventura Boulevard to form a new
intersection with Santa Clara Avenue, and improve the level of service at the three remaining
study intersections. However, despite these improvements, three of the four intersections studied
under Preferred Alternative Conditions would still operate at an unacceptable LOS during the
PM peak hour:

* Auto Center Drive, Santa Clara Avenue, & Northbound U.S. 101 Off-ramp
¢ Rice Avenue & Gonzales Road
¢ Ventura Boulevard & Santa Clara Avenue

The fourth intersection, Rice Avenue/southbound U.S. 101 ramps, was analyzed under two lane
configuration options. The second option, involving a pedestrian-actuated free-flow right-turn
lane from the southbound U.S.101 off-ramp onto Rice Avenue, is recommended. The
intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service during both the AM and PM peak
hours under this lane configuration.

In order for all studied intersections to provide acceptable levels of service under Year 2024
Preferred Alternative Conditions, the following measures are recommended at three of the study
intersections.

* Santa Clara Avenue, Auto Center Drive, & Northbound U.S. 101 Off-ramp.: Reconfiguration
of the northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp approach to include two left-turn lanes plus one shared
through/right lane, rather than one left-turn lane, one shared left/through lane, and one right-
turn lane, would improve the PM level of service from LOS D to C.

Despite the removal of the shared left/through lane, a split phase for east/west (i.e.,
Northbound U.S 101 Off-ramp/Auto Center Drive) traffic would still be desirable in order to
deter Auto Center Drive traffic from entering the off-ramp and in order to facilitate the
geometric design of the double left-turn movement. Removal of the split phase would have
only a minor impact on the estimated levels of service, reducing the AM volume/capacity
ratio from 0.63 to 0.60.

* Rice Avenue and Gonzales Road: Several scenarios were investigated to improve the level of
service at this intersection. One scenario would involve grade separation of the intersection,
as is indicated in the 2020 General Plan. This could alleviate the unacceptable level of
service at this intersection.

As an alternative to full grade separation of the intersection, the addition of a third eastbound
left-turn lane, a fifth southbound through lane, and a fourth northbound through lane would
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improve the level of service to an acceptable level; the PM volume/capacity ratio would
improve from 0.86 (LOS D) to 0.64 (LOS B.) These improvements are long-term
improvements that will be implemented as traffic volumes warrant. In the interim, the
addition of a third northbound through lane would result in the intersection operating at an
acceptable LOS of A in the AM peak hour and C in the PM peak hour in the year 2024 (note:
future 2024 traffic volumes used to determine the LOS at the Rice/Gonzales intersection
were calculated by increasing existing (1997) volumes by 2 percent per year).

* Santa Clara Avenue and Ventura Boulevard: Given the unacceptable LOS D on the minor
approach of the intersection during the PM peak hour, signal warrants were calculated to
assess the potential for signalizing the intersection. The analysis showed that forecasted
volumes would warrant signalization of the intersection, and that signalization would provide
an acceptable LOS A at the intersection. Also, analysis of the spacing between this
intersection and the intersection of Santa Clara Avenue, Auto Center Drive, and the
northbound U.S.101 off-ramp indicated that the proposed spacing would be sufficient and
desirable.

7.24 Parking Effects (Question 44)

The proposed project would result in a loss of parking, however, most of the lost parking spaces
would be associated with displaced businesses. Partial takes of property from some businesses
may result in the loss of a few parking spaces that serve those businesses. The resulting impacts
to the businesses would be minor.

7.25 Development Effects (Question 47)

The purpose of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project is to alleviate congestion and
improve safety. As such, the project would contribute to greater mobility of people and goods,
thereby stimulating economic conditions and potentially expanding development opportunities
within the City of Oxnard, and particularly in the project study area.

In the project area, commercial and industrial development may be facilitated as a result of
improvements to the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. This particularly applies to the
business park located southwest of the interchange. Although much of the business park is
currently vacant, the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan calls not only for the filling of existing
vacancies, but expansion of the business park across Rice Avenue to an area that is currently
used for agriculture. It is also part of a Specific Plan Area. An objective of the Specific Plan is
to encourage development of commercial and light industrial business in the area. The proposed
interchange improvements would aid in these goals by providing better access and safety,
especially for truck traffic associated with light industrial land uses. Thus, potential project-
induced growth is anticipated in and is consistent with local land use plans.

7.26 Effects on Historic and Archaeological Resources (Question 48)

No prehistoric or historic archaeological resources were noted during the archaeological survey
or as a result of archival research and contact with interested parties. Although no impacts to
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significant resources are anticipated, there is, nonetheless, an unknown potential that previously
unrecorded resources could be encountered during construction.

Twenty-six buildings located within the proposed Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) were
identified during the architectural field survey, none of which are currently listed in or appear
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. No historic districts, no historic
landscapes, and no locally designated landmarks are located within or immediately adjacent to
the APE.

Mitigation

If buried cultural materials are encountered during construction, it is Caltrans’ policy that work
in the area must halt until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of
the find (Caltrans Environmental Handbook, 1991, Volume 2, Chapter 1). If human remains are
exposed during construction, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 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 5097.98. The District 7 Environmental
Planning Branch shall be immediately notified.

Because there is an unknown potential for encountering prehistoric archaelogical resources, a
Native American monitor shall be invited to be present during excavation.

7.27 Effects on Scenic Resources, Aesthetic Impacts (Question 50)

The proposed project would alter the existing landscape surrounding the Rice Avenue
Interchange. Substantial property acquisitions would be required in order to provide adequate
right-of-way for the project improvements (see Section 6.15 above). Given that the project site
is located in a developed area with numerous roads and highways and a mix of uses in varying
condition and quality that detract from the visual environment, the visual impacts of these
changes would be minor.

Construction of proposed project improvements would also require the removal of landscaping
and mature trees, some of which form agricultural tree rows. Approximately 200 trees in the
Eucalyptus tree row in the southeast quadrant of the interchange would be removed. This tree
row is located between the U.S. 101 freeway lanes to the north and the agricultural property to
the south. Other trees that would be removed are clustered in small groups (containing
approximately 20 trees or less) located along the north side of U.S. 101 west of Santa Clara
Avenue, the east side of Rice Avenue south of U.S. 101, the south side of U.S. 101 west of Rice
Avenue, and north of U.S. 101, south side of Ventura Boulevard, east of Santa Clara Avenue.
Properties that would be acquired also contain small numbers of trees and associated
landscaping. Although some of the trees that would be removed are dead or dying, the loss of
numerous remaining healthy trees would have an adverse impact on the visual environment.

Mitigation

Please see Section 6.11, for measures to mitigate the impacts of tree removal.
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7.28 Construction Impacts (Question 51)

The project area can be expected to experience some noise, congestion, dust, detours, and other
minor nuisances resulting from construction (see discussions above). These inconveniences
would be temporary and would be mitigated by following standard construction and inspection
procedures and employing Best Management Practices during the construction phase.

7.29 Cumulative Impacts (Question 55)

Construction of the proposed project concurrently with other proposed projects in the area may
result in substantial, temporary cumulative construction impacts. Only one related project has
been identified in the project area, the Santa Clara Avenue and Central Avenue Widening
Project. If construction of this project or other future proposed projects in the area overlaps with
construction of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project, cumulative air quality,
noise, traffic, and public utilities and services impacts could occur. The extent of potential
impacts would depend on the location, magnitude, and duration of construction activities for
each of the projects. However, it is possible, for example, that pollutant emissions generated by
cumulative construction activities, including fugitive dust (PM;), reactive organic compounds
and nitrogen oxides, could exceed Ventura County Air Pollution Control District thresholds.
Nearby sensitive receptors, including children at the Rio Vista (Headstart) School located on
Santa Clara Avenue, could be adversely affected. With implementation of the air quality
mitigation measures identified in Section 6.8 and given that construction would be temporary, it
is expected that the proposed project’s incremental contribution would not be cumulatively
considerable. One or more projects constructed simultaneously could cumulatively contribute to
traffic congestion and delay due to multiple detours and lane or road closures. Access to public
facilities, such as the Rio Vista School could be adversely affected. Construction activities from
two or more projects occurring in close proximity could also create temporary cumulative noise
impacts adversely affecting nearby noise-sensitive uses. Adherence to Best Management
Practices during construction and implementation of mitigation measures identified in this
chapter would minimize the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts.

Other related transportation projects that are proposed or under construction that are located
outside the immediate project area but could contribute to cumulative impacts are listed below.

1. Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road
Status: under construction; anticipated completion date of August 2003

2. Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection
Status: under environmental review

3. Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard
Status: under environmental review; anticipated completion date of February 2005

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
73




Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

The potential cumulative impacts of these projects and the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S.
Interchange Project are discussed below.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts — The proposed project would not increase traffic since it does not
include land use development that would generate new vehicle trips. Consequently, the
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative traffic impacts.

Additionally, it should be noted that the traffic forecasting model that was used to develop the
2024 traffic forecasts presented in the IS/EA takes into account both planned increases in
capacity in the transportation corridor and future growth anticipated under existing land use
plans. Thus, these future forecast traffic volumes, which were used as the basis of several
environmental analyses in the IS/EA, represent the future cumulative traffic conditions.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts — As stated above, the proposed project would not generate
additional traffic since it does not include new land use development. Consequently, the
proposed project would not result in additional pollutant emissions from motor vehicle traffic.
Furthermore, as stated in Section 6.8 of this IS/EA, the proposed project would not cause or
contribute to new localized carbon monoxide violations. In fact, the project could have a
beneficial effect on air quality by reducing vehicle delay and idling and improving the levels of
service at study intersections in the vicinity of the interchange. Therefore, the proposed project
would not contribute to long-term adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

Cumulative Noise Impacts — According to the Noise Study, existing noise levels (Leq for the
loudest hour) at modeled noise-sensitive receptors would increase by up to 3 decibels due to the
proposed interchange improvements and forecasted future increases in traffic due to local and
regional growth. This increase is not significant. Since the proposed project does not include
new land use development that would generate additional traffic, it would not contribute to
increases in noise levels outside the immediate project area. Consequently, the proposed project
would not result in significant cumulative noise impacts.

Cumulative Biological Impacts — As discussed in the IS/EA, the proposed project would not
affect any state or federally listed sensitive plant species. Potential impacts on migratory birds
due to the removal of mature trees would be mitigated by implementation of the measures
identified in this IS/EA. The proposed project would also not result in the removal of any
important or sensitive natural habitat or communities. Consequently, the proposed project would
not contribute to cumulative impacts to biological resources.

Cumulative Farmland Impacts — The proposed project would require a narrow strip of farmland
along Santa Clara Avenue, approximately 0.16 hectares (0.4 acres) in size, on which no crops are
grown. Additionally, 1.4 hectares (3.6 acres) of prime farmland and farmland of statewide
importance would be acquired in the southeast quadrant of the interchange, which would result
in the displacement of some crop producing land. The loss of farmland due to right-of-way
acquisition would represent a small percentage of the affected agricultural properties and 0.0003
percent of the total farmable land in the county.
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A review of the transportation projects listed above, for which environmental documents have
been prepared, revealed that the following impacts to farmland would occur:

. Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road

Farmland Impact: loss of 24 hectares (60 acres) of prime farmland within the
unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection.

Farmland Impact: loss of 1.2 hectares (3 acres) of farmland, only 65 percent of which is
active or suitable agricultural land, within the unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard

Farmland Impact: loss of 10.2 to 14.9 hectares (25.3 to 36.8 acres) of prime and
statewide farmland land within the unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Widening of Santa Clara Avenue

Farmland Impact: loss of 9.6 hectares (23.6 acres) of prime/statewide farmland within
the unincorporated County of Ventura.

Cumulatively, these projects and the proposed project and related transportation projects could
result in the loss of approximately 57 to 61 hectares (141 to 151 acres) of farmland. Other future
planned transportation projects in addition to the ones identified above could also result in the
loss of farmland.

According to the Ventura County Initial Study Guidelines, the loss of 5 or more acres of
prime/statewide farmland that is designated as Agricultural under the Ventura County General
Plan is considered a significant impact. Based on this threshold, the combined effect of the
transportation projects would be cumulatively significant. However, the agricultural property in
the southeast quadrant of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange that would be affected by the
proposed project is officially designated as an urban land use area in the Ventura County General
Plan and a commercial/industrial land use area in the City of Oxnard General Plan. Therefore,
the property is not subject to the Ventura County significance thresholds nor is it subject to the
Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) initiative passed in November 1998. The
SOAR ordinance prohibits redesignation of lands with Agricultural, Open Space, or Rural
designations under the County General Plan until December 31, 2020, without direct voter
approval. It is important to note, however, that the County SOAR ordinance and County General
Plan do not apply to land within the City of Oxnard. Since the proposed project would not result
in the loss of active farmland currently designated for agricultural uses under existing land use
plans, it would not contribute to a significant cumulative farmland impact.
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Additionally, as reported in an August 22, 2001 Los Angeles Times article, recent State data
show that over the last 2 years, about 445 hectares (1,100 acres) of cultivated farmland were
urbanized in Ventura County. But during the same time period, 324 hectares (800 acres) of
previously non-farmed or fallow land were converted to agricultural use. The net effect is that
the County lost only about 120 hectares (300 acres) of farmland. According to the article, at the
current rate of depletion, it is estimated that it would be another century before the agricultural
land inventory is reduced enough in Ventura County to threaten the industry’s critical mass.

Cumulative Housing and Population Impacts — The proposed project would displace 18 mobile
homes and two single-family homes that are likely to be occupied by minority and low-income
persons. Proposed measures to mitigate potential impacts include relocation payments and
assistance in accordance with federal requirements. A review of the other transportation projects
proposed in the area, for which environmental documents have been prepared, revealed that only
one other project, the reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange would result
in residential displacements. That project, which is under construction, resulted in the
displacement of 3 mobile homes. Thus, the proposed project and other related transportation
projects would not result in significant cumulative housing and population impacts. Since the
proposed project does not include new land use development, it would not directly increase the
population in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts due to changes in the growth rate or density of the population in the area.

Cumulative Growth Inducing Impacts — The potential of the proposed transportation projects to
cumulatively induce substantial growth depends largely on the extent to which they would
extend infrastructure into undeveloped or isolated areas or remove impediments to development
in the vicinity of the proposed projects.

The projects identified above primarily consist of improvements to and increases in the capacity
of the existing transportation infrastructure in order to accommodate existing traffic and
projected future traffic generated by development anticipated under existing land use plans.
These projects would not extend infrastructure into undeveloped or isolated areas. Also, existing
congestion and poor levels of service on local roadways are not likely to be a significant
impediment to future regional growth. Consequently, the proposed transportation projects are
not expected to induce substantial new unplanned growth. It is acknowledged that these projects,
however, would accommodate and in some instances facilitate planned development by
improving existing access to vacant or underdeveloped land. These improvements and related
land use projects could create pressure for additional development in surrounding areas.
However, several regulatory mechanisms would serve to limit development along the
transportation corridors. The County’s Guidelines for Orderly Development state that
development in the County should occur within incorporated cities. The Oxnard/Camarillo
Greenbelt is an agreement between the Cities of Oxnard and Camarillo not to annex or develop
agricultural lands in the greenbelt area between the two cities. Also, as discussed above, the
SOAR ordinance prohibits redesignation of lands with Agricultural, Open Space, or Rural
designations under the County General Plan until December 31, 2020, without direct voter
approval. These existing policy directives and regulatory controls would prohibit growth in
some areas and direct growth to those areas that could best accommodate new development.
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7.30 Adverse Effects on Human Beings

Construction of the proposed project would in the displacement of 2 single-family residences, 18
mobile homes, and 12 businesses in the area. The mobile homes are likely to be occupied by
minority (Hispanic) and low-income persons. Displacement of the mobile homes and businesses
could have an adverse effect on the neighborhood character and cohesiveness. Implementation
of the proposed project would also result in increased noise levels at some noise-sensitive
receptors in the project area. The reader is referred to the responses to the specific checklist
questions concerning displacement and noise impacts for more detailed discussions of these
issues as well as measures to mitigate potential impacts.
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8 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Consultation with several agencies occurred in conjunction with preparation of the project
technical reports and this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment. These agencies are identified
in the various technical reports and include the: Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency,
Native American Heritage Commission, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura
County Flood Control District, Ventura County Museum of History & Art, and Ventura County
Water Resource Agency. In addition, an Initiation of Studies Letter was mailed to responsible
and trustee public agencies as well as interested organizations and individuals to solicit comment
on the scope and content of the environmental document. The letter and responses to the letter
are included in Appendix A. With regards to the petition in response to the Initiation of Studies
Letter demanding the City of Oxnard honor “the second proposal as was agreed upon in 1993
between the people of Nyeland Acres and Caltrans,” neither the City of Oxnard nor Caltrans
have seen any documentation of an agreement between the people of Nyeland Acres and the City
of Oxnard and Caltrans. Additionally, the 1993 presentation by Caltrans did not constitute a
formal agreement on the preferred alternative for the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project.
As noted in Section 3.2 of this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, many alternatives have
been discussed and analyzed throughout the history of this project. After careful research and
analysis, the preferred alternative identified in Section 3.1 of this Initial Study/Environmental
Assessment was determined to be the most viable alternative.

The City of Oxnard has participated in meetings with members of the community to discuss the
proposed project on September 17, 1998, July 18, 2000, July 19, 2001, and August 10, 2001.

8.1 Circulation of the Environmental Document

This Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was circulated for public review and comment
from July 3, 2001 to August 20, 2001 to various individuals, organizations, and agencies.
Notices of the documents availability, in English and Spanish, were sent to all affected property
owners and concerned individuals. The list of agencies, organizations, and persons to whom
either a Notice of Availability of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or a copy of this
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was sent is included in Appendix B. Copies of the
document were also made available for public review at following locations: Oxnard Public
Library at 251 South A Street, City of Oxnard Transportation Planning Division at 305 West
Third Street, and Calrans District 7 offices at 120 S. Spring Street in Los Angeles. A public
hearing was held during the circulation period of this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment on
July 31, 2001 at 7 p.m. at the Oxnard City Council Chambers at 305 West Third Street. Notice
of the public hearing was published in two local newspapers (see Appendix D for copies of the
newspaper Notices), including a Spanish language newspaper, that serve the surrounding
communities. A Spanish translator was available at the public hearing to assist Spanish speaking
persons.

Also, the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was available at the following site on the
internet:
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http:/www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/pubs/environ docs.htm

A record of the public hearing is available under separate cover. Appendix E contains the public
comments on the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment that were received during the
circulation period and responses to those comments.
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9 PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

Caltrans’ procedures specify that an interdisciplinary team approach for project planning and
development be used for all projects. An interdisciplinary approach is an orderly process
through which the interaction of different disciplines is brought to bear in the planning,
development, and evaluation of alternatives. Caltrans refers to this interdisciplinary team as the
Project Development Team (PDT). For this project , PDT members include:

Cynthia Daniels City of Oxnard

Joe Genovese City of Oxnard

Tony Velasquez Caltrans Project Management Branch
Fekade Mesfin Caltrans Project Development Branch
Gary Maxwell Caltrans Local Programs Branch

Ralph Wong Caltrans Project Development Branch
Gary Kevorkian Caltrans Traffic Branch

Jean Quan Caltrans Right of Way Local Programs
Patty McCauley Caltrans Structures

Rich Galvin Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch
Aaron Burton Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch
Margery Lazarus CH2MHill

Joe Sawtelle CH2MHill

Lee Lisecki Mpyra L. Frank & Associates, Inc.

Additionally, the following persons were the principal contributors in the preparation of this
environmental document.

Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc. (Document Management and Preparation)

Lee J. Lisecki, Project Manager

Tracy Dudman, Associate Planner (Water Quality, Floodplains, Visual)
Anne Merwin, Associate Planner (Land Use, Socioeconomics, Biology)
Catherine Barrier, Architectural Historian (Cultural Resources)

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. (Noise)

Mike Weber

Kaku Associates (Traffic)

Paul Taylor
Ayelet Ezran

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Applied Earthworks (Archaeology)

Mark Robinson

JHA Environmental Consultants LL.C (Air Quality)

Jo Anne Aplet
Lowell Aplet
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10 LIST OF REVIEWERS

Federal Hishway Administration

Cesar Perez
Stephanie Stoermer

California Department of Transportation

Aaron Burton, Environmental Planner
Rich Galvin, Environmental Planner

City of Oxnard

Cynthia Daniels
David Gorcey
Joseph Genovese
Rita Johnson
Rob Roshanian
Ralph Steele
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APPENDIX A - INITIATION OF STUDIES LETTER AND RESPONSES
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October 25, 1999
Drear Members of the Public and Interested Public Agencies,

SUBJECT: Initiation of Studies for Rice Avenue/LLS, Highway 101 Interchange
Improvemenl Project

The City of Chonard, in cooperation with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans District ¥, Los Angeles), and the Federal Highway
Administration, is formally initiating studies for the reconstructon of the Rice
Avenue/Highway 101 interchange. The proposed project would provide a now loop
ramp in the northeast quadrant of the interchange, and diamond ramps in the northwest
and southern quadrants, The City proposes to extend Ventura Boulevard to intersect
with Sants Clara Avenue north of Auto Center Dirave in the northeast quadrant, and
build a cul de sac on Ventura Boulevard in the northwest quadrant. The City will also
acquire right of way for this project. The enclosed map shows the general location of the
proposed project

The purpose of the project is to improve safety and to increase capacity o alleviate
exisling congestion and accommodate projected future traffic

The appropriate local governing bodies and agencies are also being notified at this
tme During the course of these studies, the City plans to wark closely with these
agencies and their stafl to exchange ideas, and to assure that the City considers all
pertinent factors. Pleéase provide any Information on sensitive environmental, cultural,
and historic resources that may be within the project vicinity. We request vour views on
the potential effects of this proposal on those resources as well, We would welcome any
comments of Suggestons you may have about possible alternatives to be studied or social
oreconomic factors. We would like to receive your comments by Movember 30, 1999, at
the address below

After sufficient engineering, environmental, and sociceconomic data have been
develaped, the City will hold a public hearing to discuss the project studies. This hearing
will be well publicized, and you will be notified in advance of the hearing time and
location. We would be pleased to answer any questions you may have on this project
Feel free to call me al (BOS) 385-7ET1

TRANMGPORTATION PLANMNING PROGEAM
0 .l r

o 4
LA S e

CYNTHIA DANIELS, AICT
ASSOCIATE PLANMER

Enclosure: Map of Project and Surrounding Area

e
1 he=uibepuniprith Sy s Tremiishi il
S sl Mipal Smiesed o ¢ taandend 454 TRREIED & ESSE 105" Fars (ACTS R

-TEN
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Ciiy ef

March 13, 2000

Sgoping Report lor Rica Avenue and U.S, Highway 101 Freeway Interchange
Improvameanis

Motlce and Ad On October 25, 1999, the City of Oxnard distributed a notice and map
to interested agencies and parties, requesting comments by November 30, 1999 (see

Attachment 1). The list of parties sent the notice and map are located in Attachment
2 The City placed an ad In the legal section of the local newspaper and extended the

i

deadline for eamments to December 3, 1999 {se8 Attachment 3}

Comments Received The City received the comments identified in Attachment 4
during the comment period closing on December 3, 1999. The City also maintained
a record of telephone inguiries and comments placed to the Transportation
FManning Division during the comment period. This telephone log is located in
Attachment 4

GIments
Responses to the comments have been prepared by the City's consultant, Myra L.
Frank & Associates, The responses are provided in Attachment 4

'J‘{E;"?:E"i:{ = .-_'f;'
)J.tf!mth.i. Daniels, AICF
Areociate Planner

Attachments 1, Motice and map
2, Mailing list
3. Legal ad and affidavit of publication
¢, Commenis received, responses to comments, and telephone log

R

Pheselnument Sereices Alminsagnsm
BWT U el Thimsel Sied o F 9 il @& TFWRTE & AOVSE LHS-TRSMG Tops 'IEISD IRR.TAAD
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(LG F R

' PRELIMINARY
. =

RICE 7 101 INTERCHANGE

CITY OF OXWARD
RE-ALIGNMENT OF THE

ALY 3NH
i —
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Altachment &

Mailing List
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Mailing List bur Initiations or studies Letter for Rice/Highway 111 Fresw sy Interchangs Improvemants

Tony Velasques

Progect banager

Caltrans District 7, Project Managemont
120 Sauth Spring 5t

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Fekade 5 Mesfin

Semior Transpariation Englneer
Caltrans District 7, Locally Funded
Chrersighl

120 Sputh Spring 5t
Los Angeles, Erf o2

Paul Thakur

Transportation Engineer

Caltrans Distract 7, Locally Funded
Crwersight

120 Seuth Spring 5t

Los Angebes, Th 90012

Arsharl Rashedi

Senior Transporiation Engineer
Caltrams District ¥, OHfice of Local
Frograms

120 Seuth Spring 5t, Room 4194
Los Angeles, CA 90012

D.'lr:r' Maxwekl

Prmect Engiresr

Caltrans District 7, Office of Local
Frograms

120 South Spring 5t, Roam 41%A
Lo Angeles, CA 90012

Fab Reshandan
City r
City af rd Development Services

305 Wt Third 51
Dixnard, CA 93030

Hung Le
Ciail Enpineser
Cry of Crnard Engingering Services

305 Weet Third 5t
Cxnard, CA 93000

Cynthia Danieks

Amsociabe Planner

City of Ownard Transportation H-Hr"'lh‘!
WS Wesl Third 5t

Chenard, CA 93030

MNovember 15, 1999
Art Caouled
Pubhlic Warks Chrecter
County of Venlra
M 5 Victora Ave
Venlura, CA° 93009

Hutch Britk

Public Waorks Agency
County of Yenhera
B 5 Wictara Ave
Vendura, CA 93009

Grarville Bowman
Public Works Dureclar
Ciby of Oxnard

305 Yest Thind 5t
Dxmeard, A 93030

Ron Kosinski

Direcior

Caltrans District 7, Environmental Manning
120 South Spring 51

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dienna Helms

Interiem Meighborhood Services Manager
Eir}' of Chamard nghbﬂ-ﬂ'ﬂﬂd Sarvices
241 Wasl Second Street

Cramard, CA 93050

M.'-H'E\Fn' Lazamus

raject Manager

CHZM Hill

1 Hutton Centre Drive. Suife 200
Santa Ama, CA 52707

Le= Lisechi

Project Manager

Myra L. Frank & Associates
B11 West 7th Streel, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 50017

Trsha Mlunro
El Rio West Meighorhood Council

3731 |unenw Pl
Oxpard, ©A 93030

Larry Wright

Rase/Sanla Clara Businedsmens Assoc.
2967 Las Posas Rd., P.O. Box 254
Camarilio, CA 93011

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Mailirg List For [nitiations of studies Letir for Rice/Highway 101 Freeway Interchange brprovemenis

Dave Soura

Myeland Mutaal Water Ca.
154 5 Las Mosas Rd
Camarillo, CA 53010

The Homarable fahn Flynin

Eup:mmr

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
2900 Saviers R, Ind Floor

Crenard, ©A 93430

Mlike Barber

Slarmber

El Rie/Del Morte Munkcipal Advisory
Council

37N Orange D,

Cznard, CA 93000

Mike Flaharty

Member

El Rio/Del Morte Municipal Advisory
C il

393 Simon Wa

Onard, CA 93030

David Goamez

fdember

El Rio/Diel Morte Municipal Advisory
Counci]

4727 Strickland D

Cnard. A S303)

Don Hodiman

Yermiber

El Rin/Thel Morte Municipal Advisary
Council

284 Collins St

Chrpard, ©A 53030

Bob Johrsion

Sember

El Rio/Del Morle Municipal Advisory
Council

4763 Strickland Dr.

Cranard, CA 53030

szt:,m Belillier

Meminer

El Rio/Uel Morte Municipal Advisary
Council

T8l Corsicama D

Ownard, ©A 93030

MNovember 15, 1999
Victor Mose
Mlember
El Rio /Dl MNaorte Mum:lp:l Advisary
Counal
5163 M Koge Ave
Chonard, CA 53030

David Sauea

Member

El Rio/Del Morte Municipal Advisary
Counci

1574 Myeland Acres

Ownard, CA 93030

Flaeence oaung

Memiber

El Fin,Thel Morte Mundcipal Advisory
Crouncil

552 Walnut D,

Ownard, CA 23000

Mick Eckhart

Cmwner

Eckhart Traler Hitch & Welding
2001 Ventura Blvd

Cripard. CA 9303

i, Kam Kaniji

Texaca Mini Mars

3125 Santa Clara Avenue
Crpard, CA T30

Jem Kanji

Chaner

Texaca Mind Slars

3025 Samda Clara Avenue
Cromard, CA %3030

Larry Carter
2875 Venlura Blvd
Crepard, CA - 53030

Thad Sinor

Properly Chwner for Fiesta Motors
IETF Cedar Ridpe Ci1.

Chamard, CA %3030

Paul Chapman

Admimistratve Assistant

The Honorahle John Fl Supervisot,
Venturn County Board of Supervisors
P South Saviers Rd., 2nd Flaar
Chonard, CA %3030

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
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belaifing List for Indblatiors od studies Leisr far Rice /Highway 101 Fradwey Interchange Improvements

Fab Brartmian
Principal

Hraitman & Assockates
AITT Cheshire Sireet
Ventura, CA 92004

Dawe Haugen

Parmattond Development
19700 Fairchild Kd. Suite 290
Irvime, CA 92613

Eleanor Branthoover
Chairperson

Rio Linda Med rhand Counctl
2221 isabella Street

Cemard, CA 23030

Peter Erdos

Chakrman

1990 [MNCF Executive HBaard
3075 Iohnson Drive
Ventura, CA 53007

Mino Andrade
1300 Saraloga Ave Mo 1211
Ventura, CA 53003

Beb Morapgs
2208 Firestone CI
Cxnard, LA 93050

Elizat-sth Stamdeven

Agthur Valuation Group

31355 Dak Crest Drive,. 2nd Fl
Westlake Village, CA 91361

Bud Sandwall
PO, Box 4395
Chnard, CA  93031-6398

Eulalip Lope:z

Tace [nn

130 fmprrla] Sit.
Oxnard, CA 53030

Mervember 15, 17646
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Attachment 3

Legal Ad and Affidavit of Publication
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In the Superiot Court of the Stace of California

IS AND FOB THE SO TY 0F VESTLRA

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TYPE OF MOTICE

totice of Indiation of Shedies
(Riea'101 IMerchange Improvamian)
Thursday, November 11, 18984

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF VENTLRA

i Manuel . Mumoz

herehy certify that Veniura Couniy Yida
Sewspaper, B oa newspaper of general
virculntion within  the provision of e
fyoverpmment Code  al the Siale of
{ alifornia, printed and pul'rli:h-rd i e
Coeniy of Vendwrn, State of California;
thut | am the Direcior of sabd newspaper:
ilii the pnmexed clipping is o true prined
cinpay ol pulilisteed in sald pewspaper nn
e Fidlorwimig diles, 1o wal.

Meov. 11, 1638

I certify under penaliy of perjury thnt Uhe
fnrepning is true and eorrect, ol Oynard,
Comwiy ol Vendurn, State of

aliTormaa | i The

A1lh_ gay of _Movember

195 8 _
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OXMARD TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
305 WEST THIRD STREET, 3RD FLOOR
EAST WING, OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030
MOTICE OF INITIATION OF STUDIES
Rice Avenue/U.5. Highway 101
Interchange Improvement Project
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ihEl meiy B within tha project wioindy. We reguesl youf vaes on 'hHhe
poienaal e¥ecis of this prepesl on hope imEcurzas as well e would
wekome sy commenis B suggestons you mey hawe abd possible
ahEenatees 1o b shudied (o social or storemic eciars. We would bke I
recene your commeses iy Dacembar 3 1995, al the mokcrpia MR

Atipr gutician| enginperng, aroamenial B Jo0TeD0NGMIC dala
have bess devaloped hie ity wil bold a pobhc Baanng I Sscuse (ha
project studies Tips Fearmyg mill Ba wali publciced. and you will B2 nalk
lied inv aciymnca of tha Paarng fime and locesan i yei Rave made cismn-
mants durng Bk comment penad  Tou May alee ol Syntha Dlainsziz al
B0 3E5-THF 1 for morp mlommahor

T L e

T T

Cynirag Danaig 440P
A i 1khe Flamner

—
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Atfachment 4

Commeants Received
Responsas to Commeanis
Telephone Log
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Responses to Comment Letters Recelved in Hesponse
o ihe Initintion of Stodies Letter

CONMMENT LETTER 0.1
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Stale Clearinghouse (dated | 1/16:99)

Response to Comment No. 1A - Comment noted. This is an adminisizative letter
acknowledging receipt and distribution of the Initiation of Studies letler. No formal response is

requined

COMMENT LETTER NO. 2
County of Ventura Public Works Agency, Transparation Diepartment (dated [ 17119

Response to Comment No. 24 - Comment nated. The city will consalt and coordinate with the
Transportation Departmient as approprinte as the project proceeds through the planning and
desiin stages

COMMENT LETTER MNOL 3
Russell 5. Hawihome (dated 11/16/5%8)

Response to Comment Mo, 3A - Comment aoted, Design elements, similar fo those far the
Rose Avenue bridge, will be incorporated into project structures lo enhance their visual
apmerrance and 1o improve the attractiveness of the ansa.

Response to Comment Na. 31 - See the response letter from the City of Oxnard dated | 1F2395.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 4
County of Ventura, Planning Division (dated 11/29/%9)

Response o Comment No. 44 - Comemend noted

COMMENT LETTER Mik, 5

County of Ventura, Resource Management Agensy, Planing Division (memorandum dated
11/2295)

Response to Comment Mo, 5A - Comment noted.

Response to Comment Mo, 5B - The sections from the County General Plan referencing Counly
naise goals, policies, and programs has been forwarded 1o the Cily's environmental consultant
for their use and consideration in preparing the Noise Study for the proposed projecl.

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project m
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CONMMENT LETTER NO. &
County of Venlure, Public Werks Agency, Transporation Depariment {memorandum dated

[ 112059

Response o Comment No, A - Comment noted. The city will coorilinate and consult with the
County of Yentura Public Warks Agency regarding the proposed improvemenis al appropriaie
points during the planning and design stages of the project

Respanse to Comment No, 6B - Comment noted. 1 should also be noted that State CEQA and
federal NEPA environmental regulations require that the environmental planning process provide
an epportunity for the public to provide their comments on the propased praject and the project’s
environmental effects, Public comments received during the planning process, including those
from the Nyveland Acres community, will be considered and responded to b accordance with
state and lederal enviranmental regulations.

Response ta Comment No, §C - As noted in the comment, improvements (o Santa Clara
Avenue will comply with County Road Standard details,

Response 1o Comment No. 60 - Comment foted

Response to Comment Mo, 6E - Commenl nated.

COMMENT LETTER NOL T
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (dated 1 1/23/59)

Response to Comment No. TA - The County's Giridelines for the Preparation af Air Qrualin
fmpacr Anafvees has been forwarded o the City's environmental cansultant for their wse and
consideration in preparing the Air Quality Study for the proposed project. The Air Cruality Stdy
will identify all feashle mensires o mitlgate any significant air quality smpacts of the proposed
projeiL.

COMMENT LETTER NO. B
Rio School Dasirict {dated 11/29%%4%

Response ta Comment No. 8A - Project plans include the instaflation of a traific signal af the
praposed new infersection of Ventura Boulevard and Santa Clamn Avenue

Response to Comment No. 8B - Water Quality and Floodplain studies will be prepared 1o
evoluale the preposed project”s fmpacts on waler quality and hydrological conditions m the ares,
Based an the results of those studies, appropriale measures will be identified to mingate any
polentially significam project impacts. should be poted, howewer, that it i not a requitement
afthe project Lo mitigate precxisting environmental conditisns or hazarids in the area

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project m



Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

Response io Commeni Mo, BC - Technical studies wall be prepared in support of the
environmental document for the proposed project that will oddness the project’s Gocioecanamg
nnd school impects. These studies will identify the residentinl tmits dasplnced by the proposed
propeot, evaluate the availability of suitsble replacement housing in the area, ond identify siace
i federal relocation benefits and procedures. The Cirw/Seate will assist disploced tenants in
Mnding suilable replacement bousng. However, the ity s ot required under state or federl
laww b0 constmict replocement housing, L s mal knosen st this iime where dispdaced tenants wall
choose 10 relocale,

COMMENT LETTER M0, %
Petition - Peopie of Myeland Acres

Response to Conment Mo, 94 - Netther the City of Gxnord nor Calizans hove seen any
documentation of an agreement betaeen the people of Myeland Acres and the Clty of Oxnard umd
Caltrans, Addifsonally, the 1993 presentabion by Calirans did not constitse 8 formal reemeni
on 1he |1r|:l'|:r|':f.|- altermntive for the Biee Avenue/l]S, 10] Interchange Project. Many aliematives
hve been discussed nne analyesd ithrmoughowt the history of this Fﬂ!lil.'l;l;. Aller coreful mesearch
and analysis, the preferred aliemative identified in the Initintion of Stikbes better was determined
to be the most viabbe allemadive
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{ ETATE OF CALIFOR %IA [ i MO
Governor's Office of Planning and Research W
State Clearinghouse a'.-..."-f
Gray Daves ITHEET A DORELE 1emp TEXTH ITRLET OO 221 SaCRAMENTO, CALIPORNIL guins Laretta Lynch
FOMERSOR WRiLiG R DBRER: PO, BN Jndd SRCHNARESTO, CL pla-ped papeTo
Fhfrdatpial FO gif-rT- i e opr pes e an ngsagne hmmnl
ACEKENOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT
DATE: iovember 16, 1999 = 2
E [ { e |
T0 Cvathia Danjels Y e o
Federal Highway Administration L L
City af Oxrard - ;B
A5 W 2rd Sireet =] = =
Crenard, CA 93030 =k ey
s -2 —
RE; LI.5. Highway |01/ Rice Avenue Freeway [nterchange Improvements T b
SCH&: 88111457 = i
Thaz 15 13 a:.':-:ru:l'.-.'|=|:|g: tha the Stare I:|E.Lr|:15|'.|n1.|.-:-: hag recerved Youar environmental daocument
for state revizwe. The review penod assigned by the State Cleamnghouss is:
Review Start Dhaie Sovember 5, 1995
Review End Daie December &, 1959
We have distributed vour docurment 1o the following agencies and deparments
California Highway Pacrol
Caltrans, Distrser 7
Drepariment ol Censervation
1A

Departmen: of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Becreation

Mative American Hentage Commission

Office of Historte Preservation

Regiona] Water Cualiny Contral Board, Region 4
Resouress Apsney

State Lands Commisskon

The State Clearinghouss will provide a closing lenter with any stats agency comments 10 your
atiention an the date {fallowing the clos= of the review pz.-ibd..

Thank wou for your participation b the State Clearinghowe feview process.
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PUBLIC WORKS

¥ county of ventur'a

nGENL‘nW

Director
Arikur E, Gaulen

Nepeaigniing Ex-offitia
sumnay § ey Mok [y Do
R 1 Ty kol s 2 The L]
iy 0 IR 1T
Lpiey o By [Err iy e oy LY
From | g ST e W e B
SEn T L o Tl Teoin
LI PR T e B E o N

Mavember 11, 1999

Cymthia Damels, Asspriate Planner
Transportation Planning Program
CITY OF OXINARD

303 Wes Thard Sereet

Oxnard, CA §3050

SUBJECT: INITIATION OF STUDIES

4 =T
=]
Thpdn D R
e W Lne
- B bt g f e
= ided L Craminy
o Bpparon L irgraeer g
My baris
o By Mpig e
Pupl® BuHin
Eovial Teve i

Algn fhpdasi
Pl i

RICE AVENUEUS 101 INTERCHANGE PROJECT

Dear s Daniels

Thank yois for your lener dated October 25, 1999, The Transportation Department would
appreciate being kept involved in the progect during vanous slages of ohizining final desten 2A
approval fram Caltrans and preparing the necessary documents to award the consinscEtion

EOaratt

Wery truly vours,

I':h:] ;"_er

BMamr Lulm.. | 3
Principal Engineer
Transporation Deparment

HLET @

c Arthur E Coulst
Wmi. Butch Bt

@ B0 Sasuih Vicioew Mwenys - Ve, A 9009, 1400 - BOS ARS8 201 E - Fae: BOEE54-305] -

et

hﬁ¥,

40
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4 COMMENMNT LETTER NOD. 3

Russell 5. Hawthorne 2l
733 Dunkirk Drive SR E S | E -
Oxnard, CA 93035 : 2

BiF5-985-T0&1
November |6, 1999

Mz, Cymthia Daniels
Transportation Planning Program
305 W, Third Street

Cxnard CA 93030

Dear Mz Danjels

In regard to the article in the Oxnard Star dated November 6, 1999 about the
Rice Avenue and Highwav 101 interchange project, T am 100% for this
praject The Rice Avenue bnidge most certainly needs to be rebuilt to meet
the needs of pur transportation problem o that area. [ hope 1t turns out to be
the same as the Rose Avenus project. That was one beautiful job!

3A

One of my other concerns in that area is the freeway frontage between the
L}el Norte and Rice off-ramps on the north side of the freeway. You can
drive from downtown Los Angeles to past Santa Barbara and never see an
area as blighted as that one. Oxnard has enough of a bad image without 3B
adding to it! We don't want the tourists to pass us by, but to stay and enjoy
the good things this city has to offer. The first impression is a lasting one!

[ hope that while this project is under way consideration 1s given to
improving that area, such as landscaping and/or block walls

sincerely,

o I S e ——

Ruzs Hawthome
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City of

Movember 23, 1599

iir. Russell 5 Hawthorne :
733 Dunkirk Drive
whrnard, CA 93035

SUBJECT: Freeway Frontage Between Del Norte Boulevard And Rice Avenue

M:. Hawthorne, thank you for sending a letter about the Rice/101 interchange
and the appearance of the frontage along the freeway. The City received a grant for
5350,000, which the City will match with $150,000 to improve the landscaping along
the freeway on the north side between Del Norte Boulevard and Rice Avenue. The
project is scheduled to be funded and constructed in the Bseal vear 2000-2001. We
took forward to improving the general appearance of Chenard at this major City
entryway. Feel free to call me at (805) 385-7871 if you have any questions. Thank

vou for vour interest

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROGRAM

gt i . -
<yt Strsl

SCYNTHIA DANTELS, AICP
 ASSOCIATE PLANNER

T

Devnlaprment Setnces Administration
105 emyl Third Sireer o Cwngnd, CA4 33000 = (8050 185-7H06 Fas (B35 105.T83]
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Planning Division

countg of ventura Ko 4. Same

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Movember 29, 1589

C. Darie's Plamnner
Coenard, C&

=
Faxs Jo5emmes T35
Subject 101 FreewayRice Avanue Improvemant — |5

Thank you for the apparuniy to review and comment on the subject document.

Attached are ihe comments that wa have recesved resulting fram infra-county review of

the subjec! documen!

Yiaur prenssed responses to ihese commants should be sent directly to the

cammantalar. with a copy 1o Joseph Eisenhus, Veriura Caunty Planning Division aa
L#1740 BOO 5 Victoria Averue, Ventura, CA 93008

I vau have any guestions regarding any of the commen!s, please contact the
appropriate respondenl.  Overall guestions may be directed lo Jeseph Eisenhud &t

[B05) B54-2454

Slrcere'_:.-'
.._."' _.-—-—-___
|I |:_,._.'\-| ! I_. 1

Kelih Turnar
Cawnty Planning Directar

LA ]
Aflachmenl

County RMA Reference Number 88-120

B00 Sauth Vietaria A-enue, L #1740, Ventute, CA 93009  (BOS) B54-2481 FAX [BOS| 554-2508 rfl

@ Peetred o Bprpred PaaE et

L1
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. COMMENT LETTER NOD. 5

COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM

DATE: MNovember 22, 1995
TO: Joseph Eisganhut Coordinakor
Ouazide Envirenmental Documernd Reveew
&L
FROM: Bruce Smuth, Manager

General Plan Secton

SUBJECT: Imifiation af Stwdies for Rice Avenuer/U S Highway 101
RMA Raference Mo 99-120

We have reviewsg the above-referenced subjec! and have the Bllcwing commants

The improvements praposed include the (1) reconsiruction of the Rice AvenuaHghway
10t mnterchange and the (2) extension of Ventura Boulevard to inbersect with Santa
Ciara Avenue north of Auto Center Driva. The interchange imgrovemant as proposad n
[Ma map accompanying the project descriplon ('mag’) i5 localed wialhan the boundaries
af the Cidy of Cwpard. The extension of Ventura Boulevard, however, s proposed far
location within the unincorporated area of the County of Ventura

The exianzsion of Vaniura Boulevard as shown in ine map 6 subyeci o the goals,
palicies and programs of the Counly General Plan, Poiicy 2,16 2-1[4] [see attached]
requires thal noise generators proposed near any noise sensilive use iIncorporate noise
control measures to meat designated noise standards. A noise sensitive use, a mobile
home park, is Iocated edjacent io the propesed extension of Ventura Boulevard
Ventura Boulevard is not igentified as being wilhin the 2010 Regional Road Netwark

and, therafors, is not axempl from this policy

If you have guestions congarning ihws subjact, please contact Kally Scoies at axt, 5042

Altachment

5A

SB
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Moise can #tio kave adverse efecs en matanals and Sructghes, pavlicuiany &4 a resoll of somc booms
and relaled pirersf faises. These airoraf generated noizes cam ewdte Duildings 16 wibrate snd can Beas

wandoes gnd crack plagtar

Vohile any pumber af individudl medguses have Dadn pregasded. miligalan massures far identillatle
nalse probiems (a0 into (hees clegones

a Feduction of the roize 31 25 Lource.
a Modification of the paln of the Aeie
e Redusticn af noise al Ik recdnver willh vanows types af insulalicn

Haise i3 direCily assocaled wiln human activily, ang i primanly & haqclion of iraffc, machnery and
aimporis. On a generalized haid, molor veficies. a3 & group, ane ihe most pervasive conlnbuios o
WRAR neise, while sircmaf, mdroads and certam high irfansity dusinial moise generaionrs may preducs
ifé mel sggravated communily annoyanca readlions. Due 1o wide disinbhulion and the jypes of
ﬂ‘lu'll'.'ﬂl-l'lllr:f used, Indusikal sources ane 1he sezond QraatRsl npise QEAETAGT, AFDOILE §ne I'Eﬂ-ll"ﬂld as ke
third greafes noie genersior. Diner significeni noise Seurses are powsred gardening equipmeni,

amplifind music, powes 1oals and 2ir candilicnes.

Lang uses cansidehed noise feasihive uaes incude redectial, educatsona!, and health faclilies.
resegsch inslitbulsors, cermn recreafioral, and emedainment facilllies {Iypcally, indear Mealers and
parks for pRAShvE 3oivdies) and chwches Lies conzidersd less senshive 1o noise clude commarcial
and indusirial Fagililies and cerain noise-generating recreational fadiilies such as playgreunds ard

YT A i,
The goal, poficies ang programs tha! soply 10 nomse & 35 Tollows

1161 Goal

To pritect the heaith salely ang genesal welfare ef Coumdy ressderis by ehminal=an or avodance
of adverse nelse imasdts an exisling and future nose sensitive uses.

1.16.2 Policias

1, All dizcrefionary development shail be reviewsd for noise compatdility wilk
sumonindireg uees. Medss campal®aly ghall be delsmrenpd frem @ corspane sel of
crileria baged an the mardars Exted below. An acouslical analysis by -a qualified
acoustical argineer shall e mgured of discretionary devele pmends involving node
EXposure or moise gepsrdlicn in excess of the established slandarda, Tha anskysls shail
prowvide documentalion of exisling and projecied noise levels at on-sile and off-248
receplors, @nd shall recommang noese controf measures far miligating adverse iMpacts.

{1) Hoige srnaitive uses propased to be locsied neas highweys, Inick mutes
hegwy industisl activilies Snd oiver relslively sonlnueous Aee Sources shal
incerparale Ao conlrml measures 52 1Rt

a indoor nome levels in Rabitabie reoms do not excesd CHEL 458

b Oufdoar noise |&vels 4o net sxdeed THEL B0 o Lo1H af B5 d8{&)
during any howr.

{3 Maiie peREitive URes proposed b be located near railroacs shall incamporale
nase comirol meaasures 50 ihat!

A Gudeines (1)a ard (1jh. abowe are adhered to
] Cautdoor moise fevels 0o néd fateed L. of B0 dB{a)
-

e R ]
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3 Hdise pensilive uses propased fo e located Aede AiRIGRE

Shall be prohibited if they are in & CMEL £2 or grealer, nolse Sonlour,

o
b Shaf be pernmed in the CHEL &0 & CHEL BE paise contpur area andy |f
means will B Eaken 1o shsure nlease poise bevels of CHEL 45 or less
id) Mgise genersiem, proposed (5 be localed near any nakse sensilive wie, Shadl

incomperaie noide oalrol meddehes 50 thal gubdnot nolis kayveld fecatved by the
noies sensiiive meepior, measured at ihe exsder wall of the Suilding. does nal

sr=nad any of 1ke followang Fandads

§ Lo 1H of 8584B{A) or ambeen] no=te vel plus AABLA], wieChever
greater, during any hour from E:00 a.m. 1o 700 pum,

b L. TH of S0aB(A) or ambienl Aoise evel alus JGB(A), whichever i3
gfeater, during any howr {ram 7.0 p.m, to 10:00 p.m,

e L 1H ol 45a8(A} or ambierd noise level plus SdB{A), whichever s
grealer, during afy Raur fom 10:60 g, io 800 a.m

& pmtian 316 204) is mol apolicable 1o incheated AT noise alorg any of he
roads igertifed wilnin the 2016 Regional Roadeay Metsork (Figure 4 2.7} Public
Faciiies Apperdo of the Wenlurs County Genesy Plan [see 2.96.2-1(1). In
addtian Siatp anc Federal highways, all milroac ling gpesations, arcraf
firght anc pubhc ulihly facisties are noee geASEIE Havirg Federsd and Slale
requidtians that presmol fncal regulahians

Desoreiionaty devaiopmes! ahees waud B impaciec by pOiSe OF pENEMAIE prajed relgied
noise which canmol be reduces 10 meel the gardards pregcnbed Poligy 2,16.2-1_
ghal pe prhibdied, Thiz palisy does not apaly bo roise gEnemEied dishng (he consiretEan
phase of a preject i & s men! of oveftiding corsicersions 1= afophed by the
decizion-making body it 2anjunclion wilh the cerifization of & final Enviranmenlal

impact Repan.
The pramins for noise camirol sRall bE 33 follows

[} Hedustar of roiis emessions 38 [Re source

[ Aflenpalion af sound irensmisissn along (L8 aalh, CLeg Bamers, landhanms

modificalien, dense alaptings, ard the Tike,

3} Fejeclion of noe al g MSEEIoN RO W3 noas conired Bufiding confruchion,
haanng pralecion of olfker means

2161 Programs

[F- NN

1.

The Camard and Camanile Alrport Masier Fians recammend the preparatan ol naise
shgisment plans, The formabon af ipeal noise abaiement ComMmMMBES wilh inpet from
el clizens and digtibulion of 3 penadic newsietier documanting neiae abalsmeni
policies |9 axcrafl operaios and alnes interasied parties. The airpo plans ates
recammend pehadic samaling measurements and updating of ihe CMEL noige model
pargmelers gnd dissuasion & gfMemalive aoprogchies fof kpise abatemen,

mands publicaen of 3 mag ol seoammended neEe

b addaznn, (e Dxnard plar recom
rg pemcediares. far giEifbatian 12 ama aipars and

abalamanl igsi iracks 58 operali
alfes intErested paries
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PUBLIC WORES AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Tralfic snd Flaaping & A dminigtraticn

MEMORANDUM

Navember |1, 1959

T+ Rapoures Yanapemenl AESNCy, Plansang Drviauos
Atterion Jaseph Engerhut
FROM: sazr Lalue, Principal Eagineer < L

S{fBJECT: Blevimw af Dloctimens 95120
bnisstion af Snidies for Fucs A verusl L
Applicant: Crv of OXNARD
Lead Azspey:  Caty of OXNARD

' ik . f he o] H_“:!
el has peviewd the Iogbatics of S pediag Inf e mecongtrocing @

ortaban D
Imr:rrur::r:;w:wulnﬂ mﬁcha:lgt The proposed project would invoive the conszrustion of 8 pevw loop ramp
W

g the norlveest and sousthwest guadrasms
e gsl quadries of the micehinge, kod diamand remps (s e ah
%:E r";:‘:::mqmtmkr: gxbepdzng Ventara Boulavard (o oy with Senis Clars Avenus I:.J?f"ﬁ ::]-:-Eu::
|:=ﬂ"I:' D—;-t in the horheas: quadrant, wnd baildng 8 mai-ds-Rc oo Venigts Banlevard |m the n
gisidrant. ‘We offer tae fallowing comm=t

£ - ser the murvicw of the Transpofialion
; W ; { the araposed proysct for DRoE ATCA) E90CT i
o '_':-;:ﬁ::l“ gt I:I.l:"l-l-lj;m aelverse tralffie or ranaporiaban mpact mcnpn::ld ﬁm
! ¥ R : = I'\. ] i + =r=:
this projest, However, we &1 ymeredred in the proposed shpmment sliomatives o8
Tpaleved and s prapossd Enprovomest on Sancs Clari Avenue
F) The fimal alipnment of Vesmra Boaleves shoald soive to ssseatialy secommmodale the
- L - N = = ¥
beyvciand Screg cEiMULEY erads anid regquesiy
3 The Sants Clara Avenue design / ampravement saadl be m wccoedance with the Cownty Rosd
o k i Tl b
Granderd doasily et were previiesly pravided o the Tty of Cronan.

the Cioumty”s Regioos] Road Samramek W will nol

L U, 3ok e peher Pran slabe pur suppart of ins projec

ke amv ssddinional coomment sk Ui point

51 Ohar gevizss of tkep projees i [imiced to the smpas \E project paey bave an the County’s

Regions! Foad Nenworl
Bloase call me 8t 654-10R0 of vou have questinnd

£ Buich Grusks

I

RELEHRE W
(&

- L

il COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

L5, Highwey [0] [zezrchange Improvemest Project

6A

6B

6c

6D
GE
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VENTURA COUNTY

AlIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

tdemprandum

TO: Jeseph Eis=nbur, Planning DATE: Novemberid, 1999

FRDM: Molly Pearson T

SUBJECT: Inmitaton of Snedies for Fics Avesue U5 highway 0] [ot=rchange
improvemedl Project [Re farenice Ma, 98- 1200

Ventura County Air Pallusion Centrol District (APCD) staff has reviewed the patice of
Initiation of Snadies for the subject project. The propesed project would provide a new
leop ramp in the northeas! quadrant of the igterchange, and diamond ramps in the
porthwest and sogthern quadrants. The Cily propases to extend Veoturs B gulevard to
{ntersact with Santa Clarn Avenue aorth of Auto Cepter Drive in the northeast quadrant,
and huild a cul de sac on Veanma Bodlevard in the northwest guadrant. The City wall
alsn sequire right of way for this projest, The project s propossd by the Ciry of Oxnard,
in coopesation with the California Deparment of Transporuation (Calzans Distmet 7, Los
Angsles), and the Fedessl Hiphway Admuusraton

The [nitlal Study for the subject project thald be pezparad in accotiante willy Wemnttirk
Caunty's Chuidelines for the Preporation of Air Quality Impoer Analyses. Specifically,
the air qualiry asscsement should consider reactive organic compound and piTOLER axide
emissions Fom all project-related motar vehicles and conszuction equipment. In TA
sfdition. the afr qualisy aesesyment should consider potential impects from Rigitive cust.
ineluding PMn, that will be generated by construction activities. The projec shoule
incarparate measures 1o reduce the amount of fugitve dust penerated by project
artivities A "Mopdel Fugitive Dust Miligation Plao” is attsched for reference purposes.

If you kave any questians, please call me a1 643-1£25,

misigannguegp B30 ol ieiSad gl T3 et E g TR — Safl e
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Mode! Fisgiti et Afieiearion Blan
. The arca disurbed by clearing, prading, eanth moving, of exzivation speratians shall
be minimized 1o prevent edesssive amounts af dise

2. Pre-prading/excavausn activites shall includs waisming e arza to be graded af
excavated bafare commencermen of grading ar sxcivation operations. Application of
water (praferably reclaimed, if availabie) should penetrate 1o the depth of the
proposed curs

1. Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavation, ané construction activines shall
be congolled 5y the following actviues:

a) Al trucks exporting fill from the site shall use farpauling 10 cover the load in
compliance with Soae Viehicle Code §23114, Material taasported in tucks off-
site shall comply with Stats Wehicle Code §23114, with special aneation fo
Sections 271 1400 2)(F), (e)(2), and {e}{4) a3 emended. Material ransperted on-
site shall be suffictently watersd or secored to prevent figitive dust emisstons,

bl Al prades and excavared material, exposed soil areas. and active pinioas of the
canstrustisn site, ncludiog unpaved an-site roadways, shall be Teat=d to prevent
fugitive dust  Treasment shall include, but not necessarily be limlted 1o, periodic
watering. application ef snvirormentally-safe sof! sabilization matenials, andior
toll-compactian s appropiiee. Watering shall be done a5 ofien 28 necessary
and reciaimed water shall be used whenever possipls

£} Oraded =ndior excavatsd nactve weas of the cocatuetion ite shall be
monitarss (indical= by whom)] @t least weekly for dust stabilization.  Seil
s1abilizarion methods, such as water and roll comparzon, and emaroomentally-
safe dust conmol materials, shall be pericdically applied to portions of the
consmuction site that are inactive for aver four days. [f pe further grading of
extavation operations &re planned for the ares, the ar=a should be seeded and
watered  umtil prass growth i evident, or pedodically freatzd with
enironmentally-safs dust suppressanis, to provent excessive fugitive dust

4, Signs shall be potted on-sit= limiting waffic 10 15 miles pes bowr or |55

5, During periods of high winds (Le., wind speed sufficient 1o cause fupive dusi o
impace adjacent properties), all chearing, grading, eank meving, and excavanon
operations thall be curtailed 10 the degres neceisary 1o prevent fugitve dust creased
by on-site activities and operasicns from being 2 nuisance or hazard. =ither aff-ile of
en-site. The site superintendent/supervisar shall use hiser disesetion in canjunclion
with the APCD i detsrmining when winds ane eXceing

6. Adjacent siresss and roads zhall be sw=pt a1 leass once per day, prefenably a1 the end
of the day. if visikle soi] material {1 2arried over fo adiacen! sTeess and roads,

7. Employess involved in grading operations should ks sdvised to wear facemasks
during dry penods to reduse dust inhalaton

ToTAL P08
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110 SCHOOL

Y IUETRLCT

S COMTEED ST, DEMARD. CALIF BI030

_EEHGHE BEl-AEE-50 1§ FL ey

v g gad-8811 ek {4
Movember 26, 1999

pd of Bduicuiion : :
- Vis Fax (305) FE5-TH3N

=il almanre Y =T

iel .

pe et
an dxala City af Doenard

wiieda Transportaisan Flanning
anp b4, Rames 305 Wiest Thard Sirest
evinisnden Oeoard, ©A 33030

g o4 BemtED

Artentior: Ms. Cyvathis Daniels, AICP

Associate Planner
Subject: Proposed Interchange Improvermgnt Project for Rice AvenueHighway 101
EIR Comments
Dear Ms, Daniels

In reviewing the praposed project. the Rie Sechool Dimpct provides the
following comments:

1. With the reconfiguration of Ventura Boulevard, n i requesied that a |

traffic signal be provided so traffic, especially school bus raffic. can | 8A
safely exit the Nveland Acre community onto Santa Clara Avenue, (See

Exhibit - A. ltem 1. I

With the improvements of the overpass and interchange, additional storm
surface water will be generated and fooding will occur io the area. In
particatar, Rio Vista School will be adversely impacted. It i reguesied 8B
that o storm drain svstem be extended to mitigate the flooding at the
school. This extension should be finded by the project, (See Exhibit -
A, ltem 1.}

1 The proposed on and off ramps on the postheas gquadrant af the
interchange will couss the removal of various dwelling unizs in the irailer
park. This trailer pask provides affordable housing for many of our
Disirics families, Their relocation will probably cause them to relocat: 8C
autside of our District. The impact to the District is the probabie loss of
17 sudents. which results in a net loss of 566,300/vear In the general
fund and additional funds from various special programs (ie.. migrarl,
Title |, mic.) How wdll the District manage this financial loss? 15 1the
Citv going o provide replacement housing for these residents™ 1F so,
where 15 this new housing going 1o be loeated”

4

vy mem——E T ST TR e L Rl b
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November 29, 1959

Clry of Oxnard

M. Cynthia Daniels, AICP
Page 2 of2

It is our desire that the aforementioned be addressed in your srsdy,

Should you have any questions, pleass feel fee Lo contact me pf (B05) 483-3111
extenasion 113

Very traly frours,

dor Sodoy, AL
Deector of School Facilities and Classifed Services

Amacheen:  Exhiba - A

cel Al Duadl - President, City of Onmard Planning Commission
Croverning Board - Rie School Dristrict
Yolands Aeniter, Superintendent - Rio School Distnct
[, Barbars Yharra Prineipal - Ric Real School
John Flvan, Supervisor Sth District - County of Ventura
Florence Young, El Rio MAC

T iy Sl PRI AL S O e = B e e T O e TP
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 9

PETITION -

CANT™ ot F1i2aAa

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TOREPLACE THE _

OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY.

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1993 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT. 9A
WE THE UNDERSIGMED DEMAND THAT THE CITY QF DXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED LUPON N 1982 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS,
MNAME ADODRESS
| Lawfew sl [aame AR Vovrae Gid Ox 430490
~Feena £ Ok 8D 468 ~4737)
e S T 'ﬂ.'.F:_l A= W EaTuEA T‘I,.-'“j Ux Sico
5 lawmug | Cagy SEOS. Wy risa e Qancsd 53030

1"'-‘:?3" S

4T use\y Carpe

23 Y Vs (St
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S r-ouyz
S GH [, (e ﬁ;‘/p 2 Yfzesy

S LA (o idte &b
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
CVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. »

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1993 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS FRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY CF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON IN 1953 BETWEEN THE

PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.

NAME ADDRESS
S SHiple Fand 2007 £ penten Bl
— e gos  S-Enia—
C Laswtan 2587 Upda-= gl
Q& lba G2 LTI
vy O3 5 Pac ity O 1887 Jaahm 8
A wa.re— qb8 - 4840
Thyrte Chacsne 251 Motz Bl
o il 2 214
W ps et D dgal vewroen i
.f"L{In e -j_u [1-‘-. I'.ul'n WET-HAT L
Y. SAT Po e 317 VEaNTuER ALvp
@EI_*‘—;_F Eery 4is —L {7 |
Lie Troir Subtute'f iyl st B T gt el
A el Gl Lo ,lr' {3 ¥y S - S lesT
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. .

CAL TRAMS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1893 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES, NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON IN 1933 BETWEEN THE

PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.

MAME ADDRESS
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLAGE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. E

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1983 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCE PTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF DOXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON N 1333 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY,

NS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1893 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
g:.l'-l':!:ﬁfl.‘l"-"EFtP#E 5. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TC HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON [N 1533 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE

OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. 5

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1983 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF CXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON N 1593 BEETWEEN THE

PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.

NAME ADDRESS
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PETITION

a
THE EITY OF DEMARD AMD CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE OVERPA3ZS
AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND 101 FREEWAY, i

PLACEMENT OF THE
CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION BN 1933 ABOUT THE RE
OVERPASS, THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS UNACCEPTABLE. THE

SECOND PROPOSAL AS ACCEFTED BY THE PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACAES. NOW THE
CITY DOES NOT WANT TO HONDR THAT AGREEMEMT.

(s
WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF DXMARD HONOE THE SECD
PROPOEAL A% WAS AGREED UPON IN 1883 BETWEEN THE PEOPLE OF NYELAND

ACRES AMD CAL TRANS,

ADDRESS

HAME
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City of

orve Log of Calls Regarding Rice/101 That May Be Related to the Initiation of
Studies Letter

TDate Caller, Phone Mumber, Topic or lssues or Inquiry and Response or
Follow Up
11,/15/9% Russ Hawthorne, (A05) SEE-7041

Indicated the Rice/101 project & good idea. he is sending a letter. He
asked about the appearance from the freeway of the area between Dl
Merie interchange and Rice Interchange. Tald him City has received
a grant for landscaping along nerth side of freeway between Del
Morte and Rice

11-1099 Larrv Carter, (B05) DE-1448
Asked if the alignment was similar to previous Caltrans alignment
presented to Nyeland Acres nelghborhood in the past. Told him it
was similar. He inquired about the alignment of Ventura
Boulevard, asked when the project would start. 1 told him right of

g way would start acquisition in 2001, construction would start in 2002,

i1/16,/09 Kelly Scoll, County of Ventura Manning Department, (B0%) 6o4-5042
Asked whv the County was not an applicant on thiz project. and
would the Ventura Blvd. Be annexed to the Citv? 1 said the County
was not paving for the freeway interchange since it wasn't in the
county, and the new road alignment would not be annexed o the
eity. She asked if we had talked to the County about the
realignment | said we had met several bmes with Art Goulet,
Butch Britt, Bok Brownie, and recently with Mazir Lalani in addition
to several meetings with the El Rio Municipal Advisory Council,
and Supervizar John Flynn in the neighborhood

11/15/% Laure Lopez, Cxnard
Inquired aboui the interchange's affect on the Taco Inn. | said the
business would be relocated and the owners paid according to law
She asked that her mother be included on the mailing list for future
information. Her mother reads Spanish onlyv: she can translate for
her motiver. T explained briefly the federal relocation law

requirements.
Date not Bud Sandwall 483-3254, 656-6004
noted He inquired about the Bud & Ken Lumber site. and County Squire

Mobile Home Fark, He owne both  Provided him with map,
explained the lavout of the interchange, and added him to mailing
[T1H

“Date not Ginger Rodgriquez 854-5150

noted Inquirad aboul the Incation of 2 potential business in relation to the
interchange. Provided her with & map and suggested she fax it to the
property owner (o identify the business site on the interchange map

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project m
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Contact Log for Rice/101 Indtiation of Studies Letter

E,
Dale not Earen, Caltfornia State Clearinghouse, (918} 445-0613
noted Requested the City complete the transmittal form and fax it to the
State Clearinghouse for the initiation of studies letter. Faxed the
form.
Cictoher IE, Dino Andrade, (BI5) 650-6938
199% Meet with him and his neighbor, Bob Moraga, who own residential
B30 a.m property north of and within the path of the realigned Ventura
Blvd., respectively. Provided them with maps of interchange,
explained the environmental process and next opportunities for
public comment. Added both to the mailing list
“Oictober 20, Dave Haugen, Panattoni Development.  Met with him to show the
1999 interchange layoul He's a real estate developer interested in
11:00 a-m developing the vacant lot in the northwest quadrant, east of the

mobile home park. Discussed the soundwall. visibility of the site
feom the freeway. Gave him a map of the interchange, added him to

the mailing list

hu,';f £f7 ::":;fb L

‘L,:i?f riel é_--""

Cynthia Daniels, AICT
‘Associate Planner

City of Oxnard

Traraportation Planning Division
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APPENDIX A - INITIATION OF STUDIES LETTER AND RESPONSES
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October 25, 1999
Drear Members of the Public and Interested Public Agencies,

SUBJECT: Initiation of Studies for Rice Avenue/LLS, Highway 101 Interchange
Improvemenl Project

The City of Chonard, in cooperation with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans District ¥, Los Angeles), and the Federal Highway
Administration, is formally initiating studies for the reconstructon of the Rice
Avenue/Highway 101 interchange. The proposed project would provide a now loop
ramp in the northeast quadrant of the interchange, and diamond ramps in the northwest
and southern quadrants, The City proposes to extend Ventura Boulevard to intersect
with Sants Clara Avenue north of Auto Center Dirave in the northeast quadrant, and
build a cul de sac on Ventura Boulevard in the northwest quadrant. The City will also
acquire right of way for this project. The enclosed map shows the general location of the
proposed project

The purpose of the project is to improve safety and to increase capacity o alleviate
exisling congestion and accommodate projected future traffic

The appropriate local governing bodies and agencies are also being notified at this
tme During the course of these studies, the City plans to wark closely with these
agencies and their stafl to exchange ideas, and to assure that the City considers all
pertinent factors. Pleéase provide any Information on sensitive environmental, cultural,
and historic resources that may be within the project vicinity. We request vour views on
the potential effects of this proposal on those resources as well, We would welcome any
comments of Suggestons you may have about possible alternatives to be studied or social
oreconomic factors. We would like to receive your comments by Movember 30, 1999, at
the address below

After sufficient engineering, environmental, and sociceconomic data have been
develaped, the City will hold a public hearing to discuss the project studies. This hearing
will be well publicized, and you will be notified in advance of the hearing time and
location. We would be pleased to answer any questions you may have on this project
Feel free to call me al (BOS) 385-7ET1

TRANMGPORTATION PLANMNING PROGEAM
0 .l r

o 4
LA S e

CYNTHIA DANIELS, AICT
ASSOCIATE PLANMER

Enclosure: Map of Project and Surrounding Area

e
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Ciiy ef

March 13, 2000

Sgoping Report lor Rica Avenue and U.S, Highway 101 Freeway Interchange
Improvameanis

Motlce and Ad On October 25, 1999, the City of Oxnard distributed a notice and map
to interested agencies and parties, requesting comments by November 30, 1999 (see

Attachment 1). The list of parties sent the notice and map are located in Attachment
2 The City placed an ad In the legal section of the local newspaper and extended the

i

deadline for eamments to December 3, 1999 {se8 Attachment 3}

Comments Received The City received the comments identified in Attachment 4
during the comment period closing on December 3, 1999. The City also maintained
a record of telephone inguiries and comments placed to the Transportation
FManning Division during the comment period. This telephone log is located in
Attachment 4

GIments
Responses to the comments have been prepared by the City's consultant, Myra L.
Frank & Associates, The responses are provided in Attachment 4

'J‘{E;"?:E"i:{ = .-_'f;'
)J.tf!mth.i. Daniels, AICF
Areociate Planner

Attachments 1, Motice and map
2, Mailing list
3. Legal ad and affidavit of publication
¢, Commenis received, responses to comments, and telephone log

R

Pheselnument Sereices Alminsagnsm
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' PRELIMINARY
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RICE 7 101 INTERCHANGE

CITY OF OXWARD
RE-ALIGNMENT OF THE

ALY 3NH
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Altachment &

Mailing List
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Mailing List bur Initiations or studies Letter for Rice/Highway 111 Fresw sy Interchangs Improvemants

Tony Velasques

Progect banager

Caltrans District 7, Project Managemont
120 Sauth Spring 5t

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Fekade 5 Mesfin

Semior Transpariation Englneer
Caltrans District 7, Locally Funded
Chrersighl

120 Sputh Spring 5t
Los Angeles, Erf o2

Paul Thakur

Transportation Engineer

Caltrans Distract 7, Locally Funded
Crwersight

120 Seuth Spring 5t

Los Angebes, Th 90012

Arsharl Rashedi

Senior Transporiation Engineer
Caltrams District ¥, OHfice of Local
Frograms

120 Seuth Spring 5t, Room 4194
Los Angeles, CA 90012

D.'lr:r' Maxwekl

Prmect Engiresr

Caltrans District 7, Office of Local
Frograms

120 South Spring 5t, Roam 41%A
Lo Angeles, CA 90012

Fab Reshandan
City r
City af rd Development Services

305 Wt Third 51
Dixnard, CA 93030

Hung Le
Ciail Enpineser
Cry of Crnard Engingering Services

305 Weet Third 5t
Cxnard, CA 93000

Cynthia Danieks

Amsociabe Planner

City of Ownard Transportation H-Hr"'lh‘!
WS Wesl Third 5t

Chenard, CA 93030

MNovember 15, 1999
Art Caouled
Pubhlic Warks Chrecter
County of Venlra
M 5 Victora Ave
Venlura, CA° 93009

Hutch Britk

Public Waorks Agency
County of Yenhera
B 5 Wictara Ave
Vendura, CA 93009

Grarville Bowman
Public Works Dureclar
Ciby of Oxnard
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Ron Kosinski

Direcior

Caltrans District 7, Environmental Manning
120 South Spring 51

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dienna Helms

Interiem Meighborhood Services Manager
Eir}' of Chamard nghbﬂ-ﬂ'ﬂﬂd Sarvices
241 Wasl Second Street

Cramard, CA 93050

M.'-H'E\Fn' Lazamus

raject Manager

CHZM Hill

1 Hutton Centre Drive. Suife 200
Santa Ama, CA 52707

Le= Lisechi

Project Manager

Myra L. Frank & Associates
B11 West 7th Streel, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 50017

Trsha Mlunro
El Rio West Meighorhood Council

3731 |unenw Pl
Oxpard, ©A 93030

Larry Wright

Rase/Sanla Clara Businedsmens Assoc.
2967 Las Posas Rd., P.O. Box 254
Camarilio, CA 93011
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Mailirg List For [nitiations of studies Letir for Rice/Highway 101 Freeway Interchange brprovemenis

Dave Soura

Myeland Mutaal Water Ca.
154 5 Las Mosas Rd
Camarillo, CA 53010

The Homarable fahn Flynin

Eup:mmr

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
2900 Saviers R, Ind Floor

Crenard, ©A 93430

Mlike Barber

Slarmber

El Rie/Del Morte Munkcipal Advisory
Council

37N Orange D,

Cznard, CA 93000

Mike Flaharty

Member

El Rio/Del Morte Municipal Advisory
C il

393 Simon Wa

Onard, CA 93030

David Goamez

fdember

El Rio/Diel Morte Municipal Advisory
Counci]

4727 Strickland D

Cnard. A S303)

Don Hodiman

Yermiber

El Rin/Thel Morte Municipal Advisary
Council

284 Collins St

Chrpard, ©A 53030

Bob Johrsion

Sember

El Rio/Del Morle Municipal Advisory
Council

4763 Strickland Dr.

Cranard, CA 53030

szt:,m Belillier

Meminer

El Rio/Uel Morte Municipal Advisary
Council

T8l Corsicama D

Ownard, ©A 93030

MNovember 15, 1999
Victor Mose
Mlember
El Rio /Dl MNaorte Mum:lp:l Advisary
Counal
5163 M Koge Ave
Chonard, CA 53030

David Sauea

Member

El Rio/Del Morte Municipal Advisary
Counci

1574 Myeland Acres

Ownard, CA 93030

Flaeence oaung

Memiber

El Fin,Thel Morte Mundcipal Advisory
Crouncil

552 Walnut D,

Ownard, CA 23000

Mick Eckhart

Cmwner

Eckhart Traler Hitch & Welding
2001 Ventura Blvd

Cripard. CA 9303

i, Kam Kaniji

Texaca Mini Mars

3125 Santa Clara Avenue
Crpard, CA T30

Jem Kanji

Chaner

Texaca Mind Slars

3025 Samda Clara Avenue
Cromard, CA %3030

Larry Carter
2875 Venlura Blvd
Crepard, CA - 53030

Thad Sinor

Properly Chwner for Fiesta Motors
IETF Cedar Ridpe Ci1.

Chamard, CA %3030

Paul Chapman

Admimistratve Assistant

The Honorahle John Fl Supervisot,
Venturn County Board of Supervisors
P South Saviers Rd., 2nd Flaar
Chonard, CA %3030
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belaifing List for Indblatiors od studies Leisr far Rice /Highway 101 Fradwey Interchange Improvements

Fab Brartmian
Principal

Hraitman & Assockates
AITT Cheshire Sireet
Ventura, CA 92004

Dawe Haugen

Parmattond Development
19700 Fairchild Kd. Suite 290
Irvime, CA 92613

Eleanor Branthoover
Chairperson

Rio Linda Med rhand Counctl
2221 isabella Street

Cemard, CA 23030

Peter Erdos

Chakrman

1990 [MNCF Executive HBaard
3075 Iohnson Drive
Ventura, CA 53007

Mino Andrade
1300 Saraloga Ave Mo 1211
Ventura, CA 53003

Beb Morapgs
2208 Firestone CI
Cxnard, LA 93050

Elizat-sth Stamdeven

Agthur Valuation Group

31355 Dak Crest Drive,. 2nd Fl
Westlake Village, CA 91361

Bud Sandwall
PO, Box 4395
Chnard, CA  93031-6398

Eulalip Lope:z

Tace [nn

130 fmprrla] Sit.
Oxnard, CA 53030

Mervember 15, 17646
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Attachment 3

Legal Ad and Affidavit of Publication
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In the Superiot Court of the Stace of California

IS AND FOB THE SO TY 0F VESTLRA

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TYPE OF MOTICE

totice of Indiation of Shedies
(Riea'101 IMerchange Improvamian)
Thursday, November 11, 18984

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF VENTLRA

i Manuel . Mumoz
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Coeniy of Vendwrn, State of California;
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cinpay ol pulilisteed in sald pewspaper nn
e Fidlorwimig diles, 1o wal.

Meov. 11, 1638
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fnrepning is true and eorrect, ol Oynard,
Comwiy ol Vendurn, State of

aliTormaa | i The
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OXMARD TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
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MOTICE OF INITIATION OF STUDIES
Rice Avenue/U.5. Highway 101
Interchange Improvement Project
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Atfachment 4

Commeants Received
Responsas to Commeanis
Telephone Log
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Responses to Comment Letters Recelved in Hesponse
o ihe Initintion of Stodies Letter

CONMMENT LETTER 0.1
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Stale Clearinghouse (dated | 1/16:99)

Response to Comment No. 1A - Comment noted. This is an adminisizative letter
acknowledging receipt and distribution of the Initiation of Studies letler. No formal response is

requined

COMMENT LETTER NO. 2
County of Ventura Public Works Agency, Transparation Diepartment (dated [ 17119

Response to Comment No. 24 - Comment nated. The city will consalt and coordinate with the
Transportation Departmient as approprinte as the project proceeds through the planning and
desiin stages

COMMENT LETTER MNOL 3
Russell 5. Hawihome (dated 11/16/5%8)

Response to Comment Mo, 3A - Comment aoted, Design elements, similar fo those far the
Rose Avenue bridge, will be incorporated into project structures lo enhance their visual
apmerrance and 1o improve the attractiveness of the ansa.

Response to Comment Na. 31 - See the response letter from the City of Oxnard dated | 1F2395.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 4
County of Ventura, Planning Division (dated 11/29/%9)

Response o Comment No. 44 - Comemend noted

COMMENT LETTER Mik, 5

County of Ventura, Resource Management Agensy, Planing Division (memorandum dated
11/2295)

Response to Comment Mo, 5A - Comment noted.

Response to Comment Mo, 5B - The sections from the County General Plan referencing Counly
naise goals, policies, and programs has been forwarded 1o the Cily's environmental consultant
for their use and consideration in preparing the Noise Study for the proposed projecl.
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CONMMENT LETTER NO. &
County of Venlure, Public Werks Agency, Transporation Depariment {memorandum dated

[ 112059

Response o Comment No, A - Comment noted. The city will coorilinate and consult with the
County of Yentura Public Warks Agency regarding the proposed improvemenis al appropriaie
points during the planning and design stages of the project

Respanse to Comment No, 6B - Comment noted. 1 should also be noted that State CEQA and
federal NEPA environmental regulations require that the environmental planning process provide
an epportunity for the public to provide their comments on the propased praject and the project’s
environmental effects, Public comments received during the planning process, including those
from the Nyveland Acres community, will be considered and responded to b accordance with
state and lederal enviranmental regulations.

Response ta Comment No, §C - As noted in the comment, improvements (o Santa Clara
Avenue will comply with County Road Standard details,

Response 1o Comment No. 60 - Comment foted

Response to Comment Mo, 6E - Commenl nated.

COMMENT LETTER NOL T
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (dated 1 1/23/59)

Response to Comment No. TA - The County's Giridelines for the Preparation af Air Qrualin
fmpacr Anafvees has been forwarded o the City's environmental cansultant for their wse and
consideration in preparing the Air Quality Study for the proposed project. The Air Cruality Stdy
will identify all feashle mensires o mitlgate any significant air quality smpacts of the proposed
projeiL.

COMMENT LETTER NO. B
Rio School Dasirict {dated 11/29%%4%

Response ta Comment No. 8A - Project plans include the instaflation of a traific signal af the
praposed new infersection of Ventura Boulevard and Santa Clamn Avenue

Response to Comment No. 8B - Water Quality and Floodplain studies will be prepared 1o
evoluale the preposed project”s fmpacts on waler quality and hydrological conditions m the ares,
Based an the results of those studies, appropriale measures will be identified to mingate any
polentially significam project impacts. should be poted, howewer, that it i not a requitement
afthe project Lo mitigate precxisting environmental conditisns or hazarids in the area
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Response io Commeni Mo, BC - Technical studies wall be prepared in support of the
environmental document for the proposed project that will oddness the project’s Gocioecanamg
nnd school impects. These studies will identify the residentinl tmits dasplnced by the proposed
propeot, evaluate the availability of suitsble replacement housing in the area, ond identify siace
i federal relocation benefits and procedures. The Cirw/Seate will assist disploced tenants in
Mnding suilable replacement bousng. However, the ity s ot required under state or federl
laww b0 constmict replocement housing, L s mal knosen st this iime where dispdaced tenants wall
choose 10 relocale,

COMMENT LETTER M0, %
Petition - Peopie of Myeland Acres

Response to Conment Mo, 94 - Netther the City of Gxnord nor Calizans hove seen any
documentation of an agreement betaeen the people of Myeland Acres and the Clty of Oxnard umd
Caltrans, Addifsonally, the 1993 presentabion by Calirans did not constitse 8 formal reemeni
on 1he |1r|:l'|:r|':f.|- altermntive for the Biee Avenue/l]S, 10] Interchange Project. Many aliematives
hve been discussed nne analyesd ithrmoughowt the history of this Fﬂ!lil.'l;l;. Aller coreful mesearch
and analysis, the preferred aliemative identified in the Initintion of Stikbes better was determined
to be the most viabbe allemadive
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{ ETATE OF CALIFOR %IA [ i MO
Governor's Office of Planning and Research W
State Clearinghouse a'.-..."-f
Gray Daves ITHEET A DORELE 1emp TEXTH ITRLET OO 221 SaCRAMENTO, CALIPORNIL guins Laretta Lynch
FOMERSOR WRiLiG R DBRER: PO, BN Jndd SRCHNARESTO, CL pla-ped papeTo
Fhfrdatpial FO gif-rT- i e opr pes e an ngsagne hmmnl
ACEKENOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT
DATE: iovember 16, 1999 = 2
E [ { e |
T0 Cvathia Danjels Y e o
Federal Highway Administration L L
City af Oxrard - ;B
A5 W 2rd Sireet =] = =
Crenard, CA 93030 =k ey
s -2 —
RE; LI.5. Highway |01/ Rice Avenue Freeway [nterchange Improvements T b
SCH&: 88111457 = i
Thaz 15 13 a:.':-:ru:l'.-.'|=|:|g: tha the Stare I:|E.Lr|:15|'.|n1.|.-:-: hag recerved Youar environmental daocument
for state revizwe. The review penod assigned by the State Cleamnghouss is:
Review Start Dhaie Sovember 5, 1995
Review End Daie December &, 1959
We have distributed vour docurment 1o the following agencies and deparments
California Highway Pacrol
Caltrans, Distrser 7
Drepariment ol Censervation
1A

Departmen: of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Becreation

Mative American Hentage Commission

Office of Historte Preservation

Regiona] Water Cualiny Contral Board, Region 4
Resouress Apsney

State Lands Commisskon

The State Clearinghouss will provide a closing lenter with any stats agency comments 10 your
atiention an the date {fallowing the clos= of the review pz.-ibd..

Thank wou for your participation b the State Clearinghowe feview process.

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Arikur E, Gaulen
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Mavember 11, 1999

Cymthia Damels, Asspriate Planner
Transportation Planning Program
CITY OF OXINARD

303 Wes Thard Sereet

Oxnard, CA §3050

SUBJECT: INITIATION OF STUDIES

4 =T
=]
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e W Lne
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= ided L Craminy
o Bpparon L irgraeer g
My baris
o By Mpig e
Pupl® BuHin
Eovial Teve i
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RICE AVENUEUS 101 INTERCHANGE PROJECT

Dear s Daniels

Thank yois for your lener dated October 25, 1999, The Transportation Department would
appreciate being kept involved in the progect during vanous slages of ohizining final desten 2A
approval fram Caltrans and preparing the necessary documents to award the consinscEtion

EOaratt

Wery truly vours,

I':h:] ;"_er

BMamr Lulm.. | 3
Principal Engineer
Transporation Deparment

HLET @

c Arthur E Coulst
Wmi. Butch Bt

@ B0 Sasuih Vicioew Mwenys - Ve, A 9009, 1400 - BOS ARS8 201 E - Fae: BOEE54-305] -

et

hﬁ¥,

40
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4 COMMENMNT LETTER NOD. 3

Russell 5. Hawthorne 2l
733 Dunkirk Drive SR E S | E -
Oxnard, CA 93035 : 2

BiF5-985-T0&1
November |6, 1999

Mz, Cymthia Daniels
Transportation Planning Program
305 W, Third Street

Cxnard CA 93030

Dear Mz Danjels

In regard to the article in the Oxnard Star dated November 6, 1999 about the
Rice Avenue and Highwav 101 interchange project, T am 100% for this
praject The Rice Avenue bnidge most certainly needs to be rebuilt to meet
the needs of pur transportation problem o that area. [ hope 1t turns out to be
the same as the Rose Avenus project. That was one beautiful job!

3A

One of my other concerns in that area is the freeway frontage between the
L}el Norte and Rice off-ramps on the north side of the freeway. You can
drive from downtown Los Angeles to past Santa Barbara and never see an
area as blighted as that one. Oxnard has enough of a bad image without 3B
adding to it! We don't want the tourists to pass us by, but to stay and enjoy
the good things this city has to offer. The first impression is a lasting one!

[ hope that while this project is under way consideration 1s given to
improving that area, such as landscaping and/or block walls

sincerely,

o I S e ——

Ruzs Hawthome

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project m
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City of

Movember 23, 1599

iir. Russell 5 Hawthorne :
733 Dunkirk Drive
whrnard, CA 93035

SUBJECT: Freeway Frontage Between Del Norte Boulevard And Rice Avenue

M:. Hawthorne, thank you for sending a letter about the Rice/101 interchange
and the appearance of the frontage along the freeway. The City received a grant for
5350,000, which the City will match with $150,000 to improve the landscaping along
the freeway on the north side between Del Norte Boulevard and Rice Avenue. The
project is scheduled to be funded and constructed in the Bseal vear 2000-2001. We
took forward to improving the general appearance of Chenard at this major City
entryway. Feel free to call me at (805) 385-7871 if you have any questions. Thank

vou for vour interest

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROGRAM

gt i . -
<yt Strsl

SCYNTHIA DANTELS, AICP
 ASSOCIATE PLANNER

T

Devnlaprment Setnces Administration
105 emyl Third Sireer o Cwngnd, CA4 33000 = (8050 185-7H06 Fas (B35 105.T83]
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Planning Division

countg of ventura Ko 4. Same

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Movember 29, 1589

C. Darie's Plamnner
Coenard, C&

=
Faxs Jo5emmes T35
Subject 101 FreewayRice Avanue Improvemant — |5

Thank you for the apparuniy to review and comment on the subject document.

Attached are ihe comments that wa have recesved resulting fram infra-county review of

the subjec! documen!

Yiaur prenssed responses to ihese commants should be sent directly to the

cammantalar. with a copy 1o Joseph Eisenhus, Veriura Caunty Planning Division aa
L#1740 BOO 5 Victoria Averue, Ventura, CA 93008

I vau have any guestions regarding any of the commen!s, please contact the
appropriate respondenl.  Overall guestions may be directed lo Jeseph Eisenhud &t

[B05) B54-2454

Slrcere'_:.-'
.._."' _.-—-—-___
|I |:_,._.'\-| ! I_. 1

Kelih Turnar
Cawnty Planning Directar

LA ]
Aflachmenl

County RMA Reference Number 88-120

B00 Sauth Vietaria A-enue, L #1740, Ventute, CA 93009  (BOS) B54-2481 FAX [BOS| 554-2508 rfl

@ Peetred o Bprpred PaaE et

L1
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. COMMENT LETTER NOD. 5

COUNTY OF VENTURA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM

DATE: MNovember 22, 1995
TO: Joseph Eisganhut Coordinakor
Ouazide Envirenmental Documernd Reveew
&L
FROM: Bruce Smuth, Manager

General Plan Secton

SUBJECT: Imifiation af Stwdies for Rice Avenuer/U S Highway 101
RMA Raference Mo 99-120

We have reviewsg the above-referenced subjec! and have the Bllcwing commants

The improvements praposed include the (1) reconsiruction of the Rice AvenuaHghway
10t mnterchange and the (2) extension of Ventura Boulevard to inbersect with Santa
Ciara Avenue north of Auto Center Driva. The interchange imgrovemant as proposad n
[Ma map accompanying the project descriplon ('mag’) i5 localed wialhan the boundaries
af the Cidy of Cwpard. The extension of Ventura Boulevard, however, s proposed far
location within the unincorporated area of the County of Ventura

The exianzsion of Vaniura Boulevard as shown in ine map 6 subyeci o the goals,
palicies and programs of the Counly General Plan, Poiicy 2,16 2-1[4] [see attached]
requires thal noise generators proposed near any noise sensilive use iIncorporate noise
control measures to meat designated noise standards. A noise sensitive use, a mobile
home park, is Iocated edjacent io the propesed extension of Ventura Boulevard
Ventura Boulevard is not igentified as being wilhin the 2010 Regional Road Netwark

and, therafors, is not axempl from this policy

If you have guestions congarning ihws subjact, please contact Kally Scoies at axt, 5042

Altachment

5A

SB

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Moise can #tio kave adverse efecs en matanals and Sructghes, pavlicuiany &4 a resoll of somc booms
and relaled pirersf faises. These airoraf generated noizes cam ewdte Duildings 16 wibrate snd can Beas

wandoes gnd crack plagtar

Vohile any pumber af individudl medguses have Dadn pregasded. miligalan massures far identillatle
nalse probiems (a0 into (hees clegones

a Feduction of the roize 31 25 Lource.
a Modification of the paln of the Aeie
e Redusticn af noise al Ik recdnver willh vanows types af insulalicn

Haise i3 direCily assocaled wiln human activily, ang i primanly & haqclion of iraffc, machnery and
aimporis. On a generalized haid, molor veficies. a3 & group, ane ihe most pervasive conlnbuios o
WRAR neise, while sircmaf, mdroads and certam high irfansity dusinial moise generaionrs may preducs
ifé mel sggravated communily annoyanca readlions. Due 1o wide disinbhulion and the jypes of
ﬂ‘lu'll'.'ﬂl-l'lllr:f used, Indusikal sources ane 1he sezond QraatRsl npise QEAETAGT, AFDOILE §ne I'Eﬂ-ll"ﬂld as ke
third greafes noie genersior. Diner significeni noise Seurses are powsred gardening equipmeni,

amplifind music, powes 1oals and 2ir candilicnes.

Lang uses cansidehed noise feasihive uaes incude redectial, educatsona!, and health faclilies.
resegsch inslitbulsors, cermn recreafioral, and emedainment facilllies {Iypcally, indear Mealers and
parks for pRAShvE 3oivdies) and chwches Lies conzidersd less senshive 1o noise clude commarcial
and indusirial Fagililies and cerain noise-generating recreational fadiilies such as playgreunds ard

YT A i,
The goal, poficies ang programs tha! soply 10 nomse & 35 Tollows

1161 Goal

To pritect the heaith salely ang genesal welfare ef Coumdy ressderis by ehminal=an or avodance
of adverse nelse imasdts an exisling and future nose sensitive uses.

1.16.2 Policias

1, All dizcrefionary development shail be reviewsd for noise compatdility wilk
sumonindireg uees. Medss campal®aly ghall be delsmrenpd frem @ corspane sel of
crileria baged an the mardars Exted below. An acouslical analysis by -a qualified
acoustical argineer shall e mgured of discretionary devele pmends involving node
EXposure or moise gepsrdlicn in excess of the established slandarda, Tha anskysls shail
prowvide documentalion of exisling and projecied noise levels at on-sile and off-248
receplors, @nd shall recommang noese controf measures far miligating adverse iMpacts.

{1) Hoige srnaitive uses propased to be locsied neas highweys, Inick mutes
hegwy industisl activilies Snd oiver relslively sonlnueous Aee Sources shal
incerparale Ao conlrml measures 52 1Rt

a indoor nome levels in Rabitabie reoms do not excesd CHEL 458

b Oufdoar noise |&vels 4o net sxdeed THEL B0 o Lo1H af B5 d8{&)
during any howr.

{3 Maiie peREitive URes proposed b be located near railroacs shall incamporale
nase comirol meaasures 50 ihat!

A Gudeines (1)a ard (1jh. abowe are adhered to
] Cautdoor moise fevels 0o néd fateed L. of B0 dB{a)
-

e R ]
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3 Hdise pensilive uses propased fo e located Aede AiRIGRE

Shall be prohibited if they are in & CMEL £2 or grealer, nolse Sonlour,

o
b Shaf be pernmed in the CHEL &0 & CHEL BE paise contpur area andy |f
means will B Eaken 1o shsure nlease poise bevels of CHEL 45 or less
id) Mgise genersiem, proposed (5 be localed near any nakse sensilive wie, Shadl

incomperaie noide oalrol meddehes 50 thal gubdnot nolis kayveld fecatved by the
noies sensiiive meepior, measured at ihe exsder wall of the Suilding. does nal

sr=nad any of 1ke followang Fandads

§ Lo 1H of 8584B{A) or ambeen] no=te vel plus AABLA], wieChever
greater, during any hour from E:00 a.m. 1o 700 pum,

b L. TH of S0aB(A) or ambienl Aoise evel alus JGB(A), whichever i3
gfeater, during any howr {ram 7.0 p.m, to 10:00 p.m,

e L 1H ol 45a8(A} or ambierd noise level plus SdB{A), whichever s
grealer, during afy Raur fom 10:60 g, io 800 a.m

& pmtian 316 204) is mol apolicable 1o incheated AT noise alorg any of he
roads igertifed wilnin the 2016 Regional Roadeay Metsork (Figure 4 2.7} Public
Faciiies Apperdo of the Wenlurs County Genesy Plan [see 2.96.2-1(1). In
addtian Siatp anc Federal highways, all milroac ling gpesations, arcraf
firght anc pubhc ulihly facisties are noee geASEIE Havirg Federsd and Slale
requidtians that presmol fncal regulahians

Desoreiionaty devaiopmes! ahees waud B impaciec by pOiSe OF pENEMAIE prajed relgied
noise which canmol be reduces 10 meel the gardards pregcnbed Poligy 2,16.2-1_
ghal pe prhibdied, Thiz palisy does not apaly bo roise gEnemEied dishng (he consiretEan
phase of a preject i & s men! of oveftiding corsicersions 1= afophed by the
decizion-making body it 2anjunclion wilh the cerifization of & final Enviranmenlal

impact Repan.
The pramins for noise camirol sRall bE 33 follows

[} Hedustar of roiis emessions 38 [Re source

[ Aflenpalion af sound irensmisissn along (L8 aalh, CLeg Bamers, landhanms

modificalien, dense alaptings, ard the Tike,

3} Fejeclion of noe al g MSEEIoN RO W3 noas conired Bufiding confruchion,
haanng pralecion of olfker means

2161 Programs

[F- NN

1.

The Camard and Camanile Alrport Masier Fians recammend the preparatan ol naise
shgisment plans, The formabon af ipeal noise abaiement ComMmMMBES wilh inpet from
el clizens and digtibulion of 3 penadic newsietier documanting neiae abalsmeni
policies |9 axcrafl operaios and alnes interasied parties. The airpo plans ates
recammend pehadic samaling measurements and updating of ihe CMEL noige model
pargmelers gnd dissuasion & gfMemalive aoprogchies fof kpise abatemen,

mands publicaen of 3 mag ol seoammended neEe

b addaznn, (e Dxnard plar recom
rg pemcediares. far giEifbatian 12 ama aipars and

abalamanl igsi iracks 58 operali
alfes intErested paries
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PUBLIC WORES AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Tralfic snd Flaaping & A dminigtraticn

MEMORANDUM

Navember |1, 1959

T+ Rapoures Yanapemenl AESNCy, Plansang Drviauos
Atterion Jaseph Engerhut
FROM: sazr Lalue, Principal Eagineer < L

S{fBJECT: Blevimw af Dloctimens 95120
bnisstion af Snidies for Fucs A verusl L
Applicant: Crv of OXNARD
Lead Azspey:  Caty of OXNARD

' ik . f he o] H_“:!
el has peviewd the Iogbatics of S pediag Inf e mecongtrocing @

ortaban D
Imr:rrur::r:;w:wulnﬂ mﬁcha:lgt The proposed project would invoive the conszrustion of 8 pevw loop ramp
W

g the norlveest and sousthwest guadrasms
e gsl quadries of the micehinge, kod diamand remps (s e ah
%:E r";:‘:::mqmtmkr: gxbepdzng Ventara Boulavard (o oy with Senis Clars Avenus I:.J?f"ﬁ ::]-:-Eu::
|:=ﬂ"I:' D—;-t in the horheas: quadrant, wnd baildng 8 mai-ds-Rc oo Venigts Banlevard |m the n
gisidrant. ‘We offer tae fallowing comm=t

£ - ser the murvicw of the Transpofialion
; W ; { the araposed proysct for DRoE ATCA) E90CT i
o '_':-;:ﬁ::l“ gt I:I.l:"l-l-lj;m aelverse tralffie or ranaporiaban mpact mcnpn::ld ﬁm
! ¥ R : = I'\. ] i + =r=:
this projest, However, we &1 ymeredred in the proposed shpmment sliomatives o8
Tpaleved and s prapossd Enprovomest on Sancs Clari Avenue
F) The fimal alipnment of Vesmra Boaleves shoald soive to ssseatialy secommmodale the
- L - N = = ¥
beyvciand Screg cEiMULEY erads anid regquesiy
3 The Sants Clara Avenue design / ampravement saadl be m wccoedance with the Cownty Rosd
o k i Tl b
Granderd doasily et were previiesly pravided o the Tty of Cronan.

the Cioumty”s Regioos] Road Samramek W will nol

L U, 3ok e peher Pran slabe pur suppart of ins projec

ke amv ssddinional coomment sk Ui point

51 Ohar gevizss of tkep projees i [imiced to the smpas \E project paey bave an the County’s

Regions! Foad Nenworl
Bloase call me 8t 654-10R0 of vou have questinnd

£ Buich Grusks

I

RELEHRE W
(&

- L

il COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

L5, Highwey [0] [zezrchange Improvemest Project

6A

6B

6c

6D
GE
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VENTURA COUNTY

AlIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

tdemprandum

TO: Jeseph Eis=nbur, Planning DATE: Novemberid, 1999

FRDM: Molly Pearson T

SUBJECT: Inmitaton of Snedies for Fics Avesue U5 highway 0] [ot=rchange
improvemedl Project [Re farenice Ma, 98- 1200

Ventura County Air Pallusion Centrol District (APCD) staff has reviewed the patice of
Initiation of Snadies for the subject project. The propesed project would provide a new
leop ramp in the northeas! quadrant of the igterchange, and diamond ramps in the
porthwest and sogthern quadrants. The Cily propases to extend Veoturs B gulevard to
{ntersact with Santa Clarn Avenue aorth of Auto Cepter Drive in the northeast quadrant,
and huild a cul de sac on Veanma Bodlevard in the northwest guadrant. The City wall
alsn sequire right of way for this projest, The project s propossd by the Ciry of Oxnard,
in coopesation with the California Deparment of Transporuation (Calzans Distmet 7, Los
Angsles), and the Fedessl Hiphway Admuusraton

The [nitlal Study for the subject project thald be pezparad in accotiante willy Wemnttirk
Caunty's Chuidelines for the Preporation of Air Quality Impoer Analyses. Specifically,
the air qualiry asscsement should consider reactive organic compound and piTOLER axide
emissions Fom all project-related motar vehicles and conszuction equipment. In TA
sfdition. the afr qualisy aesesyment should consider potential impects from Rigitive cust.
ineluding PMn, that will be generated by construction activities. The projec shoule
incarparate measures 1o reduce the amount of fugitve dust penerated by project
artivities A "Mopdel Fugitive Dust Miligation Plao” is attsched for reference purposes.

If you kave any questians, please call me a1 643-1£25,

misigannguegp B30 ol ieiSad gl T3 et E g TR — Safl e
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Mode! Fisgiti et Afieiearion Blan
. The arca disurbed by clearing, prading, eanth moving, of exzivation speratians shall
be minimized 1o prevent edesssive amounts af dise

2. Pre-prading/excavausn activites shall includs waisming e arza to be graded af
excavated bafare commencermen of grading ar sxcivation operations. Application of
water (praferably reclaimed, if availabie) should penetrate 1o the depth of the
proposed curs

1. Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavation, ané construction activines shall
be congolled 5y the following actviues:

a) Al trucks exporting fill from the site shall use farpauling 10 cover the load in
compliance with Soae Viehicle Code §23114, Material taasported in tucks off-
site shall comply with Stats Wehicle Code §23114, with special aneation fo
Sections 271 1400 2)(F), (e)(2), and {e}{4) a3 emended. Material ransperted on-
site shall be suffictently watersd or secored to prevent figitive dust emisstons,

bl Al prades and excavared material, exposed soil areas. and active pinioas of the
canstrustisn site, ncludiog unpaved an-site roadways, shall be Teat=d to prevent
fugitive dust  Treasment shall include, but not necessarily be limlted 1o, periodic
watering. application ef snvirormentally-safe sof! sabilization matenials, andior
toll-compactian s appropiiee. Watering shall be done a5 ofien 28 necessary
and reciaimed water shall be used whenever possipls

£} Oraded =ndior excavatsd nactve weas of the cocatuetion ite shall be
monitarss (indical= by whom)] @t least weekly for dust stabilization.  Seil
s1abilizarion methods, such as water and roll comparzon, and emaroomentally-
safe dust conmol materials, shall be pericdically applied to portions of the
consmuction site that are inactive for aver four days. [f pe further grading of
extavation operations &re planned for the ares, the ar=a should be seeded and
watered  umtil prass growth i evident, or pedodically freatzd with
enironmentally-safs dust suppressanis, to provent excessive fugitive dust

4, Signs shall be potted on-sit= limiting waffic 10 15 miles pes bowr or |55

5, During periods of high winds (Le., wind speed sufficient 1o cause fupive dusi o
impace adjacent properties), all chearing, grading, eank meving, and excavanon
operations thall be curtailed 10 the degres neceisary 1o prevent fugitve dust creased
by on-site activities and operasicns from being 2 nuisance or hazard. =ither aff-ile of
en-site. The site superintendent/supervisar shall use hiser disesetion in canjunclion
with the APCD i detsrmining when winds ane eXceing

6. Adjacent siresss and roads zhall be sw=pt a1 leass once per day, prefenably a1 the end
of the day. if visikle soi] material {1 2arried over fo adiacen! sTeess and roads,

7. Employess involved in grading operations should ks sdvised to wear facemasks
during dry penods to reduse dust inhalaton

ToTAL P08
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110 SCHOOL

Y IUETRLCT

S COMTEED ST, DEMARD. CALIF BI030

_EEHGHE BEl-AEE-50 1§ FL ey

v g gad-8811 ek {4
Movember 26, 1999

pd of Bduicuiion : :
- Vis Fax (305) FE5-TH3N

=il almanre Y =T

iel .

pe et
an dxala City af Doenard

wiieda Transportaisan Flanning
anp b4, Rames 305 Wiest Thard Sirest
evinisnden Oeoard, ©A 33030

g o4 BemtED

Artentior: Ms. Cyvathis Daniels, AICP

Associate Planner
Subject: Proposed Interchange Improvermgnt Project for Rice AvenueHighway 101
EIR Comments
Dear Ms, Daniels

In reviewing the praposed project. the Rie Sechool Dimpct provides the
following comments:

1. With the reconfiguration of Ventura Boulevard, n i requesied that a |

traffic signal be provided so traffic, especially school bus raffic. can | 8A
safely exit the Nveland Acre community onto Santa Clara Avenue, (See

Exhibit - A. ltem 1. I

With the improvements of the overpass and interchange, additional storm
surface water will be generated and fooding will occur io the area. In
particatar, Rio Vista School will be adversely impacted. It i reguesied 8B
that o storm drain svstem be extended to mitigate the flooding at the
school. This extension should be finded by the project, (See Exhibit -
A, ltem 1.}

1 The proposed on and off ramps on the postheas gquadrant af the
interchange will couss the removal of various dwelling unizs in the irailer
park. This trailer pask provides affordable housing for many of our
Disirics families, Their relocation will probably cause them to relocat: 8C
autside of our District. The impact to the District is the probabie loss of
17 sudents. which results in a net loss of 566,300/vear In the general
fund and additional funds from various special programs (ie.. migrarl,
Title |, mic.) How wdll the District manage this financial loss? 15 1the
Citv going o provide replacement housing for these residents™ 1F so,
where 15 this new housing going 1o be loeated”

4

vy mem——E T ST TR e L Rl b
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November 29, 1959

Clry of Oxnard

M. Cynthia Daniels, AICP
Page 2 of2

It is our desire that the aforementioned be addressed in your srsdy,

Should you have any questions, pleass feel fee Lo contact me pf (B05) 483-3111
extenasion 113

Very traly frours,

dor Sodoy, AL
Deector of School Facilities and Classifed Services

Amacheen:  Exhiba - A

cel Al Duadl - President, City of Onmard Planning Commission
Croverning Board - Rie School Dristrict
Yolands Aeniter, Superintendent - Rio School Distnct
[, Barbars Yharra Prineipal - Ric Real School
John Flvan, Supervisor Sth District - County of Ventura
Florence Young, El Rio MAC

T iy Sl PRI AL S O e = B e e T O e TP
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 9

PETITION -

CANT™ ot F1i2aAa

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TOREPLACE THE _

OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY.

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1993 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT. 9A
WE THE UNDERSIGMED DEMAND THAT THE CITY QF DXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED LUPON N 1982 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS,
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
CVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. »

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1993 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS FRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY CF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON IN 1953 BETWEEN THE

PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. .

CAL TRAMS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1893 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES, NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON IN 1933 BETWEEN THE

PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLAGE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. E

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1983 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCE PTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF DOXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON N 1333 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE
OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY,

NS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1893 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
g:.l'-l':!:ﬁfl.‘l"-"EFtP#E 5. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF OXNARD DOES NOT
WANT TC HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON [N 1533 BETWEEN THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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PETITION

THE CITY OF OXNARD AND CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE

OVERPASS AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND THE 101 FREEWAY. 5

CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION IN 1983 ABOUT THE REPLACEMENT
OF THE OVERPASS. THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS
UNACCEPTABLE. THE SECOND PROPOSAL WAS ACCEPTED BY THE
PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACRES. NOW THE CITY OF CXNARD DOES NOT

WANT TO HONOR THAT AGREEMENT.

WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF OXNARD HONOR
THE SECOND PROPOSAL AS WAS AGREED UPON N 1593 BEETWEEN THE

PECPLE OF NYELAND ACRES AND CAL TRANS.
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PETITION

a
THE EITY OF DEMARD AMD CAL TRANS ARE PLANNING TO REPLACE THE OVERPA3ZS
AT SANTA CLARA-RICE AND 101 FREEWAY, i

PLACEMENT OF THE
CAL TRANS MADE A PRESENTATION BN 1933 ABOUT THE RE
OVERPASS, THE FIRST PROPOSAL THAT WAS PRESENTED WAS UNACCEPTABLE. THE

SECOND PROPOSAL AS ACCEFTED BY THE PEOPLE OF NYELAND ACAES. NOW THE
CITY DOES NOT WANT TO HONDR THAT AGREEMEMT.

(s
WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEMAND THAT THE CITY OF DXMARD HONOE THE SECD
PROPOEAL A% WAS AGREED UPON IN 1883 BETWEEN THE PEOPLE OF NYELAND

ACRES AMD CAL TRANS,
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

City of

orve Log of Calls Regarding Rice/101 That May Be Related to the Initiation of
Studies Letter

TDate Caller, Phone Mumber, Topic or lssues or Inquiry and Response or
Follow Up
11,/15/9% Russ Hawthorne, (A05) SEE-7041

Indicated the Rice/101 project & good idea. he is sending a letter. He
asked about the appearance from the freeway of the area between Dl
Merie interchange and Rice Interchange. Tald him City has received
a grant for landscaping along nerth side of freeway between Del
Morte and Rice

11-1099 Larrv Carter, (B05) DE-1448
Asked if the alignment was similar to previous Caltrans alignment
presented to Nyeland Acres nelghborhood in the past. Told him it
was similar. He inquired about the alignment of Ventura
Boulevard, asked when the project would start. 1 told him right of

g way would start acquisition in 2001, construction would start in 2002,

i1/16,/09 Kelly Scoll, County of Ventura Manning Department, (B0%) 6o4-5042
Asked whv the County was not an applicant on thiz project. and
would the Ventura Blvd. Be annexed to the Citv? 1 said the County
was not paving for the freeway interchange since it wasn't in the
county, and the new road alignment would not be annexed o the
eity. She asked if we had talked to the County about the
realignment | said we had met several bmes with Art Goulet,
Butch Britt, Bok Brownie, and recently with Mazir Lalani in addition
to several meetings with the El Rio Municipal Advisory Council,
and Supervizar John Flynn in the neighborhood

11/15/% Laure Lopez, Cxnard
Inquired aboui the interchange's affect on the Taco Inn. | said the
business would be relocated and the owners paid according to law
She asked that her mother be included on the mailing list for future
information. Her mother reads Spanish onlyv: she can translate for
her motiver. T explained briefly the federal relocation law

requirements.
Date not Bud Sandwall 483-3254, 656-6004
noted He inquired about the Bud & Ken Lumber site. and County Squire

Mobile Home Fark, He owne both  Provided him with map,
explained the lavout of the interchange, and added him to mailing
[T1H

“Date not Ginger Rodgriquez 854-5150

noted Inquirad aboul the Incation of 2 potential business in relation to the
interchange. Provided her with & map and suggested she fax it to the
property owner (o identify the business site on the interchange map

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project m
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Contact Log for Rice/101 Indtiation of Studies Letter

E,
Dale not Earen, Caltfornia State Clearinghouse, (918} 445-0613
noted Requested the City complete the transmittal form and fax it to the
State Clearinghouse for the initiation of studies letter. Faxed the
form.
Cictoher IE, Dino Andrade, (BI5) 650-6938
199% Meet with him and his neighbor, Bob Moraga, who own residential
B30 a.m property north of and within the path of the realigned Ventura
Blvd., respectively. Provided them with maps of interchange,
explained the environmental process and next opportunities for
public comment. Added both to the mailing list
“Oictober 20, Dave Haugen, Panattoni Development.  Met with him to show the
1999 interchange layoul He's a real estate developer interested in
11:00 a-m developing the vacant lot in the northwest quadrant, east of the

mobile home park. Discussed the soundwall. visibility of the site
feom the freeway. Gave him a map of the interchange, added him to

the mailing list

hu,';f £f7 ::":;fb L

‘L,:i?f riel é_--""

Cynthia Daniels, AICT
‘Associate Planner

City of Oxnard

Traraportation Planning Division

Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
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APPENDIX A - INITIATION OF STUDIES LETTER AND RESPONSES

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

APPENDIX B - LIST OF PARTIES FOR IS/EA CIRCULATION

Provided on the following pages is a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals to whom
either a Notice of Availability for the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or copies of the
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment were sent.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

Elected Officials

The Honorable Barbara Boxer
Senator

United States Senate

SH-112 Hart Senate Building
Washington, DC, 20510-0523

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
Senator

United States Senate

SH-331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0504

The Honorable Elton Gallegly
House of Representatives

SH-112 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-0523

Mr. Brian Miller

Field Representative
Congressman Elton Gallegly
300 Esplanade Drive
Oxnard, CA 93030

The Honorable Tom McClintock
California Senate, 19" District
221 Daily Dr., Suite 7
Camarillo, CA 93010

The Honorable Tony Strickland
California Assembly

Sate Capitol Building, Room 5160
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Frank Schillo
Ventura County Board of Supervisors
2100 E. Thousand Oaks Blvd. #C
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362

The Honorable Kathy I. Long
Ventura County Board of Supervisors
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

The Honorable John Flynn

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
2900 S. Saviers Road., 2" Floor
Oxnard, CA 93033

Paul Chatman

Administrative Assistant

The Honorable John Flynn, Supervisor
Ventura County Board of Supervisors
2900 S. Saviers Road., 2" Floor
Oxnard, CA 93033

Oxnard City Council
300 W. 3" Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

Agencies

Mr. Craig Faanes

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003

U.S. Soil Conservation Service
318 Cayuga Street, Suite 206
Salinas, CA 93901

U.S. Department of the Interior
Main Interior Building, Rm. 2340
1849 C Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20240

Office of the Secretary
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, D.C. 20250

Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

P.O. Box 260

Somis, CA 93066

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer
1325 J Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
911 Wilshire Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Regional Director
FEMA — Region 9
Building 9
Presidio, CA 94129

Environmental Clearance Officer
Department of Housing and Urban
Development

450 Golden Gate Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

California Air Resources Board
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

C. F. Raysbrook

California Department of Fish & Game
333 Golden Shore, Suite 50

Long Beach, CA 90802

California Transportation Commission
1120 N. Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Highway Patrol
4657 Valentine Road
Ventura, CA 93003

Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Daniel Abeyta

State Historic Preservation Office
1416 9™ St. Rm. 1447-7
Sacramento, CA 95814

Scenic Highway Program
Coordinator

1130 K Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Secretary

Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Rm 288

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. W. Earl Mc Phail

Office of Agricultural Commission
815 E. Santa Barbara Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93061

Chancellor

California State University Channel Islands
One University Drive

Camarillo, CA 93012

Coastal Commission
89 S. California Street, 2™ Floor
Ventura, CA 93001

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4" St.

Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Mr. Jeffrey Smith

Southern California Association of
Governments

Intergovernmental Review

818 W. 7™ Street

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Mr. Dan Spykerman
Ventura County Fire Dept.
165 Dourly Avenue
Camarillo, CA 93010

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
B-3
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Ventura County Sheriff’s Dept.
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009

Ventura County Economic Development
Association

500 Esplanade Drive, Suite 810

Oxnard, CA 93030

Executive Director

Ventura County Transportation Commission
950 County Square Drive, Suite 207
Ventura, CA 93003

Nazir Lalani

Principal Engineer

Ventura County Transportation Department
800 S. Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Mr. Keith Turner

Ventura County Government Center
800 S. Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Molly Pearson

Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District

669 County Square Drive

Ventura, CA 93003-5417

Ventura County Health Department
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009

Ventura County Heritage Board
800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Ms. Melinda Talent

Environmental Health

Ventura County Resource Management
Agency

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009-1730

Planning Director

Ventura County Resource Management
Agency

800 South Victoria Avenue, L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009-1730

Joseph Eisenhut

Coordinator, Outside Environmental
Document Review

Ventura County Resource Management
Agency

800 S. Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Bruce Smith

Manager, General Plan Section
Ventura County Resource Management
Agency

800 S. Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Ron Coons

Public Works Director
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Butch Britt

Public Works Agency
County Of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Lowell Preston

Public Works Agency

Water Resources & Engineering Dept.
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

County of Ventura

Flood Control District

800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project

MFA



Initial Studyl/Environmental Assessment

Ventura Community College District
333 Skyway Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010

Ventura Regional Sanitation District
1001 Partridge Drive, Suite 150
Ventura, CA 93003-5562

Ventura County Cultural Heritage Board
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93003

South Coast Area Transit
P.O.Box 1146
Oxnard, CA 93032

City of Camarillo

Dept. of Planning & Comm. Dev.
P.O. Box 248

Camarillo, CA 93011-0248

Executive Director
LAFCO

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009

Construction Battalion Center
1000 23™ Avenue, Code 40
Port Hueneme, CA 93043

City of Port Hueneme

Community Development Department
250 North Ventura Road

Port Hueneme, CA 93041

City of San Buenaventura
Planning Division

P.O. Box 99

Ventura, CA 93041

Callegus Municpal Water District
2100 Olsen Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362

United Water Conservation District
P.O. Box 431
Santa Paula, CA 93060

Superintendent
Rio School District
300 Cortez Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

Director of School Facilities and Classified
Services

Rio School District

300 Cortez St.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Director

Rio Vista Headstart School
3334 Santa Clara Avenue
Oxnard, CA 93030

Director of Facilities
Oxnard School District
1055 S. “C” Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

Superintendent

Oxnard Union High School District
309 South “K” Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Oxnard Harbor District
P.O. Box 608
Port Hueneme, CA 93041

Community Organizations

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ventura County Archaeological Society
100 E. Main Street
Ventura, CA 93001

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Mr. John R. Ziegler, Public Affairs
Automobile Club of Southern California
333 Fairview Road

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Ms. Kim Uhlich
Environmental Defense Center
31 North Oak Street

Ventura, CA 93001

Archaeological Cultural Resource
Consultants

Ventureno Chumash

P.O. Box 4348

Thousand Oaks, CA 91359

Ventura County Sheriff’s Assoc., Inc.
1960 Ventura Blvd.
Camarillo, CA 93010-7650

Sierra Club

Los Padres Chapter
P.O. Box 90924

Santa Barbra, CA 93910

Ventura County Historical Society
100 E. Main Street
Ventura, CA 93001

Chairperson

El Rio West Neighborhood Council

c/o City of Oxnard Neighborhood Services
300 W. Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Trisha Munro

El Rio West Neighborhood Council
221 Juneau Place

Oxnard, CA 93030

Larry Wright

Rose/Santa Clara Buisnessmen’s Assoc.
2963 Las Posas Road

P.O. Box 254

Camarillo, CA 93011

Jeannie Barrett

Directing Attorney

California Rural Legal Assistance
338 South A Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Mike Barber

Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municpal Advisory
Council

3701 Orange Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030

Mike Flaharty

Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory
Council

393 Simon Way

Oxnard, CA 93030

David Gomez

Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municpal Advisory
Council

4727 Strickland Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030

Don Hoffman

Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municpal Advisory
Council

284 Collins Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Bob Johnston

Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municpal Advisory
Council

4763 Strickland Dr.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Evelyn Miller
Member

El Rio/Del Norte Municpal Advisory

Council
792 Corsicana drive
Oxnard, CA 93030

Victor Nose
Member
El Rio/Del
Council

Norte

Municpal

340 Rosewood Avenue, #B

Oxnard, CA 93010

David Souza
Member

El Rio/Del
Council
3574 Nyeland Acres
Oxnard, CA 93030

Norte

Florence Young
Member

El Rio/Del
Council

552 Walnut Drive
Oxnard, CA 93030

Norte

Adelaide Rocha

El Rio/Del Norte
Council

2418 Cortez St.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Municpal

Municipal

Municipal

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

P.O. Box 867
Oxnard, CA 93032

Sierra Club
Conservation Chair
60 Caleta Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010

Advisory

Advisory

Advisory

Advisory

League of Women Voters

Donna Nowland

323 East Matilija Street, Suite 122-126
Ojai, CA 93023

Environmental Coalition of Ventura County
P.O. Box 68
Ventura, CA 93002

Chumash Council Members
119 Balsam Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

El Rio Municipal Advisory Council
552 Walnut Drive
Oxnard, CA 93030

Eleanor Branthover

Chairperson

Rio Lindo Neighborhood Council
2221 Isabella Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Chairperson

2001 INCF Executive Board

c/o City of Oxnard Neighborhood Services
Ventura, CA 93003

Ms. Laurel Impett

Attorney for “Save our Somis”
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger
396 Hayes

San Francisco, CA 94102

Businesses

Mr. Ron Begley

Southern California Edison
10060 Telegraph Road
Ventura, CA 93004

General Telephone
1 Verizon Way
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362-3813

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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General Telephone Company (GTE)
528 S. “A” Street
Oxnard, CA 93030-7109

The Gas Company
130 Patterson Ave.
Santa Barbara, CA 93111

Dave Souza

Nyeland Mutual Water Company
154 S. Las Posas Road
Camarillo, CA 93010

Mr. Mel Tufto

The Gas Company

P.O. Box 818

Goleta, CA 93116-0818

Robert B. England

England & Cohen, LLP

300 Esplanade Drive, Suite 380
Oxnard, CA 93030-1246

Douglas E. Fell

Fell, Marking, Abkin, Montgomery, Granet

& Raney, LLP

222 E. Carrillo Street

Suite 400

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2142

Anthony C. Fischer
Attorney at Law

1811 State Street, Suite C
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Law Offices of Richard C. Gilman
405 Esplanade Drive, Suite 204
P.O. Box 5524

Oxnard, CA 93030

Frederick Rosenmun
Rosenmund, Baio & Morrow
162 S. A Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Rachel B. Hooper & Laurel L. Impett
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Private Citizens and
Property Owners

Note: In addition, to the persons listed
below, all property owners and occupants
within the project area and within a 300-foot
radius of the project area were sent either a
Notice of Availability for the IS/EA or
copies of the IS/EA.

Rick Eckhart

Owner

Eckhart Trailer Hitch & Welding
2701 Ventura Blvd.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Mr. Kam Kanji

Texaco Mini Mart

3025 Santa Clara Avenue
Oxnard, CA 93030

Mr. Jim Kanji

Owner

Texaco Mini Mart

3025 Santa Clara Avenue
Oxnard, CA 93030

Larry Carter
2875 Ventura Blvd.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Thad Sinor

Property Owner for Fiesta Motors
2211 Cedar Ridge Ct.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Bob Braitman
Principal

Braitman & Associates
8277 Chesire Street
Ventura, CA 93004

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Dave Haugen

Panattoni Development

19700 Fairchild Road, Suite 290
Irvine, CA 92612

Dina Andrade
1300 Saratoga Ave., No. 1211
Ventura, CA 93003

Bob Moraga
2208 Firestone Ct.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Elizabeth Standeven

Arthur Valuation Group
31355 Oak Crest Drive, 2" Fl.
Westlake Village, CA 91361

Bud Sandwall
P.O. Box 6396
Oxnard, CA 93031-6936

Eulalia Lopez
Taco Inn

130 Imperial Street
Oxnard, Ca 93030

Tom Herman

Property Owner

10840 Bellagio Rd.

Los Angeles, CA 90077

Mr. Fred Fateh

Owner Representative

Owl Mobile Home Park/West
Management Services

2911 Petit St.

Camarillo, CA 93012

Matt Harootunian
Spas West

2595 Ventura Blvd.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Bob Dawson
Summit Pools

2595 Ventura Blvd.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Rex Paul

Sunbelt Business Properties
4171 Market St., Suite C5
Ventura, CA 93003

Mel Allen

Sunny Acres Mobile Home Park
4101 Bluebird Lane

Oxnard, CA 93033

Klaus Dieter & Eli Schaltinat
Dieter’s Import Motors

2681 E. Ventura Boulevard
Oxnard, CA 93030

Edward A. Gibbs

Gibbs International Trucks
2201 E. Ventura Boulevard
P.O. Box 5206

Oxnard, CA 93031

Douglas Off

Ojai Oil Company

2161 Ventura Boulevard
Oxnard, CA 93030-8951

Jeffrey D. Littel
Sakioka Farms

3183-A Airway Avenue
Suite 2

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Ken Bauman
Sunbelt Enterprises
1801 Solar Drive
Suite 250

Oxnard, CA 93030

Patricia Feiner Arkin
6465 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, CA 93066

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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Thomas D. Harvey
5307 Reef Way
Oxnard, CA 93035

John F. & Marga Kerkhoff
5636 La Cumbre Road
Somis, CA 93066

Soledad Trevino
3438 Santa Clara Avenue
Oxnard, CA 93030

Donaciano Miramontez
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard, #7
Oxnard, CA 93030

Jose Valdovinos
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard, #18
Oxnard, CA 93030

Juan Manuel Galvan
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard
Oxnard, CA 93030

Fermin Ruiz
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard, #11
Oxnard, CA 93030

Alberto Cortez
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard
Oxnard, CA 93030

Alma Silva
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard, #9
Oxnard, CA 93030

Belen Alonso
3430 Santa Clara Avenue
Oxnard, CA 93030

Eleazar Vasquez
2535 E. Ventura Boulevard
Oxnard, CA 93030

Elizabeth Robertson
Clips Hair Salon

215 E. Daily Dr., Suite 14
Camarillo, CA 93010

Media

Oxnard Star
5250 Ralston Street
Ventura, CA 93003

Los Angeles Times
Ventura County Edition
93 Chestnut Street
Ventura, CA 93001

Ventura County & Coast Reporter
1583 Spinnaker Drive
Ventura, CA 93003

Vida Newspaper
P.O. Box 427
Oxnard, CA 93030
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APPENDIX C - USFWS CONSULTATION
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[TO BE PROVIDED]
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PUBLIC NOTICES OF THE IS/EA

Provided on the following pages are copies of the newspaper notices announcing the availability
of this Initial Study/Environmental Study and the intent to adopt a Negative Declaration for the

proposed project.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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I, cerily wnder penally of perjury, thal
the foregoing is true end comect

Dated this 237 day of July 2001, in San
Buenaveniurs, Colifomia

sShansrfaltr—,

(Signuture)

Rkp

*‘H

Bl

|§ Loy ol
CXMARD TRANSPORTATION PLANMING

308 WEST THIRD STREET, 38D FLOCH, EAST WiRGS, CXNARD, CA 53030

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
A MMIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Tha Cxy ol Dieaid ard Calipmn Dopartrent of Trnportation (Calfans) s
1 brprve B Fioe Sveruslll . Highway 101 Inieichoige. Propostd inprivemens
ks mreetckon and widening of he EEing R Asrum ey fom
mnﬁmMﬂﬂmuEﬂdmwmm.ﬂﬂ
oo of Wenls Boukmaed The prosc kmwm on Face AweruaSanis Clam
Aaafam Gulene om Gorunies Rod on fie south ko st rorh of Auia
Cariar Dows. rgrceiants of US 107 o sccommodale fe nlefange oo
wrtion moskd miend fror gpramaiely Slmons D on e eas] (KFT7A) o et
s of Faaso Wercado [KPES 4

O 1 basis of tha el sy, and i sndanes wih Seceo VIR o e
Catlormia Code il Rejisbons, S City aid Cabrans have del@mined e B fo
wiverl matenog Bl e peopossd prect mey haes 8 sgndont slled o o
AFITTETEN e Rk, I el g gl gEtne deoss g b odopted

The popocad migaied nepoivo dechorion sl Wikal sy
pispszmen] e wvilais ki (U Eepacion @ the Calrang Disnct 7 Ofios of
Ersiroreisssial Pannnyg, 1505 Spang Soesi, Lis Angess, CA S001E, o° weslkcys
btemen e howrs of BO0 am. ard 400 pm, and o Be Cly of Cenand
ﬁmmmnhmm.nh.mm
Durad, CA HHE0 MMIthM$MmEJ§MTmN4m

m . n fter |cinsed =n
5 nrnt:cﬂmtp mmmmumm 1@ Augue 20, F007. Ay
mﬂquwnmdcﬂ-mnmdﬂmhm
-onmHMhhmmhﬂmMﬂul
s fen ComiTan with e Cily of Carard Tarspenaion Pansing Progess of Catlmas,
Gabol | Ervisstmona Panng by 500 pmoon Augsd 20, 2007, Persena
wwnh\mmwummmnw
B decmion 1 acienon wilh e City Gouncd resobke esablishing Brrcnimn:
5l naurs procethires

Cyriiea Dareiii, AICR Aimacim Pirssst  Pusish oy T, B001 Ad ko I T

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
D-6

MFA



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

APPENDIX E - COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was circulated for public review and comment from
July 3, 2001 to August 20, 2001. In addition, a public hearing was held on July 31, 2001 at the
City of Oxnard City Council Chambers.

Those agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment are listed below. The comment letters and a transcript
of the public hearing are presented on the following pages, as are lead agency responses to any
environmental concerns raised in the comments. Each comment letter is labeled with a reference
letter and number corresponding to the lists below. Individual comments are referenced in the
margin and responses to the comments follow each letter and the public hearing transcript.

A. Public Agencies

No. Agency
Name Date
Al County of Ventura Resource Management Agency Keith Turner
8/9/01
A2 County of Ventura Public Works Agency,
Transportation Department Nazir
Lalani 8/1/01
A3 County of Ventura Public Works Agency,
Transportation Department Butch
Britt 7/24/01
A4 County of Ventura Public Works Agency,
Flood Control District
Kevin Keivanfar 8/2/01
AS County of Ventura Public Works Agency,
Water Resources & Engineering Department Lowell
Preston 7/31/01
A6 County of Ventura Resource Management Agency,
Planning Division
Bruce Smith 8/7/01
A7 Federal Emergency Management Agency Sandro
Amaglio 7/26/01
A8 Southern California Association of Governments Jeffrey M. Smith
7/18/01
A9 State of California Department of Fish and Game C. F. Raysbrook
7/30/01
A10 State of California Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse Terry Roberts
7/31/01
All  United Water Conservation District John M.

Dickenson 8/3/01

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Al12  Ventura County Air Pollution Control District Alicia Stratton
8/6/01

B. Businesses/Organizations

No. Business/Organization
Name Date
Bl Braitman & Associates
Bob Braitman 8/13/01
B2 California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. Jeannie
A. Barrett 8/17/01
B3 Dieter’s Import Motors

Klaus Dieter Schaltinat

Eli Schaltinat 8/16/01
B4 England & Cohen
Robert B. England 8/7/01
B5 Fell, Marking, Abkin, Montgomery,
Granet & Raney, LLP
Douglas E. Fell 8/17/01
B6 Anthony C. Fischer, Attorney at Law
Anthony C. Fischer 7/31/01
B7 Gibbs International Trucks
Edward A. Gibbs 8/10/01
B8 Law Offices of Richard C. Gilman
Richard C. Gilman  8/16/01
B9 Ojai Oil Company
Douglas Off 7/27/01

B10 Rosenmund, Baio & Morrow
Frederick Rosenmund 8/20/01
B11 Sakioka Farms

Jeffrey D. Littell 8/9/01
B12  Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP Rachel B.
Hooper 8/16/01
B13  Sunbelt Enterprises

Ken Bauman 8/20/01

C. Private Citizens/Individuals

No. Name
Date

Cl Patricia Feiner Arkin
8/12/01

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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C2 Lawrence R. Carter
8/10/01
C3 Thomas D. Harvey
8/10/01
C4 John F. Kerkhoff
8/19/01
C5 Soledad Trevino
8/20/01

D. Public Workshop
The following individuals spoke at the public hearing on July 31, 2001.

Jeffrey Littell

Les Card

Soledad Trevino
Donaciano Miramontez
Jose Valdovinos
Juan Manuel Galvan
Fermin Ruiz
Alberto Cortez
Jeannie Barrett
Alma Silva

Belen Alonso
Marga Kerkhoff
Tom Herman
Eleazar Vasquez
Elizabeth Robertson

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Comment Letter A1

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Planning Division

countu of ventura

August 9, 2001

A. Burton
Caltrans 7

FAX #. (213) 897-0685
Subject: Rice Ave./Hwy. 101 Improvements

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
commentator, with a copy to Joseph Eisenhut, Ventura County Planning Division, A1-1
L#1740, 800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009.

If ybu have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall questions may be directed to Joseph Eisenhut at
(805) 654-2464.

Sincerely,

Keith Turner
County Planning Director

FARMA\WPC\WINWORD\1152-7.01.doc
Attachment

County RMA Reference Number 01-060

800 South Victoria Avenue, L #1740, Ventwra, CA 93003 (805) 654-2481 FAX (805) 654-2509

D
@ Brimeard nn Rorurlond Banor @:._
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Response to Comment Al-1

As requested, responses to comments from the County of Ventura will be sent directly to the
commentator. Additionally, responses will be sent to other public agencies as well as to those
organizations, businesses, and individuals that submitted comments on the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA).

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Comment Letter A2~

A

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY "
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT A\l
Traffic and Planning & Administration

EMORANDUM
August 1, 2001

TO: Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attention:  Joseph Eisenhut

FROM: Nazir Lalani, Principal Engineer Plf/

SUBJECT: Review of Document 01-060
Initial Study and Environmental Assessment for Rice Avenue/ U.S. Highway 101
Interchange Improvement Project
Applicant:  City of OXNARD
¢ Lead Agency; City of OXNARD

The Transportation Department has reviewed the Initial Study and Environmental Assessment
for the reconstruction of the Rice Avenue/Highway 101 interchange. The proposed project
would involve the construction of a new northbound and southbound on and off ramps,
reconstruction and widening of Rice Avenue crossing from two lane to six lane and realignment
of Ventura Boulevard to extend northbound to intersect with Santa Clara Avenue Jjust north of
Auto Center Drive. We offer the following comments:

1) We concur with the proposed project for those areas under the purview of the
Transportation Department. No direct cumulative adverse traffic or transportation
impacts are expected from this project.

2) Our comments have been submitted directly to Caltrans date July 24, 2001 via the
. attached letter,

3) Our review of this project is limited to the impacts this project may have on the
County's Regional Road Network.

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

c: Jim Myers

NL-RH-BE-AB:kw
flpwa par\wpwin\ \01-060
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Response to Comment A2-1

The County of Ventura’s comment that no direct cumulative adverse traffic or transportation
impacts are expected from this project is noted for the record.
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Comment Letter A3

county of ventura OO ARy

Cirec=r

Dspury Directors of Pucuc oz

July 24,2001 Wm. Butch St
Transcer=ner
John CE. Crowiew
Water Rescurces & Ergresro
Ron Kosinski 4 Lane B. Hoit
Deputy District Director AR R
. . Kay Marcr
Office of Environmental Planning Solid Waste Marzgersrr
California Department of Transportation Jeft Pra
. Fiece Cama

120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles. CA 90012-3606

SUBJECT: INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE US HIGHWAY 101/RICE AVENUE
INTERCHANGE AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Our comments on subject document are hereby submitted:

l. The proposed project is consistent with the County’s General Plan and all other
known related regional transportation improvements and plans. We support the

project in that it is consistent with the long-term regional transportation objectives of
the community.

A3-1

2. However, the project has the potential to cause a significant disruption and affect the
quality of life of the Nyeland Acres Community in general, the Owl Mobile Home
Park residents, and several area businesses. These areas will be impacted by
additional traffic, traffic diversion, noise, or other project impacts both during and
after construction. This project has also been subject to considerable public
controversy at El Rio Municipal Advisory Council and Nyeland Acres Community
Advisory meetings. Merely stating that properties will be acquired and relocation
assistance provided in accordance with Uniform Relocation Assistance and Property
Act of 1970 as amended and the California Relocation Act does not provide sufficient A3-2
information to determine or evaluate the impact on the community or provide
sufficient information on which to base a finding of no significant impact. For
example, we understand that relocating the trailer park is an option currently being
considered. This is not however identified in the document. Such relocation may
result in separate but identifiable impacts on farmland, transportation, or other as yet
identified impacts.

Hall of Administration L # 1600 .
@ 800 S. Victoria Ave, Ventura, CA 93009 « (805) 654-2018 » FAX (805) 654-3952 « www.ventura.org/VCPWA ==

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

Ron Kosinski
July 24, 2001
Page 2

Should you have any questions, you may contact me at (805) 654-2077.

Very truly yours, W
Iz

Wm. Butch Britt
Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department

WBB:ws

cc. Tom Berg, RMA
Nazir Lalani, Principal Engineer
Cynthia Daniels, Associate Planner, City of Oxnard
Chris Stephens, Deputy Executive Director, VCTC
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Response to Comment A3-1

The County of Ventura’s comment that the proposed project is consistent with the County’s
General Plan, other known related transportation improvements and plans, and the long-term
regional transportation objectives of the community is noted for the record.

Response to Comment A3-2

Based on the analysis in the IS/EA, it is not expected that the proposed project would result in
unavoidable significant adverse environmental impacts on the Nyeland Acres Community, the
Owl Mobile Home Park residents, or several businesses in the area.

As described in the IS/EA, construction air quality, noise, and traffic circulation impacts would
be temporary, intermittent, and would be minimized to the extent feasible as a result of the
implementation of proposed mitigation measures (see Sections 6.8, 6.9, and 6.22 of this Final
IS/EA).

Although potential increases in noise levels due to implementation of the project would not be
substantial (i.e., project-related noise increases would range from 0 to 3 dBA at affected sensitive
receptors), soundwalls are proposed to reduce future noise levels, at noise-sensitive residential
uses in the immediate area, below FHWA’s noise abatement criterion of 67 dBA. Proposed
soundwalls would be located along both sides of the realigned Ventura Boulevard to shield
residents of the Country Squire mobile home park to the west and the residents of Nyeland Acres
to the east from traffic on the realigned street. Soundwalls are also proposed along the
northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp and northbound on-ramp (note: some commercial property and
business owners have objected to these soundwalls, please see the response to comment B1-1).

As discussed on page 58 of this Final IS/EA, the proposed project would displace 18 mobile
homes in the Owl Mobile Home Park and 2 single-family residences, which are occupied by an
estimated 69 persons. Additionally, 12 businesses (1 motel, 3 restaurants, and 8 sales or rental
businesses) located in the northeast quadrant of the interchange would be displaced. These
businesses employ an estimated 46 persons.

Approximately 2,490 residents live in Nyeland Acres according to 2000 census information.
Although existing residents and businesses would be displaced by the proposed project, the
impacts would be limited in scale and scope and would not have a significant impact on the
quality of life of the Nyeland Acres Community. The improvements would not divide the
existing Nyeland Acres community and would, in fact, improve access and circulation in the
area, benefiting both residents and businesses.

With regards to the Owl Mobile Home Park, the City will make every effort, within reason, to
accommodate the request expressed by a number of the residents that they be relocated as a
group, preferably to another mobile home park, so that they can remain together. However,
given the very low mobile home park vacancy rates in the City and the project area, the City
cannot guarantee that a mobile home park within the City or project area will be found with a
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sufficient number of vacancies to accommodate all of the displaced residents. Additionally, the
City has not yet determined whether development of new housing for the displaced tenants,
either a mobile home park or co-operative housing, is a feasible mitigation measure.
Nonetheless, the City will continue to meet with Owl Mobile Home park tenants and
representatives to discuss housing options and measures to mitigate displacement impacts.
Additionally, there are potential housing resources and programs in the City of Oxnard that may
be available to and could benefit the displaced residents. These resources are summarized
below.

. Section 8 Housing Vouchers — There is a turnover of approximately 18 to 20 Section 8
certificates every month. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could receive a preference
for any available certificates because of their displacement by government action.

. Housing Authority Public Housing Units — There is a turnover of approximately 8 to 12
units every month of various bedroom sizes. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could
receive a preference for any available apartments because of their displacement by
government action.

. Non-Profit Managed Units — There are several affordable projects to be built by non-
profit housing developers within the next 24 months. These units would not be available
prior to December 2002. However, the City could write into the agreement with the
developers a provision that families previously displaced by government action would
have preference if otherwise qualified. These projects are:

- Mercy Housing, Robert and A Street, 72 units
- Villa Cesar Chavez, 391 Hueneme Road, 52 units (farmworkers only)
- Meta Street, 24 units (farmworkers only)

. Homebuyers Assistance — The City offers a $5,000 matching grant for the purchase of
new mobile homes by low-income families. The City could set aside a specific number
of grants out of the City’s yearly allocation of $100,000 for Owl Mobile Home Park
families that want to take advantage of this program.

There are also several affordable for sale projects that are in the planning stage. The City
could request the developers provide a preference for Owl Mobile Home Park residents,
if they are otherwise eligible. These projects would not be available prior to December
2002.

- Boys and Girls Club, 26 units
- Stroube Street, 22 units

These resources would be in addition to the relocation assistance and payments that would
provided in accordance with the provisions of the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (please see the IS/EA and Draft Relocation Impact Report
for a summary of relocation benefits under the Uniform Act).
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Comment Letter A4

Director

v PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
cou RONALD C. COONS

Duputy Ditacters of Public Works

August 2‘ 2001 Wm. Butch Brint
Transportaton
John C. Crowley
Waler Resovrces & Engineening
Lane B. Holt
Mr. Ron Kosinski, Chief pirwmnon
Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning Soi Wasto Management
120 South Spring Street Jetl Pratt
Los Angeles, California  90012-3606 o bone

SUBJECT: RMA 01-060, EA 003430, Initial Study and Environmental Assessment

Rice Road at U.S. Highway 101 Improvements, Oxnard
Dear Mr. Kosinski :
The Ventura County Flood Control District (District) has reviewed the submittal for the proposed Ad-1

improvement of the Rice Road-Highway 101 interchange with respect to issues under District purview. The
project is not adjacent to any District jurisdictional facilities|and will not encroach into District facilities or
rights-of-way. The District has no comments with respect tg flood control issues. NPDES issues will be
adequately addressed by the preparation of a SWPPP,

If you have questions regarding this subject, please gall the undersigned at 654-2906 or for water
quality questions, please call Jayme Laber at 662-6737.

Very truly yours,

Kevin Keivanfar, P.E.
Manager, Permit Section
Flood Control Department

c: Joseph Eisenhut, RMA Planning, County of Ventura

log no. 20010723-003

Hall ot Administration L # 1600
@ 5005 Victoria Ave, Ventura, A 33009 - (B05) 6542018 - FAX (305) 654-3952 - www.ventura.org/VCPWA &
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Response to Comment A4-1

Comment noted.
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Comment Letter A5

COUNTY OF VENTURA
PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
! WATER RESOURCES & ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
|
| MEMORANDUM |
, July 31, 2001 '
To: Joseph Eisenhut, x2464 R
¢ RMA/Planning Division .
|

|
| From: Lowell Preston,
| Water Resources Division Manager

Subject: CITY OF OXNARD, CALTRANS 7, HWY 101/RICE AVENUE IMPROVEMENT I

We have reviewed the subject Environmental Document Review Notice and have determined A5-1
that it is COMPLETE for water resources-related issues. The subject project will have NO :
EFFECT on area groundwater quantity, groundwater quality, or water supply.

Discussion: The Califomia Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) intends to reduce
traffic impacts at the subject averpass/interchange by increasing the number of traffic lanes on !
Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue at Hwy 101 (Ventura Freeway) from the present two lanes to

six and reroute the northbound (NB) Hwy 101/Santa Clara Avenue/Auto Center Drive off mmp

[ to make room for a new loop access from Rice Avenue NB to Hwy 101 NB. Ventura Blvd
westbound would need to be rerouted through the Nyeland Acres community to meet Santa

Clara Avenue at a junction one block north of Auto Center Drive. Freeway
acceleration/deceleration ramps would be lengthened.

|

|

|

| The area is extremely flat and level. Stormwater will be conveyed from project impervious

| surfaces into several large channels maintained by the Ventura County Flood Controi "
‘Department (VCFCD) to Beardsley Wash (north of Hwy 101) and Revolon Slough (south of Hwy A5-2
101). The project has no impact on groundwater quantity or quality because no water is ‘

| used by the praject, and the project overlies a confined aquifer. Perched groundwater may exist

| beneath the project within about ten feet of ground surface. The contractor is expected to

| construct several very shallow borings or temparary monitoring wells to assess the possible
perched water impact on project grading and roadbed recompacting. !

1 The City of Qxnard Well Ordinance regulates monitoring well construction for water level and !
| water quality data collecton. The contractor must obtain a permit from Oxnard A5-3
Engineering Services Department prior to constructing monitoring wells for the subject
' project. Also, one abandoned water well (State Well # 0ZN22ZW25N02S) exists within the !
project at the west edge of Rice Avenue about 400 feet south of the junction with Hwy 101. The | AS-4
well must be destroyed under a permit to be issued by the Engineering Services
Department. [

| i
[ If there are questians, please call me at (805) 648-8204, or call Mr. LaVern Hoffman at (805) !
! 654-2907. Thank you.
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Response to Comment A5-1

Comment noted.

Response to Comment A5-2

Comment noted.

Response to Comment A5-3

The contractor will obtain all required permits.
Response to Comment A5-4

Comment noted. The abandoned water well will be destroyed under a permit issued by the
County of Ventura Engineering Services Department.
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Comment Letter A6

Postir FexNote 7671 [Dae 5 /57 TEeLv 3
* R.Burron Fom ] 5« oot b
Co/Dept. Chlineands 7 [° Vo Anity
Phone #
COUNTY OF mj( BES 45y 2yi
RESOURCE MANA! 2/3) 877-065S C

PLANNING IV iIsdiwy

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 7, 2001

TO: Joseph Eisenhut, Coordinator
Outside Environmental Document Review

FROM: Bruce Smith, Manager
General Plan Section

SUBJECT: Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, Rice Ave./US 101
RMA Referencs No. 01-060

The Planning Division of the Ventura County Resource Management Agency has
reviewed the above-referenced subject and has the following comments:

Theimprovements proposed include the (1) reconstruction of the Rice
Avenue/US 101 interchange and the (2) extension of Ventura Boulevard to
intersect with Santa Clara Avenue north of Auto Center Drive. The interchange
improvement as shown in the maps accompanying the Initial Study/Environ-
mental Assessment dated June 28, 2001 is located within the boundaries of the
City of Oxnard. The extension of Ventura Boulevard, however, is proposed for
location within the unincorporated area of the County of Ventura.

Noise

The proposed extension aof Ventura Boulevard is subject to the Goals, Policies AB-1
and Programs of the County General Plan. Policy 2.16.2-1(4) requires that noise
generators proposed near any noise sensitive use incorporate noise control
measures to meet designated noise standards. Thresholds are measured as
ambient noise plus 3dBA.

The Initial Study Environmental Significance Checklist (Iltem No. 19) indicates
that the project will result in an increase in noise levels or vibration for adjoining
areas. However, the Checklist indicates that after mitigation, the result will
change to "no” increase in such noise or vibration levels.

A noise study was conducted using Caltran protocols and a threshold known as
“Noise Abatement Criteria” (“NAC"). Residential receivers located in the vicinity v
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of the proposed realignment of Ventura Boulevard are predicted to approach or A
exceed the NAC under the Future Build scenario. Accordingly, naise barriers,
tWo on the west side and one on the east side of the realigned Ventura AB-1
Boulevard are recommended as reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to Cont'd
satisfy the Preliminary Noise Abatement Decision guidelines in Caltrans' Traffic
Noise Analysis Protocol.

The noise study indicates that Ventura County thresholds, as stated in the Goals,
Policies and Programs of the General Plan, will not be exceeded in the areas of
County interest, following construction of the proposed noise barriers.

Housing and Neighborhood Character

As a second area of concem, the Initial Study Environmental Significance
Checklist (item Nos. 33-37) indicates that the project will result in negative
impacts to human population, neighborhood character and housing demand.
However, the Checklist indicates that after mitigation, these results will change to
“no” increased impacts.

Eighteen (18) mobile homes and two single-family residences, deemed in the
analysis to be low-income residences, and sheltering approximately 69 persons
in the City of Oxnard, will be displaced as a result of the project, specifically,
construction of the northbound loop on-ramp. While construction of the on-ramp
and its effects on housing will occur within the jurisdiction of the City of Oxnard,
the project as a whole will take place on unincorparated area as well, subject to
County of Ventura review.

With regard to housing, Goal 3.3.13(1) of the Ventura County Goals, Policies and

Programs seeks to: “Encourage the physical maintenance of the existing

standard housing stock (28,240 units), especially mobile homes (1,591 units) in

mobile home parks . . . “ In addition, Palicy 3.1.2 of the El Rio-Del Norte Area

Plan states that “all discretionary development projects shall be reviewed and

conditioned to ensure that they are . . . consistent with the character of the El

Rio/Del Norte area, and are beneficial to the community as a whole.” Further,

the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines state that “Forced

removal of four or more dwellings that are currently or were formerly owner-

occupied, or the removal of four or more dwellings that are currently or were AB-2

formerly renter-occupied, that are affordable to [lower-income families] is

considered to have a significant adverse impact on existing housing.” Ventura

County favors a mitigation measure requiring the project proponent to build
«housing units affordable to low-income families in equal numbers to those that

will be removed.

Removal of the housing units will violate the County Goal of physically AB-3
maintaining mobile home units in parks. Removal of the housing units will
violate the Area Plan Policy of ensuring projects’ consistent with community
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character and beneficial to the community as a whale. The analysis states: “For 4

those residents who have come to rely an neighbors or have otherwise formed AB-3
relationships in the park [Owl Mabile Home Park], the dissolution of their present ;
residential community would be an adverse effect of the proposed project.” Cont'd

Further, removal of the housing units and approval of the subject /nitial
Study/Environmental Assessment would exceed Ventura County thresholds for
significant adverse impact on existing housing affordable to lower-income
families, i.e., removal of four (4) or more such units.

The City of Oxnard proposes as mitigation measures to offer relocation advisory
assistance, including information on the availability and prices of rental units and
to help eligible displaced persons by paying certain costs and expenses. These
measures comply with California Code and the Uniform Relocation Assistance AB-4
and Property Acquisition Act of 1970 as amended. According to the Initial &
Study/Environmental Assessment, the City and Caltrans (project proponents) are
exempt from the City of Oxnard Municipal Code special considerations for
closure of mobile home parks.

The County of Ventura urges that the City of Oxnard not exempt the project
proponents from special considerations for closure of mobile home parks under
its Code. Further, Ventura County objects to the certification of a Negative
Declaration environmental assessment in which Checklist Items 33-37 are AB-5
deemed not significant after proposed mitigation and said mitigation does not
include replacement of the twenty (20) units of low-income family housing to be
removed as part of the project. Ventura County proposes that mitigation
measures sufficient to reduce adverse impacts to housing and community
character from “significant” to “not significant” require actual construction of
replacement low-income housing units.
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Response to Comment A6-1

Comment noted. Noise barriers will be constructed on both sides of the realigned Ventura
Boulevard as shown on Figure 7 on page 49 of the IS/EA, unless the following situation occurs.
In accordance with Caltrans procedures, prior to construction the City will conduct a survey of
the property owners of properties affected by potential noise increases due to the proposed
interchange improvements. If 50 percent or more of the affected property owners (note: in the
case of rental or leased property, the owner’s opinion is considered superior to that of the
residents) are opposed to the noise barrier, noise abatement would not be provided adjacent to
the affected property.

Response to Comment A6-2

Comment noted. Although the City does not propose to construct new affordable housing to
replace the 18 mobile homes that would be displaced, there are City housing resources and
programs that could be of assistance to the displaced residents. These include:

. Section 8 Housing Vouchers — There is a turnover of approximately 18 to 20 Section 8
certificates every month. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could receive a preference
for any available certificates because of their displacement by government action.

. Housing Authority Public Housing Units — There is a turnover of approximately 8 to 12
units every month of various bedroom sizes. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could
receive a preference for any available apartments because of their displacement by
government action.

. Non-Profit Managed Units — There are several affordable projects to be built by non-
profit housing developers within the next 24 months. These units would not be available
prior to December 2002. However, the City could write into the agreement with the
developers a provision that families previously displaced by government action would
have preference if otherwise qualified. These projects are:

- Mercy Housing, Robert and A Street, 72 units
- Villa Cesar Chavez, 391 Hueneme Road, 52 units (farmworkers only)
- Meta Street, 24 units (farmworkers only)

. Homebuyers Assistance — The City offers a $5,000 matching grant for the purchase of
new mobile homes by low-income families. The City could set aside a specific number
of grants out of the City’s yearly allocation of $100,000 for Owl Mobile Home Park
families that want to take advantage of this program.

There are also several affordable for sale projects that are in the planning stage. The City
could request the developers provide a preference for Owl Mobile Home Park residents,
if they are otherwise eligible. These projects would not be available prior to December
2002.
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- Boys and Girls Club, 26 units
- Stroube Street, 22 units

These resources would be in addition to the relocation assistance and payments that would be
provided in accordance with the provisions of the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (please see the IS/EA and Draft Relocation Impact Report
for a summary of relocation benefits under the Uniform Act).

Two single-family residences in the unincorporated area would be removed for the interchange,
and their occupants relocated in accordance with the provisions of the Uniform Act. While it is
not known if these two residences are affordable to lower-income families, the removal of the
two residences is below the threshold of significance for the County of Ventura as identified in
the comment.

Response to Comment A6-3

The Owl Mobile Home Park is located within the City of Oxnard City limits. Therefore, the
pertinent plans and policies are those of the City of Oxnard, not the County. Furthermore, as the
lead agency under CEQA, the City of Oxnard is responsible for identifying and determining the
significance of potential impacts. The loss of the 18 mobile homes on the supply of affordable
housing in the City, though adverse, is not considered to be a significant environmental impact
by the City. Also see the response to Comment A6-2 for information on housing resources in the
City.

Response to Comment A6-4

The City adopted Ordinance No. 2492, which states, “The requirements of this article shall not
apply to any public agency which is required to comply with the relocation requirements of
California Government Code section 7260 et seq. due to any displacement of a person or persons
from a mobilehome.” The Uniform Act requirements as well as the California Code
requirements will provide reasonable and adequate notice and assistance to residents of the
mobile home park who are displaced by the project. The City will comply with its municipal
code.

Response to Comment A6-5

Please see the responses to Comments A6-2 and A6-3 above.
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Comment Letter A7

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IX

P.O. Box 29998
San Francisco, CA 94129

JUL 26 20m

July 26, 2001

Mr. Aaron P. Burton

Caltrans District 7

Office of Environmental Planning
120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Burton:

I am writing in response to the request for review that your office has submitted to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The request pertains to the initial
study/environmental assessment for the US Highway 101/Rice Avenue interchange project in
Oxnard, California. We offer the following comments.

Both the City of Oxnard and Ventura County participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP). Under this program, the Federal government makes affordable flood
insurance available within participating communities. In exchange, the communities adopt
certain floodplain management regulations to reduce the risk of flood damage. In support of
the NFIP, FEMA has undertaken a nationwide effort to identify and map flood hazards.
These flood hazards are shown on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), which FEMA
produces for each community participating in the program. The FIRMs show identified
Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The SFHA is an area that is subject to inundation
during a flood having a 1-percent chance of occurrence in a given year (also known as the
base flood or 100-year flood).

Flood insurance is required for structures within SFHAs in order to protect Federal financial
investments and to reduce the cost of disaster assistance. Further, the floodplain management
regulations adopted by participating communities affect the construction and improvement of
structures located in SFHAs. Accordingly, FEMA’s concerns with the project relate to the
potential effects of the project on flood hazards.

If the project will physically affect flood hazards shown on the FIRM, it is subject to the

following:

¢ The project should not worsen flood hazards to adjacent properties, particularly if those AT-1
properties contain insurable structures.

* The FIRM should accurately reflect changes to flood hazard information, such as shifts in | A7-2
floodplain boundaries or changes in base flood elevations, once construction is completed.
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If construction results in any change to the flood hazard data shown on the FIRM, the

community must request a revision to the FIRM within 6 months of completion of the 79
work. FEMA has developed an application/certification package that the community must ;
use to request a revision. This package is available electronically on FEMA’s website at Cont'd
www.fema.gov/mit/tsd/FRM_form.htm.

You can contact each of the affected communities to obtain copies of the current FIRMs.
Alternatively, copies of the maps may be obtained for a fee from our Map Services Center;
information about ordering maps is available on our website at www.msc.fema.gov/MSC.

We encourage you to work closely with the floodplain administrators for the City of Oxnard A7-3
and Ventura County to ensure that the proposed project complies with each community’s
floodplain management ordinance and to ensure that the goals of the NFIP are met.

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any
questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact our NFIP
branch at 415.923.7175.

incerely,

Sandro Amaglio
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Rob Rashanian, Oxnard City Engineer
Ronald Coons, Public Works Director, Ventura County
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Response to Comment A7-1

The proposed project improvements would encroach into an area designated as Zone AH, an area
of 100-year shallow flooding, located in the northwest quadrant of the interchange. According to
the Location Hydraulic Study and the Floodplain Encroachment Evaluation Study, the proposed
project improvements would result in an insignificant flood-storage reduction volume.
Consequently, the impact on the 100-year water surface is expected to be minor and substantially
less than 1 foot. The proposed project would not cause a significant risk or significant adverse
impact on floodplain values.

Response to Comment A7-2
Please see the response to Comment A7-1.
Response to Comment A7-3

Comment noted.
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Ron Lovetidge. Paversde * Greg Priin, Cathedral
City + Run Robers, Temeculs + fan Rudman,
Corana + Charles Whate, Marenn Valley

San Bermardino Counmty: Jon  Mikels, San
Bernarding County * Bill Alexsnder. Rancho
g4 * David Eshleman, Fontana « Lee Ann
Terrace + Bob Hunter, Victorville +
Ferry, Chuno Hills + |odith Valles,

Mikels, Venmura Couny +
lex + Donua De Paols, San
6. Pt Huenene

Glen Becerra,
Busnaventusa

Riverside County Transportation Commission:
Bubi Lo, Hemet

Ventura County Transportation Commission:
Rall Dhawin, Sterm Valley

Comment Letter A8

July 18, 2001

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Chief
Office of Environmental Planning
Caltrans, District 7

120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012-3319

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse 120010372 Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange
Project

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

We have reviewed the above referenced document and determined that it is
not regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria. Therefore, the
project does not warrant clearinghouse comments at this time. Should there
be a change in the scope of the project, we would appreciate the opportunity to
review and comment at that time.

A description of the project was published in the July 15, 2001
Intergovernmental Review Report for public review and comment.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this project. Correspondence should
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867.

Sincerely,

‘%M&ﬂf Wﬁéﬁ"—/

JEFFREY M. SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner
Intergovernmental Review

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street
12th Floor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 2361800
F{213) 236-1825

WIWW.SCag.Ca.gov

Officers: President: Supervisor Jon Mikebs. County
of San Bermardina + Firu Yice President
Councilmember Hal Bernson. Los Angeles +
Second Vice President: Counailmember Bev Perry,
Brea = Immediate Pust President: Mayoe Pro Tem
Rom Baies. Los Alamitos

| County. Hank Kuiper, imperial County +
David Bhillon, Bl Centro

Los Angeles County Yvonne Brathwaite Burke
Los Angeles County = Zev Yaroslavsky, Los Angeles
County * Hary Baldwin, San Gabriel o Bruce
Barrows, Cernuon + George Bass, Bell = Hul
Bermsan. Los Angeles » Robert Bruesch, Rosemead
= Gene Duiiel, Paramouni * Jo Anne Darcy. Santa
Clarita » Ruth Galamter, Los Angeles » Eric Garcetti

Lok Aageles = Ray Grabumka, Long Beach * James
Hihn, Los Angeles » Janice Habn. Los Angeles +
Dree Harduson, Torrance * Nate Holden, Los Angeles
* Sandra Jacobs, B Segundo * Liwrence Kirkley,
Inglewood + Bonmie Lowenthal, Long Beach +
Keith McCarthy, Downey » Cindy Miscikowsk, Los
Angeles + Sucey Murphy, Burbank + Pam
©O'Connor, Sants Monka * Nick Pacheco, Loy
Angeies * Alea Padilla, Los Angeles * Jan Perris. Loi
Angeles ¢ Bratrice Proo, oo Rivers = Mark Rudley

Thomas, Los Angeles » Bd Reyes, Lov Angeles »
Karen Rosenthal, Claremont  Dick Stanford, Arusa
= Tom Sykes. Walnur = Paul Tulboc, Alhambes
Sicney Tyler, [t Passdena « Jorl Wachs, Los Angeles
» Dennis Washburn, Calabasas = Jack Weiss, Los
Angele = Dennis P Zine, Lot Angeles

Orange Counry Charles Smith, Orange County =
Bon Bates. Los Alamitos = Ralph Baver, Hunnngton
Beach = An Brown. Buena Park + Lou Bone, Tustin
* Elizabeth Cowan, Costa Mess * Cathryn DeYouny,
Ligunas Niguel + Richard Dixon, Lake Forest + Alua
Duke. La Palma = Surley McCracken, Anubeim »
Bew Perry, Brea » Tod Ridgeway, Newpon Beach

Riverside County: Bob Buser, Raversde County =
Ron Liverdge, Raverside * Greg Pectis. Cathedral
City = Ron Roberts. Temeculs * Jan Rudman
Corona + Chatles White, Moreno Valley

San Bermardine County: Jon Mikels. S
unty * Bill Alexander, Rancha
* David Ebleman. Fontana » lee Ann
levrace + Bob Hunter, Victorville =
Perry, Chino Hills = Judsth Valies,

Ventura County: Judy Mikel, Venturs County =
Glen Becerra, Sumi Valley » Donns De Pacla, San
Buenaventurs = Toni Young, Pors Hueneme

Riverside County Tramsportation Commission:
Robun Lowe, Hemet

Ventura County Tramsportatien Commission:
Ball Baves, Sumi Valley

August 2, 2001

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, Chief
Department of Transportation
Caltrans District 7

Office of Environmental Planning
120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Comments on the Initial Study / Environmental Assessment for the Rice
Avenue / U.S. 101 Interchange Project - SCAG No. | 20010372

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Thank you for submitting the Initial Study / Environmental Assessment for the Rice
Avenue / U.S. 101 Interchange Project to SCAG for review and comment. As
areawide clearinghouse for 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 to
state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute
to the attainment of regional goals and policies. . Please disregard our July 18, 2001
comment letter for the proposed Project. That letter was sent in error.

It is recognized that the proposed Project considers reconstruction and widening of the
existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes, reconfiguration of the existing
U.S. 101 on-and-off ramps, and the realignment of Ventura Avenue. The proposed
Project is located in Ventura County, in the City of Oxnard.

SCAG has evaluated the Initial Study / Environmental Assessment for the Rice Avenue /
U.S. 101 Interchange Project with the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG)
and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The proposed Project is consistent with the
2001 RTP, and listed in the 2000/01-2005/06 Regional Transportation Program.

Policies of SCAG's RCPG and RTP, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined
in the attachment. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please
contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e %tf
E EY M/SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner

Intergovernmental Review

Rice AvenuelU.S.

101 Interchange Project

MFA
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COMMENTS ON THE
INITIAL STUDY / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR THE
RICE AVENUE / U.S. 101
INTERCHANGE PROJECT
SCAG NO. 1 20010372

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue
overcrossing from two to six lanes, reconfiguration of the existing U.S. 101 on-and-off
ramps, and the realignment of Ventura Avenue. The proposed Project is located in
Ventura County, in the City of Oxnard.

INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS

The document that provides the primary reference for SCAG's project review activity is
the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG chapters fall into
three categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The Growth Management (adopted June
1994), Regional Transportation Plan (adopted April 2001), Air Quality (adopted October
1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality
(adopted January 1995) chapters constitute the core chapters. These core chapters
respond directly to federal and state planning requirements. The core chapters constitute
the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their plans with applicable
regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management chapters contain
both core and ancillary policies, which are differentiated in the comment portion of this
letter. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) constitutes the region's Transportation
Plan. The RTP policies are incorporated into the RCPG.

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services,
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid
Waste Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may
reflect other regional plans. Ancillary chapters, however, do not contain actions or
policies required of local government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no
new mandates or policies for the region.

Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links
between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG.

Each of the applicable policies related to the proposed project are identified by number
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and reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG staff comments regarding the
consistency of the Project with those policies.

GENERAL SCAG STAFF COMMENTS

1. During the time this IS/EA for the proposed Project was being prepared, SCAG | A8-1
adopted the 2001 RTP (April 2001). References made to the 1998 RTP should be
updated and/or changed to reflect the 2001 RTP in the Final IS/EA for the proposed
Project.

The IS/EA includes a short discussion on the RTP and RTIP in regards to the

proposed Project. The proposed Project is included in SCAG's 2000/01-2005/06
RTIP.

2. The Final IS/EA should address the relationships (consistency with core policies and | A8-2
support of ancillary policies) to SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and
discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable regional
plans.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide contains a number of policies that are particularly applicable to the Rice Avenue /
U.S. 101 Interchange Project.

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in all phases of implementation and review.

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

SCAG _staff comments: The IS/EA, on page 11, includes a sentence on
construction scheduling. The proposed Project will be constructed over a period of
approximately 2%; years. Construction is scheduled to start in 2002. The Project
is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51
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The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has policies pertinent to this proposed
project. This chapter links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering
economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption,
promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and
equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial
limitations. Among the relevant policies of this chapter are the following:

4.01 Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s adopted Regional
performance Indicators.

4.02  Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceptable
level.

SCAG staff comments. The IS/EA identifies environmental impacts and details the
measures mitigate these impacts. Pages 39 through 73 provide an environmental
evaluation and recommended mitigation measures. The Project is consistent with
this core RTP policy.

4.04  Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.

4.16  Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a priority over
expanding capacity.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft IS/EA, in Section2 (Purpose and Need for
Transportation Improvements) discusses the need for the proposed Project and
proposed improvements, which will help to maintain and operate the existing
transportation system. The Project is supportive or this core RTP policy.

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

SCAG staff comments. The. Project is proposed in @ manner, which will minimize
environmental impacts.  Mitigation measures included in the IS/EA are
recommended to address identified impacts. The Project is supportive of this
ancillary RCPG policy.

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

SCAG staff comments. The IS/EA in Sections 6.11, 6.12, 6.13 and 6.14, includes
discussions on the Projects’ impact on biclogical resources. The IS/EA
recommends a number of mitigation measures to address impacts to plant and
animal species. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

3.21 Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cuifural resources and archaeclogical sites.

SCAG staff comments. Based on information provided in the IS/EA, the proposed
Project would not have any impacts on any cultural resources. However, in the
event buried cultural resources are encountered, mitigation measures are
recommended. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

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

SCAG staff comments. The IS/EA in Section 6.2 acknowledges that the proposed
Project is within a seismically active area, and that the Project would be subject to
strong ground shaking. Mitigation measures included in this section are
recommended to address potential geologic hazards through the implementation
of building codes, special studies, standards and specific requirements and/or
project design. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

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

SCAG staff comments. The IS/EA in Section 6.9 acknowledges that the proposed
Project would have noise impacts on some surrounding uses. Mitigation
measures are recommended to address noise impacts on adjacent uses and
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construction. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.

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.q., indirect source
rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be
assessed.

5.11 Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at alf
levels of goverment (regional, air basin, county, subregional and Jocaf) consider
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

SCAG staff comments. The Draft IS/EA in Section 4-10- (Air Quality)
acknowledges regional air quality, relationships to ensure consistency and
minimize conflicts. Mitigation measures outlined on page 46 are recommended to
address identified impacts to construction. The Project is consistent with this core
RCPG policy.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
water guality 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.

11.07 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.

CONCLUSIONS

1. As noted in the staff comments, the proposed Rice Avenue / U.S. 101 Interchange | A8-3
Project Initial Study / Environmental Assessment is consistent with or supports some
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of the core and ancillary policies in the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and A8-3
Regional Transportation Plan. Cont'd

2. As noted in the General Staff Comments, the Final IS/EA should address the A8-4
relationships (consistency with core policies and support of ancillary policies) to
SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional Transportation Plan
and discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
regional plans. In addition, references made to the 1998 RTP should be updated
and/or changed to reflect the 2001 RTP in the Final IS/EA for the proposed Project.

3. All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts | A8-5
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 GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency established
under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Pfanning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibilities include the following:

SCAG is designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated to
maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. '134, 49 U.S.C. '5301
etseq., 23 C.F.R. 450, and 49 C.F.R. '613. SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency,
and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan,
pursuant to Califonia Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b}-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. '7504(a)
as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District,

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '7506.

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congesti
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 65080 of the
Government Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.

SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assislance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-85 Review).

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

Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. '1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act), SCAG is the authorized
Areawide Waste Treatment Manag Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65584(a).

SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments) for preparing the Southemn California Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised July 2001
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Response to Comment A8-1

Comment noted. The text of the IS/EA has been revised to reflect the fact that SCAG adopted
the 2001 RTP in April 2001.

Response to Comment A8-2

The proposed project is consistent with or supportive of the core and ancillary policies of
SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. The text of the IS/EA has been revised to
reflect that fact.

Response to Comment A8-3

Comment noted.

Response to Comment A8-4

Please see the responses to Comments A8-1 and A8-2 above.

Response to Comment A8-5

Comment noted. As required by CEQA, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) will be adopted should the project be approved by the City. The MMRP will identify

the mitigation measures that are a condition of project approval and the parties responsible for
monitoring the mitigation measures to ensure that they are implemented.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Comment Letter A9

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS. Governior

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
South Coast Region

4948 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, California 82123

(858) 467-4201

FAX (B58) 467-42356

July 30, 2001

Ronald Kosinski £¢

Chief, Office of Environmental Planning
Department of Transportation

District 7, 120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012-3606

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Comments on the Initial Study/Environment Assessment for
the Rice Avenue/US 101 Interchange Project, City of Oxnard, Ventura County
(SCH #2001061129)

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) for the above-referenced project relative
to impacts to biological resources. The City of Oxnard, in cooperation with the California
Department of Transportation (CalTrans), proposes to reconstruct and widen the existing Rice
Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes, reconfigure the existing US 101 on- and off-ramps,
and realign Ventura Boulevard. The purpose of the project is to increase current and future
traffic capacity in the City of Oxnard and the project study area. Construction is scheduled to
begin in 2002 and continue for approximately 2 ¥; years.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s
authority as a Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15386) and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 over those aspects of the proposed project that come under the
purview of the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 er seq.)
and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 ef seq.

Biological Resources

The IS/EA identifies rows of large, mature cucalyptus trees within the project area that
can provide nesting habitat for red-shouldered, red-tailed, and Cooper’s hawks, and a variety of
other native bird species. Approximately 273 of these trees would be removed as a result of

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

Ronald Kosinski
July 30, 2001
Page 2

project construction. To minimize and mitigate potential adverse effects to nesting birds, the
project proposes to; 1) remove trees between September 1 and February 28 to avoid the breeding
bird season; 2) conduct surveys by a qualified ornithologist during the bird breeding season not
more than two days prior to construction activities, flag any identified nests, and provide a
minimum 1 00-foot off-limits buffer between active nests and the construction zone; and 3) if
construction within buffer zones cannot be avoided, obtain permits from the US Fish and Wildlife
Service authorizing “take™ under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 CFR 10.13) prohibits take of birds,
nests, or eggs for all migratory non-game native bird species. The Department is unaware of
federal permiiting that would authorize take of native birds or their active nests pursuant to
MBTA. Additionally, Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code
prohibit take of all birds and their active nests. It is therefore necessary that the project avoid
direct take of native birds and their nests. To help ensure take avoidance, the Department
recommends the following changes to the proposed mitigation measures:

. Schedule tree removal activities outside of the breeding bird season,
generally from March 1 through August 31 (but as early as February 1 for
raptors).

. Beginning 30 days prior to disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, a
qualified ornithologist should conduct weekly surveys in the affected
habitat, with the last survey conducted not more than two days prior to the
initiation of tree removal/habitat clearance. A9-1

. If breeding birds are encountered, a minimum 500-foot buffer for raptors
and 300-foot buifer for all other native species should be established as off-
limits for construction until the young have fledged and there is no evidence
of a second nesting attempt. Limits of construction in the field to maintain
the proper buffer distances are best accomplished, when feasible, with
construction fencing; otherwise, flagging and stakes can be used.

. Construction personnel should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.
. Documentation of compliance with applicable State and Federal laws

pertaining to the protection of native birds should be completed and
submitted to the Department upon project completion.

We believe that these measures, when incorporated into project specifications, are most
likely to ensure your compliance with applicable laws to avoid take of native nesting birds during
project implementation.
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Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. Questions regarding this
letter and further coordination on these issues should be directed to Ms. Trudy Ingram at (805)
640-9897.

Sincerely,

C. F. Raysbrook
Regional Manager

cc: Department of Fish and Game
Morgan Wehtje, Camarillo
Trudy Ingram, Qjai
Cynthia Daniels, City of Oxnard
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

TDickerson:td/sl]
File:Chron

Sile:staff\idickerson\comments on IS_EA. Ricedve-10]
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Response to Comment A9-1

Comment noted. The mitigation measures in the IS/EA have been revised to incorporate the

changes proposed by the California Department of Fish and Game to ensure impacts to migratory
birds are minimized.
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Comment Letter A10
STATE OF CALIFORNI A - oS,
*

Governor’s Oftice of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse N

. GOVERNg,

g ’mn;sa%f

Crrav Davis
U ERNOR DIRECTHOR

Steve Nissen

July 31, 2001

Cynthia Daniels

City of Oxnard

305 West Third Street, 3rd Floor
East Wing

Oxnard, CA 93030

Subject: Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Improvement Project
SCH#: 2001061129

Dear Cynthia Daniels;

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review.
The review period closed on July 30, 2001, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for drafi
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

\-ﬁAf7 gﬁ%
Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

[JUOTENTH STRUET PO, BON 3044 SACRAMEN'TO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
QUO-445-0613  FAN 916=323=3018 W, OPR.CAGOV/CLEARINGHOUSE. HT ML

T
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Bag

SCH# 2001061129
Profect Title  Rice Avenue/U.5. 101 Interchange Improvement Project
Lead Agency Oxnard, City of
Type JD  Joint Dacument
Description  The City of Oxnard in cooperation with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) are
proposing to improve the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange. Proposed improvements include
reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two fo six lanes,
reconfiguration of the existing U.S, 101 on- and off-ramps, and the realignment of Ventura Boulevard.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Cynthia Daniels
Agency City of Oxnard
Phone 805-385-7871 Fax
email
Address 305 West Third Street, 3rd Floor
East Wing
City Gxnard State CA  Zip 93030
Project Location
County Ventura
City Oxnard
Region
Cross Streets  Rice Avenue, Santa Clara Avenue, U.S. 101
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways U.S. 101
Airports  Camarillo
Rallways Metrolink, Union Pacific
Waterways Revolon Slough
Schools
Land Use Exisling land uses include transportation facilities (U.S. 101, Rice Avenue, Santa Clara Avenue, etc)

commercial {retail and office), mobile homes, single-family residences, and farmland. The zoning and
general plan designate the area for residential, community commercial, general commerciat, business
& research park, light industrial, and agricultural uses.

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual, Agricultural Land; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs;
Fiscal Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; Schools/Universities; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse;
Cumulative Effects; Air Quality

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5;
Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of
Aeronautics; California Highway Patrel; Caltrans, District 7; Air Resources Board, Transpeortation
Projects; Regional Water Quality Contrel Board, Region 4; Native American Heritage Commission;
Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

06/29/2001 Start of Review 06/29/2001 End of Review 07/30/2001

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Response to Comment Letter A10

The letter from the State Clearinghouse simply acknowledges that the IS/EA was received by the
Clearinghouse, was distributed to selected state agencies for review, and that the public review
period closes on July 30, 2001. No response is required.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Beard of Direclars

Danial C. Naumann, Presidant

- Comment Letter A11

F. W. Richardson, Vice President
Shaldon G. Berger, Secretary! Treasurer

Hanry Laubachar
Lynn E. Mauhardt
Roger E. Om
Pairick J. Kellay

Legal Counsal
Philip €. Drascher

General Manage:
Darna L Wisshart

UNITED WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

“Conserving Waler Since 1927

August 3, 2001
Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Caltrans District 7
Office of Environmental Planning
120 S. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn: Aaron P. Burton

Subject: U.S. Hwy. 101/Rice Ave. Interchange Project — EA No. 003430
Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Thank you for the opportunity to review subject project’s Initial Study/Environmental
Assessment document. We wish to call to your attention one item that will need A11-1
addressing prior to project approval.

There is an abandoned well within the project boundaries, which is located within the
southeasterly island of the existing interchange features. This well could become a
pathway for contamination into the aquifer systems, if not properly destroyed as an initial
item of construction.

State well number 2N/22W-25N02 was drilled in 1949 10 a total depth of 250 feet and
was perforated between the 118 and 222 f. depths. It was apparently not destroyed
during earlier land acquisitions and construction projects for the present features, and was
utilized as a monitoring well for many years by this agency as well as the Ventura County
Water Resources Department. It has however, not been utilized in this capacity for at
least ten years.

Please coordinate the proper destruction of this well in accordance with the requirements
of the Ventura County Water Resources Department. Please feel free to contact myself
or Peter Dal Pozzo at our Santa Paula offices should you need additional information.

Very truly yours,
w).

John M. Dickenson,
Engineering Department Manager

JD\GDO1ARice101ceqa
File: Calif. Department of Transportation

106 N. 8th Street » Santa Paula, California 83080 « Phone (805) 525-4431 « FAX: (805) 525-2861
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Response to Comment A11-1

Comment noted. The abandoned water well will be properly destroyed in accordance with the
requirements of the Ventura County Water Resources Department and the permit requirements
of the Ventura County Engineering Services Department (see Comment A5-4).

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Comment Letter A12

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO: Joseph Eisenhut, Planning DATE: August 6, 2001

FROM: Alicia Stratton A

SUBJECT. Request for Review of Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for U.S.
Highway 101/Rice Avenue Interchange Praject, California Department of
Transportation (Reference No. 01-060)

Air Pollution Contral District staff has reviewed the subject project initial
study/environmental assessment, which considers potential environmental impacts from
improving the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange. Proposed improvements include
reconstruction and widening of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six
lanes, reconfiguration of the existing U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps, and the realignment of
Ventura Boulevard. The project limits on Rice Avenue/Santa Clara Avenue extend from
approximately Gonzales road on the south 0 just north of Auto Center Drive,
Improvements on U.S. 101 to accommodate the interchange reconstruction would extend

* from approximately Almond Drive on the east to just west of Pases Mercado. The
project is proposed by the City of Oxnard in cooperation with the California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans District 7, Los Angeles), and the Federal Highway
Administration.

District staff concurs with the findings of the initial study/environmental assessment on
page 35 that no significant air quality impacts are expected 1o result from the projeet. The A12-1
mitigation measures listed on pages 46-47 will adequately minimize fugitive dust and
particulate matter that may result from grading and construction activities on the site.

Although not a California Environmental Quality Act issue, this project may be subject to
the federal General Conformity rule. On November 23, 1993, a rule entitled
“Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementations
Plans” was published in the Federal Register, This rule states that a federal agency may
not “engage in, support in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit,
or approve any activity which does not conform to an applicable implementation plan” I A12-2
have attached a summary of the federal General Conformity rule for your informarion. If
you need information beyond that provided in the summary, the Federal Register notice
contains background and explanatory material, and the Environmental Protection Agency
has issued supplemental guidance on implementing the federal General Conformity rule.

If you have any questions, please call me at 645-1426, '1,@\

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51
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OVERVIEW and OUTLINE of the
FEDERAL GENERAL CONFORMITY RULE

This rule was published in the Federal Register on November 30, 1993, and became effective on J anuary 31,

1994.* The purpose of the rule is to implement a portion of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,
section 176(c): a Federal action must not adversely affect the timely artainment and maintenarnice of national

air quality standards or emission reduction progress plans, cause or contribute to any new violations of an air
qualicy standard, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay the "timely

attzinment” of any standard or required interim emission reductions or milestones in any applicable arca,

The rule covers emissions that result from a Federal action, are reasonably foreseeable, and can practicably
be controlled by the Federal agency through its continuing program responsibility. ** All emissions related
to the Federal action must be considered in the conformity analysis and determination, including direct
emissions (such as thase produced by aircraft or stationary sources such as factories), and indirect emissions,
such as thase produced by vehicles traveling to and from a facility.

The rule applies to Federal actions, including projects, approvals and funding, except:
' (1) Those actions covered by the Federal transportation conformiry rule;
(2) Actions with associated emissions below specified “de minimis" levels; and
(3) Certain other actions which are exempt or presumed to conform (a list is included).

The conformity determination examines the impacts of all project emissions that are "reasonably
foreseeable" to result from the Federal action, including any emissions that would not otherwisa have
occurred. The rule provides several options te satis(y air quality criteria, and also requires that the Federal
action comply with any applicable SDE requirements and emission assumptions and/or milestones, Where a
Federal agency has delegated its responsibility to take certain actions to a State or local agency, the action is
considered to be a Federal action and the state must make a conformity determination on the Federal agency's
behalf. (For example: community development "block” grants pravided under Federal Housing and Urban

Development ) programs.)

Befare an action is taken, the resﬂgonsiblc Federal agency must make a determination that any actions covered
by the rule arc in conformity with the applicable State air quality implementation plan, budgets and
emissions milestones. If no SIP has been approved by EPA after 1990, then the applicable baseline threshold
is (0 be used. Mitigation measures that are identified as being needed in order for an agency to make a
positive conformity determination must be committed to in writing before a determination is completed.

Federal agencies are required 10 notify the public that they are in the process of making a conformi
determination, and must make such determinations available for public review. Notices of draft and final
conformity determinations must be provided to air quality regulatory agencies and to the general public by
publication«in a local newspaper. Once a Federal agency has completed a conformity determination for a
particular activity at a certain site, it will not expire for five years. However, if the project or activity
changes so that the amount of emissions produced significantly exceeds the projections on which a
quéftihmn%?dhg was based, the action must be re-analyzed to determine whether it is still in conformity
with the : _

The rule requires States to revise their State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to incorporate the rule, and to
submit them to EPA by November 30, 1994. State criteria and procedures must be at least as stringent as the
Federal rule. A State's rule may be more stringent, but only if it applies equally 10 Federal and non-Federal
entities, or it covers other issues not addressed by the Federal rule.

* Source; Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 228, 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93, “Determining Conformity of General Federai Actions
to State or Federal Implementation Plans; Final Rule," November 30, 1993.

** “Federal action means "any activity engaged in by a department , agency or insirumentality of the Federal government, or any

activity that a department, agency of the Federal governmenz suppors in any way, provides financial assistance for, licenses.
permits or appraves,” with certain exceptions that are listed in the regulation (see anached summary-of the Rule).

“Overview and Outline" 2t Federal General Conformily Rule
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- APPLICABILITY

The Federal. General Conformity rule applies to all areas that have been determined to be non-attainment for
Federal health-based air quality standards, and in all air quality maintenance areas. Projects or activities that
require a Federal permit, receive direct Federal funding, or are Federal facilities are covered by the rule,
including (for example): passenger airports and expansions (requiring FAA approval), portions of marine
port expansions, large Federal buildings, the leasing of Federal lands or facilities, and prescribed buming in
national forests. Only activities that are under the control of a Federal agency are included in the analysis. -

The General conformity rule applies to Federal activities that are not covered by the Transportation
conformity rule, with several listed exceptions: stationary sources that require a permit under the New
Source Review (NSR) or Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) programs; actions in response to
emergencies; research, demonstrations or training; mitigations specifically ired by environmental laws;
and actions carried out under the "Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act" (‘SuperFund’). Other than the listed exemptions and presumptions of conformity, the rule applies to
activities whose projected emissions would either exceed the applicable "de minimis” thresholds or fail to
meer several other tests (see outline).

The rule covers all “direct” and "indirect” emissions that are "reasonably foreseeable” to result from a Federai
action, "Direct" emissions are emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused or initiated by
the Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action. “Indirect” emissions mean those
emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that (1) could not occur without the Federal action, but may
occur later in time and/or may be farther removed in distance from the action itself but are still "reasonably
foreseeable,” and (2) emissions which the Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control
due to continuing program responsibility. The term “indircct emissions” also refers to emissions from
vehicles traveling to and from a facility (such as a passenger airport) -- these must also be included in the
anslysis. "Reasonably foreseeable" emissions are projected future emissions that can be identified at the time
the conformily determination is made. If the total reasonably foreseeable emissions are projected 10 be lower
than the "de minimis" thresholds, the activity is "in conformity."

The rule's minimum thresholds for ozone (that form from volatile organic compounds -- VOCs - or nitrogen
oxides -- NOx) and particulates (PM-10) vary according to the air quality classification of the attainment
arez. Thresholds are consistent for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide or nitrogen dioxide, and lead in all non-
amainment areas. These thresholds determine the types and sizes of projects that will “trigger” 2 conformity
analysis and the need for a conformity determination. If the total direct and indirect emissions froma
Federal activity are projected to equal or exceed the "de minimis” thresholds, and it is not an exempt acavity,
then that agency must conduct an air quality conformity analysis. For example, relatively small project that
would be subject to General Conformity in the South Coast (Los Angeles) (with a 10 ton/year threshold for
ozane) may ot be subject to the rule in Sacramento (with a threshold of 50 tons/year). If the activity
significantly changes or increases at a later date, a new conformity analysis waould then be needed.

The rule lists activities that are presumed to result in insignificant emissions and that would fall below the
thresholds, including: procedural and administrative activities; routine maintenance and repair; the
movement of materiel, personnel and mobile assets; the granting of Federal leases, permits or licenses for
activities that will be similar in scope to activities currently being conducted; planning studies; routine
operations; transfers of ownership; banking actions; initial Outer Continental Shelf lease sales (generally,
though not always); electric power marketing activities; and prescribed burning (if it is consistent with a
conforming land management plan). (Section 51.853)

“Overview and Outline” -2. Federal General Conformity Rule
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FEDERAL GENERAL CONFORMITY RULE
INE OF T

ction 93.150 -- Prahibition
a) Federal actions must conform to applicable SIPs, including existing SIP requirements.
b) A conformity determination must be made before an applicable Federal action is taken.
c) A conformity determination is not needed if:
1) A NEPA analysis was completed prior to January 31, 1994; -or-
2) 1) Prior to January 31, 1994, an environmental assessment was commenced or a
contract awarded to develop the environmental analysis; and
ii) Sufficient environmental analysis is compleied by March 15, 1994, 10 allow the
__ Federal agency to determine whether the action is in conformity with this rule; and :
iii) A written determination of conformity has been made by the Federal agency responsible for
the Federal action by March 15, 1994 (“grandfather clause”)
d) Compliance with this rule does not exempt Federal agencies from other requirements of the
applicable SIF, NEPA, or the FCAA. .

jon 93. 157 -- e implementation plan (S evision
a) States must submit a SIP revision to EPA by Navember 30, 1994 incorporating this rule.
b) The Federal rule applies until the SIP revision is submitted and has been approved by EPA. A
State's conformity provisions must be at least as stringent as the Federal rule. A State may only
estiblish more stringent conformity criteria and procedures only if they apply equally to non-Federal
as well as Federal entities (or are not covered by Part 93 of the rule).

Section 93.152 -_Definitions
Certain terms used in the rule are defined. Any terms that are used but not defined in the rule "shall have the
meaning given them by the FCAA and EPA's regulations, in that arder of priority."

Section 93.153 - Applicability

a) Transportation plans, programs and projects subject to the Federal Transportation Conformity Rule
are not covered by the Federal General Conformity rule.
b), 1&2) "De minimis" thresholds arc listed for ozone (from VOCs and NOx), carhon monoxide,
sulfur and nitrogen dioxide, particulates and lead, for both nopattainment areas (moderate, serious,
severe and extreme) and maintenance areas.
c) The requirements of the rule do not apply to certain actions:
1) emissions from the Federal action are below the "de minimis" threshold levels.
2) actions which would result in no emissions increase or an increase in emissions that is
clearly belaw the de minimis thresholds:
* judicial, legislative and administrative proceedings; planning studies
* continuing and recurring activites, if they are similar in scope and operation 10
those currently being conducted
" routine maintenance and repairs
civil and criminal enforcement activities
the routine, recurring transportation of materiel and personnel
maintenance dredging and debris disposal if disposal will be at an approved
disposal site and all necessary permilts are ohtained L
¢ actions at existing structures, properties and facilities where future activitics will
‘be similar in scope and operation to activides currently being conducted at the sites
(several examples are provided) .
= the granting of licenses, permits and easements where activities will be similar in
scope and operation to activities currently being conducted
* routine operation of facilities, mobile assets and equipment
+ transfers of ownership, interests and titles in land, facilities and real and personal
properties (including military bases but not necessarily their reuse)

¢ & o o

"Overview end Oudine" -3- Federal General Conformity Rule
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*  actions associated with transfers of land, facilities, title and real properties through
an enforceable contract or least agreement and where the Federal agency does nox
rewain continuing authority over those properties

 the designation of empowerment zones, enlerprise communities, or viticultural

areas

«  actions by Federal banking agencies or the Federal Reserve Bank

* many initial outer continental shelf lease sales which are made on a broad scale

» electric power marketing activities involving the acquisition, sale and transmission
of electnicity )

* actions which implement a decision to conduct or carry out a conforming prograrx
such as prescribed burning actions which are consistent with a conforming land

_management plan '
d) Exempt acfions: '
. 1) new or modified statignary sources that require a permit under the new source review
(NSR) or the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) programs.
2) immediate actions in response to emergencies or natural disasters such as hurricanes,
earthquakes, etc.
3) research, jnvestigations, studies. demonstrations or training where no environmental
detriment is incurred
4) alteration a 1diti ayxisting structures as specificallv required by new or existips
i vironm legislat i ] regulations (e.g., hush houses for
aircraft engines or scrubbers for air emissions)
) direct emissi medial and removal 3 -arried out under the
i mental Res; ion and Liabili ct (CERCLA -

"Super Fund") and associated regularions.

€) Federal actions that are part of a continuing response to an emergency or disaster more
than 6 months following the emergency are exempt (if the requirements that are listed are
satisfied).

) Actions specified by Federal agencics that have already met the criteria and procedures of
the rule on a_program-wide level are exempt (unless they would exceed the de minimis
thresholds) ‘

g) To gstablish activities that are presumed to conform on a program-wide level, a Federal
agency must meet the following requirements -- _
1) clearly demonstrate that the total emissions from the type of activities which would
be presumed to conform would be consistent with the rule (per 176(c)(1); - or -
2) provide documentation that the emissions from such future actions would be below
the emission rates for a conformirty determination based on similar actions taken over

recent years.

h) The Federal Agency must also comply with the following additional requirements to
presume that certain activities will conform with the rule: .
1) publish its list of proposed activities presumed to conform in the Federal Register
and the basis for the Prmumpﬁcns; . . . .
2) notify the appropfiate EPA Regional Office, State and local air quality agencies
and, where applicable, the MPO, and provide at least 30 days for public comment;
3) document its response to all the comments received and make the comments,
response, and final list of activities available to the public upon request; and
4) publish the final list of activities in the Federal Register.

i) When the emissions from 2 Federal action do not equal or exceed the thresholds but do

represent ten percent or more of a nonattainment or maintenance area’s total emissions of a
pollutant, the action is "regionally significant” and the requirements of this rule apply.

k) These provisions apply in all nonattainment and maintenance areas.
“QOverview andl Outline" : -d- Federal General Conformity Rule
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SIE ﬂr.f.é il meets any of the fallowmg requiremerm oraa year: tbal must be analyzed (e.g A ﬂu mmm
year, the year in which peak emissions are expected to occur, and any SIP budget or milestone years):

(1) For i the total emissions from the action are specifically identified and

any criteria pollutant,
accounted for in the apphcable SIP's antainment or maintenance demonstration;
-gr-

(2) For gmmjngg;u_d_gm thc emissions from the action are fully offset within the same area
through a revision to the applicable SIP or a similarly enforceable measure that crcan-.s emissions
reductions so that there is no net increase in emissions of that pollutaat;

- ar -

(3) For pagiculates, carhon monoxide, lead and sulfur dioxide, the total emissions from the action
meet the following (i or ii):

(i) the areawide and local air quality modeling requirements; -or-

(ii) the requ:rement for local air quality modeling analysis and the mqu:mmcnts in section 5

(below).1

(4) For carhon manoxide or particulates:
Where the State agoncy (or air dl.stnct) primarily responsible for the applicable SIP determines that an

-or -

(i) is no_weeded. the emissions from the action must meet the requirernents of paragraph (b)
of this section; -or-

(u) is appropriate and that 2 Iocal modeling analysis is not needed, the emissions from the

aculon z)neet the amamdc modeling requirements, or meet the requirements of paragraph 5

(below -or-

4(ii) above, the action meets any of the
following requirements: (i, i, iii, fv, orv) .

- -
-

(A) and the S:alc air agency determines that the total emissions from the action are
within the emissions budgets specified in the applicablé SIP; -or-

(B) Whete the tota] emissions from the action will n-sult in a level of gmissions would
h specified in the applicable SIP,2 and the State mah:s a

exceeqd the emissions budget
written commitment to EPA which includes:

(1) A specific schedule for revising the SIP whxch would achieve the needed
emission reductions prior to the time emissions from the action would occur;

and

(2) Identification of specific measures (o be incorporated into the SIP 1o
achieve the needed emissions reductions; and

(3) A demonstration that all existing applicable SIP measures are being
implemented and that local authority to implement additional measures is
being pursued; and

(4) A determination tha the responsible Federal agency has required all
reasonable mitigation measures associated with their action; and

(5) Writen documentation including 2l air quality analyses supporting the
conformity determination.

1 Paragraph (b) requires muawqual:;ymodchnganalymshowthatthc&ahndmtmwmmbmemmrm
violation or increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard.
2 as determined by the State air agency or its designes (such as air districts).

“Overview and Outline” -6- Federal General Conformity Rule
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(C) Where the Federal agency makes a conformily determination based on a State
commitment to revise its SIP. such commitment is automatically deemed a call fora
SIP revision, automatically resulting in EPA “sanctions™ if not fulfilled. The revision
must be submitted to EPA within 18 months, or sooner if the State commits to do so.

(ii) Actions specifically jncluded in a current transportation plan and trapsportation
improvement program that has been found to conform to the SIP are exempt from the general

conformity rule;

(iii) The action fully offsets its emissions within the same area throngh a revision 10 the
applicable SIP or an equally enforceable measure so that there is n i j issi
(iv) Wher 'A h 0 OVe vision to the relev IP s 199

the total emissions from the proposed Federal action for ﬁhe future years? do not
" 1 i o the »

< d o
(A) Baseline emissions reflect the historic getivizy levels that occurred in the
geographic area affected by the proposed Federal action during:

(1) Calendar year 1990; -or-

(2) The calendar year that is the basis for the classification (if a classification is

promulgated in 40 CFR par 81); -or-

(3) The year of the baseline inventory in the PM-10 applicable SIP,
(B) The haselipe emissions are the total of direct and indirect emissions calculated for
the future years using the historic activity levels and appropriate emission factors for
the furure years;

=ore

{v) Where regional water gnd/or waste water projects are sized ta meet only the needs of
population projections that are in the applicable SIP.3

.
Cen L1 .

below); and

pawide and/or iocal air qua g ang
(1) Meet the requirements of section 93.159 (

(2)‘Show that the action does not: :

(i) Cause or contribute to any new viglation of any standard in any area;or

(if) Increase the frequency ar severity of any existing violation of any standard in any

area,

(¢) An action subject to this subpart may not be determined to be in conformity unless the total of direct and
indirect emissions from the action is in compliance or consistent with all relevant requirements and
milcstones contained in the applicable SIP, such as: elements identified as part of the reasonable further
progress schedules, assumptions specified in the aftainment or maintenance demonstration, prohibitions,
numerical emission limits, and work practice requirements.

(d) Any analyses required under this section must be completed, and any mitigation requirements necessary
g:;& :rt;llnding of conformity must be identified, before the final determination of conformity is made by the
agency. .

3 Section 93.159(d) deseribes the cmission scenarios expected o occur wndes each of the following cases: (1) The Act-
mandated attainment year or, if applicable, the farthest year far which emissions are projecied in the maintenance plan; (2}
The year doring which the total emissions from (he action are expected (0 be the greatest on an annual basis; AND (3) any
year for which the applicable SIP specifies an emissions budger :

4 Many aress in Califomia do not currently have SIPs approved by EPA allter 1990; therefore this portion of the rule applies
in analyzing and determining the conformity of proposed Federal activities in those areas,

5 This requirement is primarily "uiggered* by the use of direct Federal funding for facilities expansion projects.

"Qverview and Outline” -Te Federal General Conformity Rule
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Section 93.159 - Procedures for conformity determinations of general Federal actions

(@ (@ i s umptions derived from
estimates of population, employment, travel and congestion most recently approved by the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) or other authorized agency. .
(2) Any revisions to the estimates used as part of a conformity determination must he approve the
MEQ (or other authorized agency).

(b) Emissions analyses mus ased on the Jatest a a ale emjss (e iques
available (unless they are inappropriate and EPA gives permission 10 use other techniques). Ai quality
modeling analyses must be based on applicable air quality models, data bases and other requirements.
(1) For motor vehicle emissions, the most current version of the motor vehicle emissions model
specified by EPA in that State must be used for the conformity analysis (€.g., the latest approved
version of EMFAC in California). i
(2) For stationary and area sources, the emission factors specified in EPA's "Compilation of Air

Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42)" must be used unless more accurate data are availahle.

(c) Air quality modeling analyses must be based on the applicable air quality models, data bases, and other
requirements specified in the most recent version of EPA's "Guidelines on Air Quality Models" (unless the
EPA Regional Administrator gives written approval for modifications or substitutions),

(d) The air quality modeling analysis must include emissions expected ta occur under each of the following
Scenarios:

(1) The Act-mandated atainment year (in a nonattainment area), or the farthest year for which
emissions are projected in the maintenance plan (for 2 maintenance area);

(2) The year during which the total emissions are gxpected to be the greatest on an annual basis;znd
(3) any year for which the applicable SIP specifies an emissions hudge.

Section 93.160 - Mitigation of air quality impacts.

(a) Measures that are intended to mitigate air quality impacts from the Federal action must be identified and
the process for implementation and enforcement must be described, including an implementation schedule
containing explicit timelines,

(b) Prior to determining that a Federal action is in conformity, the agency making the conformity.
determination must obtain written commitments from the appropriate persons or agencies to implement any
mitigaton measures which are identified as conditions for making conformity detenminations.

(c) Persons or agencies voluntarily committing to mitigation measures to facilitate positive conformity
determinations must comply with the ohligations of such commitments.

(d) In instances where the Federal agency is licensing, permitting or otherwise approving the action of
another governmental or private entity, approval by the Federal agency must be conditioned on the other
entity meeting the mitigation measures set forth in the conformity determination.

(¢) When necessary because of changed circumstances, mitigation measures may he modified so long as the
new mitigation measures continue to support the conformity determination. Any proposed change in the
measures is subject to the reporting reguirements of this rule.

(g) After a State revises its SIP to adopt its general conformity rules and EPA approves that SIP revision, any
agreements, including mitigation measures that are necessary for a conformity determination will be

. Commitments to implement measures to mitigate emissions associated with a
Federal action so that a conformity determination can be made may be enforced through the applicable SIP.

"Overview and Outline® B Federal General Conformily Rule
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Response to Comment A12-1

The comment that the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District concurs with the findings of
the IS/EA that no significant air quality impacts are expected to result from the project is noted
for the record.

Response to Comment A12-2

The proposed project is identified in the federally approved 2000/01 — 2005/06 RTIP prepared by
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), which is in accordance with all
applicable State Implementation Plans for the region and is consistent with SCAG’s 2001
Regional Transportation Plan. Additionally, the proposed project would not produce new air
quality violations or worsen existing violations (the reader is referred to the Draft Air Quality
Report prepared in support of the IS/EA for a detailed discussion of conformity issues).
Therefore, the proposed project conforms with federal Clean Air Act requirements.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ
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Comment Letter B1

BRAITMAN

& ASSOCIATES

Aungust 13, 2001

Cynthia Daniels, A.I.C.P.

Senior Project Coordinator
Transportation Planning Program
City of Oxnard

305 West 3™ Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Rice Avenue / US 101 Interchange Project
Dear Cynthia:

I am writing this letter on behalf of the owners of Valley Trailer Villa mobile home park, which
is located in the northwest quadrant of the proposed intersection project. We have several
specific comments regarding the project as described in the Initial Study/Environmental
Assessment (June 28, 2001).

We appreciate the City’s interest in discussing the interchange with affected property owners
early enough in the process so that design changes or other modifications can be instituted before
construction begins.

Proposed Sound Wall

As depicted in Figure 7 (pg. 49) a sound wall would be built on top of a retaining wall proposed
between Ventura Boulevard and the realigned northbound onramp. It would extend for 820 feet
westerly of the cul-de-sac on Ventura Boulevard and have a maximum height of 14 feet.

We are opposed to the construction of this barrier as described because of its interference with
the existing and planned commercial and/or light industrial use of the property immediately
north of the proposed sound barrier. B1-1

» Existing trailer sales business — Located between Ventura Boulevard and the Valley Trailer
Villa is an existing mobile home sales facility. It is vitally dependent on visual access from
the freeway for successful marketing. Construction of the proposed sound barrier will create
a significant visual impairment at this location.

v
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¢ Ultimate Use of Valley Trailer Villa — Although there is an existing residential use, the Citvdh

General Plan designation for this property, as shown on Figure 4 (pg. 20) is Light Industrial
Based on the City’s adopted plan, the existing mobile home park is an interim land use.

It is questionable that funds be used to construct a sound and visual barrier that is temporary
in nature and that is inconsistent with the City’s plans for the area.

The future non-residential use of this property in a manner that is successful for both the
property owner and the City is dependent to a large degree upon visibility and therefore we
are firmly opposed to construction of the sound wall as planned.

e Negligible Noise Impact — The planned interchange improvements will have a negligible
impact on existing peak hour noise levels at the Valley Trailer Villa.

Table 9 (page 48) identifies “Existing and Future Predicted Noise Levels™ for seven recetver
sites at the mobile home park. There would be, at most, a 2-decibel increase due to the
interchange project, which is an insignificant impact. In some cases the interchange project
will reduce existing decibel levels, without the planned noise barrier.

Removal of Noise Barrier - If the noise barrier must be constructed as described on page 51, it is
requested that the project description include removal of the wall when the Valley Trailer Villa
land use changes from residential to non-residential. The project should including removing the
sound wall without delay and at no cost to the affected property owners.

Alternative to Sound Barrier as Proposed - The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment should
evaluate two alternatives to constructing a sound wall along the northbound on-ramp.

e First, do not construct the noise barrier at all.

Is there a legal requirement to construct the proposed noise barrier, especially if the
proposed project has such a negligible impact on existing ambient noise levels? Do City,
State and Federal agencies have discretion as to whether or not to construct this
mitigation? Under what circumstances can construction of the proposed noise or sound
barrier be avoided?

During the discussion last Friday questions were raised as to the discretion of the City
and other funding agencies. It is requested that the City or its consultants research this
issue and provide a response as to the City Council’s authority to implement the project

without the proposed sound wall. v

B1-1
cont'd

B1-2

B1-3
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o Second, relocate the noise barrier to be between the mobile home sales facility and lheA
mobile home park. This would achieve the proposed benefits of noise attenuation for the
residential uses and would be less costly since it would be much shorter in Jength. B1-3

This option assumes that the sound wall is required at all, which may be questionable | cont'd

given the small noise impacts resulting from the interchange project.

It is requested that the environmental document and engineering information evaluate these two
alternative to the proposed noise barrier.

Ventura Boulevard Cul-de-sac / Construction of “A” Sireet

Placing a cul-de-sac on Ventura Boulevard prevents vehicles from exiting to the east and creates
a long dead-end road.

Ventura Boulevard from Paseo Mercado to the mobile home park is approximately 2,000 feet in
length. Having this road as the only means of access and egress raises significant questions of B1-4

- public safety, fire protection, evacuation or other emergency services for the mobile home park
and other properties served by this roadway.

It is requested that the Initial Study / Environmental Assessment document existing public safety
standards with regard to lengths of dead-end roads and that the analysis evaluate the benefits of
constructing “A” Street in conjunction with the interchange project.

Thank you for your attention to these matters.

Sincerely,

oY N—

BOB BRAITMAN

ce: Tom Herman, Valley Trailer Villa
Ron Kosinsky, Deputy District 7 Director, CalTrans
Michael G. Ritchie, Division Administrator, FHA
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Response to Comment B1-1

In accordance with Caltrans procedures, prior to construction the City will conduct a survey of
the owners of properties affected by potential noise increases due to the proposed interchange
improvements. If 50 percent or more of the affected owners (note: in the case of rental or leased
property, the owner’s opinion is considered superior to that of the residents) are opposed to the
noise barrier, noise abatement would not be provided adjacent to the affected property.

Response to Comment B1-2

If the noise barrier is constructed and the land use subsequently changes from residential to non-
residential, the noise barrier may be removed at the owner’s expense and is subject to the
approval of Caltrans for any barrier on Caltrans right of way.

Response to Comment B1-3

Please see the response to Comment B1-1. Alternative locations for the noise barrier will be
investigated if requested by 50 percent or more of the affected property owners.

Response to Comment B1-4

The City has reviewed the proposed design and found that it meets all City standards and
requirements with regards to public safety and access for emergency service vehicles. Access to
the area is available through Paseo Mercado and Ventura Boulevard

The construction of “A” Street is not part of the proposed project. The City’s policy for local
streets, such as “A” Street, requires that the street would be built at the time adjacent property
develops. The Rose-Santa Clara Corridor Specific Plan (adopted on July 15, 1986) identifies
“A” Street on the ultimate vehicular circulation system. The Rose-Santa Clara Corridor Specific
Plan states, “Ventura Boulevard will become a cul-de-sac immediately west of Santa Clara
Avenue at such time as the ultimate freeway interchange is built. In order to reduce the length of
the cul-de-sac and minimize the impact to properties located near Santa Clara Avenue, a new
collector street will be built through planning areas 3 and 8. This street will be constructed by
the owners of these parcels at the time these parcels are developed.”
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August 17, 2001 ‘1320 B sg -
Mr. Ron Kosinski, Chief 1 0

Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning =~~~

120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606
Re: Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Improvement Project
Dear Sir:

Please be advised that this office represents the mujority of the residents
of Owl Mobile Home Park: Jose Luis Valdovinos, Juan Galvan et al. In
addition, we represent other members of the low income community in Ventura
County who are increasingly concerned with the shortage of available housing
for very low income residents.

We have reviewed the fnitial Study/Environmental Assessment, as well
as the Drafi Relocation Impact Report and the proposed Negative Declaration
which have been prepared for the project referenced above. Unless more
effective mitigation measures are adopted, my clients object to a finding that the
proposed action will not have a significant impact on the environment. The
specific findings in the Negative Declaration with which we most disagree are:
(5) that there will be no significant impact on land use; (7) that neighborhoods
will not be significantly impacted by the project and (9) that the proposed
mitigation will reduce displacement impact to a “less than significant™ level.
We believe that the factual basis set out in these documents themselves
contradict that conclusion.

This project will increase the already desperate shortage of affordable
housing in Oxnard by removing from the market 18 units now available to
extremely low income residents and putting those 18 families in competition
with other low income residents in their search for replacement housing. It will
also disproportionately affect low income and minority residents, thereby
raising questions of environmental justice and fair housing.

First, the Draft Relocation Impact Report, Section 5.2 (beginning on
page 23 of that report) clearly shows that the residents of the Owl Mobile
Home park will not be able to move their mobile homes to spaces within the
city. The reasons include:

1. There is a less than 1% vacancy rate for mobile home spaces'in the
City of Oxnard, making it highly unlikely that all (if any) of these
residents could locate an available space within the city of Oxnard.

¢
_-.Nle\

B2-1

B2-2

B3-3

B2-4

v
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2. The Owl Mobile Home Park has the second lowest average rent of any park in the City, so
that even if spaces were available elsewhere the residents would not be able to afford the
space rent.
B2-4
3. The mobile homes at issue are older units, with permanent physical additions and would
suffer substantial and permanent damage if moved.

4. Even if spaces were available in other mobile home parks, many parks have restrictions
which would make those spaces unavailable to the current occupants of the Owl Mobile
Home Park.

Other considerations, important to my clients but not set out in the relocation plan, are
acknowledged in the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment. Section 6.7 (page 60) describes this
park as an “established cohesive community” in which “residents have come to rely on neighbors or
have otherwise formed relationships within the park.” This degree of cohesion, stated as “likely” in the | B2-5
assessment, was certainly demonstrated at the public hearing. Resident afler resident described systems
of mutual reliance and support within the park and their feelings of safety and security in their
environment,

The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment further acknowledges on page 21 that the City of
Oxnard 2020 General Plan seeks to “provide a variety of housing types throughout the City” and, on
page 59 that the City of Oxnard Municipal Code includes provisions for the preservation of Mobile
Home Parks. The assessment does not discuss the probable reasons for this policy, however, and
nowhere acknowledges the significant contribution of mobile home parks in providing home ownership
opportunities for all economic segments of the community. No other type of home ownership is
reasonably available to very low income residents in the City of Oxnard or in Ventura County without B2-6
deep subsidy. An owner of a mobile home, while still a “tenant” when that home is located on a rented
space within a mobile home park, enjoys a number of the benefits inherent in conventional home
ownership. He owns and controls his own unit and doesn’t share common walls and ceilings. Because
California’s Mobile Home Residency Law gives him significantly more protection against arbitrary
eviction and the City of Oxnard’s rent control ordinance protects him against excessive and arbitrary
rent increases for his space, he has a degree of stability and security which is unavailable to other types
of tenants.

Given the factual analysis discussed above, many of the answers given on the “Environmental
Significance Checklist”, starting on page 35 of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, are
indefensible.

Question 31: “Will the proposal (directly or indirectly)... be inconsistent with any elements of B2-7
adopted community plans, policies or goals, or the California Urban Strategy?”

The answer given is “No”. In the discussion of this question, section 6.15 beginning on page 56,

v
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the document indicates that acquisition of residential areas conflict with the General Plan Land Use A

Map, but are consistent with the circulation element. It does not discuss the City of Oxnard’s Housing B2-7
Element at all or make reference here to the Oxnard City requirements for the closure of mobile home ;
parks. cont'd

Indeed, reference to Oxnard’s Housing Element, adopted in December of 2000, shows
substantial inconsistency. Starting at the “Housing Needs Assessment™ section on page 1I-29 of the
housing element, it is seen that very low income households can probably not afford to purchase a
conventional home anywhere in Oxnard and, moreover, can probably not rent an adequately sized
apartment without either a rent overpayment or overcrowding. The Del Norte area (in which the Owl
Mobile Home Park is located) is stated to be one of three residential areas which contain the highest
concentration of low income houscholds. (p II-11).  Of those three areas, however, Del Norte has
significantly fewer overcrowded units (see map on 11-32) possibly because it also has the highest
proportion of mobile homes (see chart 21 on I1-22).

Discussing programs designed to achieve housing affordability, the Housing Element states, on
page I11-12, that mobile home parks provide a significant source of affordable housing for lower-income
persons and make a significant contribution toward providing a variety of housing choices. Accordingly,
with the Goal of expanding and protecting housing opportunities for lower-income households and
special needs groups, the city adopted Policy 3.6: ‘Support the conservation of mobile home parks
..."(See page V-9). The city also adopted Housing Program 14a, (See pages V-17 and V-22) to preserve
existing mobile home parks. (Hence the Oxnard city ordinance referred to but unexplained in the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment.) Unfortunately, chart 20 on page 11-22 indicates that in the period
between 1990 and 2000, the number of mobile home spaces in the City of Oxnard declined by 10%.

Additionally, while the relocation plan suggests that the residents of the Owl Mobile Home Park
and other residents displaced by public actions would be given a preference in affordable housing
projects, it does not address the fact that the city is already far behind in meeting its affordable housing
needs. See chart 57 on page V-5 which indicates that of the 1,719 affordable units which were targeted
between 1995 and 2000, 369 were actually built. The many families already desperately seeking
affordable housing in Ventura County do not need the additional competition of 18 newly homeless
families.

Questions 34 and 36 “Will the proposal (directly or indirectly)...affect lifestyles or neishborhood
character and stability... [or] divide and disrupt an established community?

The answer suggested is *“Yes” before mitigation, but not significant after mitigation (although
no mitigation is discussed in this section which begins on page 60 of the IS/EA). B2-8

It is admitted that, “The full acquisition of the Owl Mobile Home Park would adversely affect an
established community by permanently displacing all of the residents from the park,” and further
suggested that “a more likely relocation scenario is one that would result in residents being disbursed
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throughout the city.” In fact, given the factors set out in the Draft Relocation Impact Report and A
without further mitigation, the most likely relocation scenario is one that would result in residents being
disbursed throughout Ventura County, if not further. The only way in which these families would be
able to remain in Oxnard, if another site for a replacement park is not provided, would be for them to
give up ownership of their homes and return to apartment tenancy in a market which is already
drastically short of affordable units. Accordingly, the members of this “established and cohesive
community” will either sacrifice the level of economic security which they have managed to attain or B2-8
find themselves removed from the jobs, schools, religious institutions, family and friends which are cont'd
currently located within the city of Oxnard.

No mitigation for this loss is suggested within the document, other than the apparent suggestion
that “over the long term” families would establish new ties. In other words, they Il just have to get over
it! Tronically, one method suggested to help in that process is participation in the very types of
community settings which are being disrupted, “religious institutions, schools and social and
recreational groups.”

Questions 35: “Will the proposal (directly or indirectly)...affect minority... or other special interest
groups? :

The suggested answer to this question is, again, yes but insignificant after mitigation.

The IS/EA, section 6.18 beginning on page 61, admits that the project would disproportionately
affect the minority and low income residents who live in the project area. It bases this conclusion on
statistics relative to the two census tracts affected by the project, but does not further analyze the B2-9
demographics of the people living at the Owl Mobile Home Park, although those persons are clearly the
individuals most adversely affected. In fact, 17 of the 18 homes in the Park are owned and occupied by
members of racial and /or ethnic minorities. The remaining resident is elderly and handicapped. All
residents qualify as “very low income” as defined in the Oxnard housing element and at least 50% of
them have incomes below the federal poverty line,

As discussed above, this project effectively removes these minority and low income families
from the City of Oxnard as well as from their current homes. Accordingly, a decision of a governmental
agencies which has this effect raises issues under state and federal fair housing law as well as questions
of environmental justice.

create a demand for additional housing?

B2-10

The suggested answer to this question is, again, yes but insignificant after mitigation.

The IS/EA, section 6.16 starting at page 57, acknowledges that the acquisition of the Owl Mobile
Home Park and the displacement of all its residents is an adverse affect and then goes on to
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acknowledge the relocation difficulties mentioned above: no spaces in Oxnard, mobile homes which A
can’t be moved without significant and permanent damage, higher rental on spaces which might be
available etc.

Inexplicably, this discussion is followed by the optimistic statement that: “Replacement
dwellings will be in equal or better neighborhoods,” (Better than an “established and cohesive
community in which you have lived for 30 years?) “at prices within the financial means of the
individuals and families displaced” (What prices are those, since there has been no analysis of the
financial means of these residents; and how will they be found in a community which has little or no B2-10
housing affordable to persons below the poverty line?) “and reasonably accessible to their places of cont'd
employment.” (Is 50 miles reasonable accessible?)

My clients strongly contend that the relocation plan as articulated does not achieve the rosy goals
outlined above. The only option which would achieve those goals would be a new housing
development, either mobile home park or co-operative housing development which would allow them to
remain together, in some type of home ownership and within reasonable proximity to their jobs, schools,
religious institutions, friends and families.

Questions 40: “Will the proposal (directly or indirectly)...affect any community facilities?

The suggested answer is no. (See section 6.21 at page 67).
The only community facility described is the Rio Vista headstart school. However, this section B2-11
mentions only the physical and temporary effects of construction. It totally fails to analyze the number
of children who will be removed from that headstart program if their families are relocated and the
possible financial effect that would result. Nor, in spite of a specific request from the El Rio School
District, does it address the possible effect on that District.

Questions 56 “Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The suggested answer to this question is, again, yes but insignificant after mitigation. B2-12
Discussion merely refers to the adverse impacts acknowledged but claimed as mitigated in earlier
sections. Since most of these impacts, in fact, are not adequately mitigated for the reasons referred to
above, we would disagree with this assessment.
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Conclusion:

For all of the foregoing reasons, approval of a the negative declaration is inconsistent with the
city’s own factual analysis, exacerbates the shortage of low income housing in the community, and B2-13
violates our client’s rights to environmental justice and fair housing.

Respectfully submitted,

CALIFORNIA RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE

" /

(g 0
By:\//? £ J//Qﬂ//é/v/f; :

= .
/" Jeannie A. Barrett
/ /Directing Attorney

g
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Response to Comment B2-1

Comment noted. Please see the responses to the specific comments that follow for detailed
discussions of the issues raised in the comment.

Response to Comment B2-2

Comment noted. However, an increase in demand for affordable housing by itself is not
considered a significant environmental impact requiring mitigation under CEQA. Instead,
increased demand for housing will only lead to such an impact if it will ultimately require
physical changes in the environment, such as those that could occur due to construction of new
housing. Additionally the physical changes to the environment would need to be substantial and
adverse for a significant impact to occur. It is not anticipated that removal of the 18 units would
lead to substantial adverse physical changes in the environment.

Also, the City of Oxnard is working with public agencies, non-profit organizations, and private
developers to increase the supply of affordable housing in the City. Please see the response to
Comment A3-2 for a description of affordable housing projects and other City housing resources
that are available to low-income residents.

Response to Comment B2-3

The City disagrees that the proposed project would disproportionately affect low-income and
minority residents. Although the IS/EA acknowledges that residents of the Owl Mobile Home
Park are minority and low-income, they would not be disproportionately affected since
minorities are the majority in the immediate project area and the City as a whole. According to
the 1990 census data, minorities comprise 74 percent and 99 percent of the two census tracts
(50.02 and 49.00) that encompass the project area. Minorities comprise 68 percent of the City of
Oxnard’s total population according to 1990 census data and 79 percent of the population
according to the 2000 census. Additionally, 20 percent and 17 percent of the persons in Census
Tracts 50.02 and 49.00, respectively, have income levels below the poverty line and 13 percent
of the City’s population is below the poverty line according to 1990 census data.

It should also be noted that the proposed project has been revised and refined over the years to
minimize right-of-way acquisition and residential displacements. The current proposed design
would result in substantially fewer residential displacements than previous alternatives that were
investigated by the City and Caltrans in prior studies. For example, Caltrans approved a Project
Study Report in 1985 and a supplemental PSR for improvements to the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange in 1988. The design recommended in the 1988 supplemental PSR was carried
forward as Alternative 1 in a 1997 Draft Project Report. Alternative 1 would have displaced 55
residences including all 18 mobile homes in the Owl Mobile Home Park and 22 permanent
single-family homes in the Nyeland Acres area according to the 1997 Draft Project Report.
Alternative 2, which was identified as the preferred alternative in the 1997 Draft Project Report,
would have displaced 30 mobile homes including 18 mobile homes in the Owl Mobile Home
Park and 12 mobile homes in the Country Squire Mobile Home Park. Alternatives 1 and 2
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would have also displaced an estimated 14 and 11 businesses, respectively. In addition,
Alternative 1 would have resulted in greater impacts to existing utilities.

Response to Comment B2-4

The IS/EA acknowledges that it may be difficult to find vacant, affordable mobile home spaces
in the City because of the consistently low vacancy rates and the high average rents of the other
parks in the City. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act requires the City to search for comparable replacement housing that is safe, decent, and
sanitary within 50 miles of the project. Therefore, tenants of the mobile home park may be
offered comparable housing outside of the City. It is also recognized that it is unlikely that the
mobile homes in the Owl Mobile Home Park could be moved without irreparable damage due to
their age and condition. Consequently, it is probable that most if not all of the mobile homes
would be purchased by the City rather than relocated.

However, it should also be recognized that eligible mobile home park tenants would receive a
number of benefits provided under the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act. Two of the potential benefits are rent differential and price differential
payments. If the displaced person owns their mobile home and rents the space on which it is
located and the mobile home is purchased by the City because it cannot be relocated, the owner
of the mobile home will be entitled to the difference between the rent currently paid and the rent
at the new mobile home park for a period of 42 months. The mobile home owner will also be
entitled to the difference between the price that the City pays to purchase the mobile home and
the cost of acquiring a comparable replacement mobile home. This difference is known as the
price differential payment. The statutory limits for the rent and price differential payments are
$5,250 and $22,500, respectively. However, when the supply of available housing is insufficient
to provide the necessary housing for those persons being displaced, the City will utilize a method
called Last Resort Housing. Last Resort Housing allows the City to pay above the statutory
limits of $5,250 and $22,500 in order to make available housing affordable, or to construct,
relocate, rehabilitate, or modify housing in order to meet the needs of the people displaced from
a project.

The primary objective of the federal Uniform Act is to ensure that persons displaced as a result
of a federally funded or assisted project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so persons
will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the
public as a whole. Furthermore, in accordance with the provisions of the Uniform Act,
comparable replacement housing must be decent, safe, and sanitary.

Response to Comment B2-5

Comment noted.

Response to Comment B2-6

Comment noted.
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Response to Comment B2-7

The text of the IS/EA has been revised to reflect the fact that acquisition of the Owl Mobile
Home Park would conflict with Policy 3.6 of the City’s Housing Element. However, as stated on
page 57 of the IS/EA, the proposed improvements are consistent with the Circulation Element of
the City’s 2020 General Plan, which shows an interchange at this location. The proposed
project is also included in the 1999 Ventura County Congestion Management Program/Capital
Improvement Program, the 2000/01-2005/06 Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(Ventura County — Project ID#343), and has been a priority of the City of Oxnard for many
years. Over those years, a number of alternatives have been addressed in several prior studies
(see the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of prior studies and alternatives). The
current proposed project would displace fewer residences and mobile homes than the alternatives
previously developed and studied by the City and Caltrans over the past 16 years.

In response to the comment that the number of mobile home spaces in the City declined by 10
percent between 1990 and 2000 requires, it should be noted that 1990 figure is attributed to the
Census Bureau and includes “trailer, campers, tents, and others.” It is possible that many of
these structures were located in backyards or driveways. The source for the number of mobile
homes in the year 2000 in Chart 20 on page II-22 of the City’s Housing Element is the
Department of Finance. It is not known whether the Department of Finance figure for the year
2000 includes units such as “trailers, campers, tents, and others.” Furthermore, according to Karl
Lawson, Compliance Service Manager for the City of Oxnard, the number of authorized mobile
home park spaces in the City has increased, rather than declined. In 1990, the City of Oxnard
had 21 mobile home parks containing a total of 2,717 spaces. In approximately 1991, the City
initiated annexations, which added two existing mobile home parks to the incorporated area:
Royal Duke Mobile Estates #1,with 139 spaces, and Valley Trailer Villa, with 76 spaces. Thus,
by the year 2000, the City had 23 mobile home parks containing a total of 2,932 spaces or 8
percent more than in 1990. Therefore, Chart 20 of the City’s Housing Element is in fact
misleading and should not be used as a basis for concluding that there was a decline in the
number of mobile home park spaces in the City between 1990 and the year 2000.

Also see the response to Comments A3-2 for a discussion of City housing resources and
programs that may be available to persons displaced by the proposed project and the response to
Comment B2-2 for an explanation of why an increase in the demand for affordable housing is
not a significant impact under CEQA.

Response to Comment B2-8

The IS/EA acknowledges that the Owl Mobile Home Park has characteristics indicative of an
established cohesive community and that the proposed project improvements would result in the
displacement of all 18 mobile homes in the park. However, the impacts are not expected to be
significant and unavoidable under CEQA for several reasons. First, social effects are not
considered to be significant effects under CEQA as explained in the response to Comment B2-2.
Second, the City will make every effort, within reason, to accommodate the request expressed by
a number of the park residents that they be relocated as a group, preferably to another mobile
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home park, so that they can remain together. However, given the very low vacancy rates of
mobile home parks in the City and the project area, the City cannot guarantee that a mobile home
park will be found with a sufficient number of vacancies to relocate all of the displaced residents
within the City. Nonetheless, the City will continue to meet with Owl Mobile Home park tenants
and their representatives to discuss housing options and measures to mitigate displacement
impacts. Third, the magnitude of potential impacts needs to be considered when determining
their significance. Otherwise, whenever a project displaces a single low-income family within
an existing community, the impact would be unavoidable and significant because, as asserted by
the commenter, they would be required to “either sacrifice the level of economic security which
they have managed to attain or find themselves removed from the jobs, schools, religious
institutions, family and friends...” Under the proposed project, residential displacements would
be limited to the 18 mobile homes and two single-family residences. The Nyeland Acres
residential area, which has a population of 2,491 residents according to the 2000 census and is
located immediately north and east of the proposed interchange improvements, would remain
and would not be divided by the proposed project. Lastly, the assumption stated in the IS/EA
that persons displaced by the proposed project are likely to establish social ties in their new
neighborhoods as a result of their participation in community-like settings such as religious
institutions, schools, and social and recreational groups is not unreasonable. This would occur
whether the Owl Mobile Home Park tenants relocate as a group to a larger mobile park or multi-
family housing complex or they relocate individually to various locations in the project area or
City.

Response to Comment B2-9

Please see the response to Comment B2-3.

Also, the commenter concludes that the project “effectively removes these minority and low-
income families from the City of Oxnard.” It is premature to come to that conclusion in advance
of subsequent discussions that will take place between the right-of-way agent/relocation
specialist who will be assigned to the project and persons who will be displaced by the proposed
improvements. Those discussions and further analysis will determine the homeowner/tenant’s
housing needs and the availability of suitable replacement housing in the project area.

Response to Comment B2-10

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2 and B2-2.

Response to Comment B2-11

According to Child Development Resources, the non-profit organization that runs the Rio Vista

Headstart program, there are 60 children enrolled in the program for the 2001-2002 school year.
Only one of those 60 students is from the Owl Mobile Home Park.
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Response to Comment B2-12

Please see the responses to Comments B2-2 through B2-11 above.

Response to Comment B2-13

Based on the analysis in the June 28, 2001 IS/EA and the information in the responses to
comments in this Final IS/EA, the proposed project would not result in any unavoidable

significant adverse impacts after implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.

Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document under
CEQA.

Also see the responses to Comments B2-2 through B2-11 above.
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Comment Letter B3

01 215 270 oy, 4
August 16, 2001 TYoev W ogl (g5

Attn.: Cynthia Daniels, AICP
Associate Planner

City of Oxnard

Development Services Administration
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Regarding:  Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Froject
Dear Ms. Daniels:
The following is a brief history of Dieter’s Import Motors.

In 1973 my wife and I purchased a small portion of land which had a building on it. The zoning for
the property at that time was classified as C.P.D. by Ventura County. We are a family, owned
business, serving owners of Mercedes-Benz, BMW, and Volvo automobiles. A retail market was
created in resales of those line of motor cars serviced and sold by Dieter’s Import Motors for the
Ventura County area.

By annexation to the City of Oxnard, our hope was to receive a large volume of sales in used cars by
the freeway exposure. This was the outlook by my family and employees. I have spent countless
hours in my business to get it to this stage, and this annexation has been very costly to us.

As of now, no city water, sewer or storm drainage has been installed, even though we have been
charged and have paid many dollars for this. In the past, my location has been flooded with 2 inches
of flood water inside my office and shop. We have lived through the floods and survived and still
want to go on with this business, but unfortunately a wall would force us out.

Your proposal of a future freeway system seems to alarm us. As I foresee it, a high wall in front of
Dieter’s Import Motors will decrease our business by 50% and will create a crime area of
“Unacceptable” standards.

B3-1
I would like to have your support Cynthia. My employees are depending on this income to
continuing living in our town.

I would like to point out that the property has two parcels. Parcel number two is presently a used
car lot. Tt took up to four years for us to find a responsible person to lease the parcel. El Rio Auto
Sales, the tenant, signed a two-year lease after renting for one year. By blocking the freeway
exposure, this will be difficult for the company, the tenant to continue doing business.

v
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In your assessment, you stated that we are the people that will be benefitting from all the proposed

changes. I strongly disagree. An assessment amount of $12,000 or more plus a portion of my

property being cut added with a freeway wall being built will become a crime and ghetto area, which | B3-1
will require me to install a high fence of razor wire to protect my investment. cont'd
I hope this letter will be noticed and produce a favorable decision eliminating the proposed wall.

Please call me if you have any questions or comments pertaining to this letter. My phone number is
(805) 485-1575.

Sincerely,
Dieter’s Import Motors

%Zuc ,s,c(::a’/' {«;‘-‘ Q“-/:t /%:j:f» §j//_
£l Fo . (P e
Klaus Dieter Schaltinat

Elli Schaltinat
Owner
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Response to Comment B3-1

Please see the response to Comment B1-1. If noise barriers are constructed on a City street (as
opposed to the Caltrans right of way), the City would require barriers adjacent to collector streets
such as Ventura Boulevard to be covered with vines to deter graffiti and soften the appearance of
the hard surface. Noise barriers, if built, would likely be required to include a variety of textures
and possibly public art such as bas relief or intaglio sculptures to enhance the visual
environment.
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Comment Letter B4

ENGLAND & COHEN, LLP
ATTORMNEYS AT LAW
ROBERT 8, ENGLAND FINANCIAL PLAZA TOWER . TELEPHONE
ANDALIER, COHEN 300 ESPLANADE ORIVE, SUITE 380 laos) e8x-ais|
AL CQQFQRNlMﬁ‘_ FREE

“
STANLEY E. COHEMN OXMNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030-1246 O | AUb Yaoid) 5%?5‘56
nel-19a7) FAx (BOS) 983-8813

vl

August 7, 2001

Cynthia Daniels, AICP

Associate Planner

City of Oxnard

Development Services Administration
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Re: Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project
Dear Mrs. Daniels

This letter is submitted with respect to the proposed 4.2 meter wall/noise barrier
from Orange Drive between U.S. 101 and Ventura Boulevard. For the following reasons,
the proposed construction.of the wall in this area should be abandoned.

1. All property along this portion of Ventura Boulevard (to a depth of 300 feet)
is zoned as commercial and occupied by businesses that rely on freeway visibility. The
construction of a wall would result in significant detriment and loss of business for these
businesses and would not prevent any significant noise reduction for the residential area
behind the 300 foot commercial area.

B4-1

2. The construction of the wall would significantly alter the existing storm water
drainage along Ventura Boulevard. Unless a new storm drain is installed along Ventura
Boulevard, the waii will result in serious flooding for the businesses located along Ventura
Boulevard.

3. The construction of the wall will create a ghetto out of the neighborhood
immediately adjacent to the wall. Although there may be those in the City of Oxnard who
want to conceal this area from view, the way to cure any problem of perceived blight is to
work with the property owners (possibly through a redevelopment district) to improve the
overall condition of this commercial neighborhood.

For the foregoing reasons, the proposed construction plans should be modified
to eliminate the wall proposed along this portion of Ventura Boulevard.

Yours very truly,

(&2

ROBERT B. ENGLAND e
RBE/slb
cc: See attached list
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Wr. Richard Eckihan
P.O. Box 72940

Thousand Caks, CA 91359

Mra. Carod A Littlajoln, Executor
Estate of Githen Ellon Sawtelle
3307 Corby Avenus

Camarifla, GA 83010

Mr.Ronald Kosineki, Depuly District
Diiractor

Caltrans Office of Emvironmanial
Flanning

120 5. Spnng Strae

Les Angeles, GA 00012

Mr, Lammy Carter
2875 Venlura Blvd.
Cxnmard, GA 83030

Kir. Thad Sinar
2211 Cedar Ridge Ci,
Conard, CA 93030

Mr. Bob Braftman
Braltman & Associatos
8277 Chesire Stresat
Yentura, CA 530044

Mr. Dave Haugen

Panattenl Developmant

18700 Falrchild Road, Sufls 290
Iname, GA 92612

Ms. Diina Andrade
1300 Saraloga Ave., Me, 1211
Venbura, CA 93003

Mr. Bob Moraga
a8 Firesiona CL
Chanard, A 53030

MAILING LIST

Ms. Elizabath Slandeven
Arthur YVabuation Group
31355 Deak Crest Drive, 2" F1,
Westlake Viflage, CA 81361

Mr. Bud Sandwall
P.0O. Bax G306
Chonard, C8 93031-6035

Ms. Eulalla Lopez
Taco Inn

130 Imperial Streal
Cumard, A 93030

Mr. Tom Herman
10840 Bellagio Ad
Los Angeles, CA S0077

bAr. Frad Fatah

Cravl Mobile Hoema PafkWeast
Management Sendces

2911 Patil Strest

C-amariliz, CA 93012

Mr. BMat Haraolunian
Spas Waest

2595 Ventura Bled,
Crxnand CA 93030

Mr. Bob Dawson
Summit Pools
25895 Vonbura Bhed,
Crgnard, CA 93030

hr. Rex Paul

Sunbelt Business Propedies
4171 Markat 51, Sulte C5
Venjura, CA 93003

M. M=l Allen

aurmy Acres Mobile Home Park
41071 Bluabird Lans

Oxnard, CA 93033
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Response to Comment B4-1
Please see the response to Comment B1-1.

If a soundwall is constructed, the need for a new storm drain system will be evaluated at that
time. All efforts will be made to maintain positive drainage in the existing patterns. Scuppers
may be placed at the bottom of the wall so the wall would not act as a barrier trapping water
against the wall.
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Comment Letter B5

FELL, MARKING. ABKIN, MONTGOMERY,
GRANET 8 RANEY, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

DOUGLAS E. FELL 222 EAST CARRILLO STREET

PHILIP W. MARKING SUITE 400

JOSEPH D. ABKIN SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93|0I-2142
FREDERICK W. MONTGCMERY TELEPHONE (80S) 963-07s55

CRAIG S. GRANET FAX (BOS5) 965-7237

JAMIE FORREST RANEY
MICHAEL D. HELLMAN

JOSHUA P, RABINOWITZ
BARBARA J. HOUT
CINDY KLEMPNER

—_—
BARRY R. PINNOLIS
_—

OF COUNSEL
JAMES E. DAVIDSON

August 17, 2001

By Fax and Regular Mail

Ronald Kosinski

Deputy District Director

Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning
120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ms. Cynthia Daniels

City of Oxnard

Transportation Planning Program
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, CA 93030

Re:  Rice Avenue/US 101 Interchange Project

Dear Mr. Kosinski and Ms. Daniels:

The undersigned represents Philip Katsenes, Trustee of the Katsenes Family Trust which is the
owner of the improved property located at 2100 Solar Drive, Oxnard, California and commonly known as
the Spanish Hills Orthopedic Center Building (herein “The Katsenses Property™).

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the
Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project (herein the “IS-101").

Our comments are as follows:

1) Lack of Detail - We have thoroughly reviewed the IS-101 to determine exactly what
portion of the project will be constructed on the Katsenes Property. The IS-101 does not
contain adequate information to determine how and what the impacts will be on the
Katsenes Property.

e B5-1

For example, we have been unable to determine the existing and future predicted noise

level impacts on the Katsenes Property. Figure 7 indicates a “noise prediction site” of
“QIC” at the northwest corner of the Katsenes Property, but we are unable to find any
noise impact information on prediction site “Q1C” in Table 9 or anywhere else in the

v
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Cynthia Daniels

August 17, 2001

Page 2
report. We are unable to find any proposed mitigation for noise impacts on the Katsenes A
Property. As you know, the tenants of the Medical Office Building provide medical B5-1
services to the public. Noise and vibration may have a significant impact upon the cont'd

physicians and caregivers who provide these services at this property.

2) We believe the southbound off-ramp will be changed from a “surface off ramp” to an
“elevated off-ramp” (see Figure 3). We can find no evaluation of the impacts (noise,
light and glare, air quality, risk of hazard, and aesthetic impacts) on the commercial
projects located on Solar Drive and, specifically, the Medical Office Building located on
the Katsenes Property.

Further, we are concerned that there has been no evaluation of the fact that the elevated B5-2
off-ramp will cut off views to the east, northwest and southeast. Further, it will cut off
sun from the east and create a cold, damp and possibly unhealthy venue for the greater
part of the day. It could also necessitate the removal of some existing plants and trees.

Finally, there has been no evaluation of hazard risks to the Medical Office Building on
the Katsenes’ property by reason of the adjacent elevated off-ramp. For example, a truck
accident on the off-ramp or the impact of an earthquake on the elevated off-ramp.

3) In Section 6.24, the document references “partial takes” from some businesses may result
in the loss of ** a few parking spaces”. It then concludes the “resulting impact would be
minor”. This type of conclusory and uninformative analysis is inadequate for a CEQA
document. The document contains no information which quantifies the number of B5-3
parking spaces which will be taken from the Katsenes’ Medical Office Building or any
analysis which would demonstrate that this would be “minor”. What is the threshold for
“minor”’?

As the owner of a parcel of property which will be directly impacted by this Project, Mr.
Katsenes believes he is entitled to more information in the CEQA document as to the actual impacts of
the proposed project on his property.

The IS-101 is woefully inadequate in satisfying the requirements of CEQA.

£k

incerely yours,

Douglas

DEF:tlr

cc: Philip Katsenes, Trustee
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Response to Comment B5-1

According to the Traffic Noise Study (January 2001) prepared for the proposed project, the
calculated existing “loudest” hour noise level at site QIC is 75 dBA. The future No Build
loudest hour noise level is also predicted to be 75 dBA at this location. With implementation of
the proposed project, the future loudest hour noise level would be 69 dBA or 6 decibels lower
than existing. The reduction in noise levels is due to the new, relocated southbound U.S. 101
off-ramp, which would shield the office building property from noise from traffic on the freeway
mainline. Vibration impacts on adjacent properties from rubbertired vehicles trucks and
automobiles would be minimal. There is no evidence that vibration from motor vehicle traffic
would have a significant impact on the office building uses.

Response to Comment B5-2

Please see the response to Comment B5-1 for a discussion of potential noise impacts on the
medical office building.

With regards to visual impacts, the new southbound U.S. 101 off-ramp would be located within
approximately 10 meters (30 feet) of the northwest corner of the existing medical office. At that
location, the new southbound off-ramp would be approximately 5.2 meters (17 feet) above the
existing ground surface. As the off-ramp continues east it would veer away from the office
building. Thus, at the northeast corner of the building, the new off-ramp would be
approximately 30 meters (100 feet) from the building and approximately 7.5 meters (25 feet)
higher than the existing ground level. Due to the height of the elevated off-ramp and its
proximity to the office building, it would obstruct some views from offices on the north side of
the building. Since the predominant visual elements in the existing views are the U.S. 101
freeway immediately to the north and a trailer park and commercial business north of the
freeway, these views are not of high quality. Consequently, obstruction of these views would not
constitute a significant impact. Furthermore, existing views to the east and northeast are limited
by the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing structure.

Since the office building is located south of and a minimum of 10 meters (30 feet) from the new
relocated southbound off-ramp, additional shade and shadow that would be cast on the office
building property would be limited to certain times of the year for only a few hours per day.
Consequently, no significant impacts would occur.

The new off-ramp would be designed to comply with current Caltrans structural and operational
safety standards. No significant increase in hazards would be posed by trucks traveling on the
off-ramp or by groundshaking caused by an earthquake.

It should also be noted that the proposed new design for the southbound U.S. 101 off-ramp
would meet all Caltrans vertical sight distance requirements for traffic on the off-ramp.
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Response to Comment B5-3

Parking impacts are discussed in greater detail on pages 65 and 66 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA.

The proposed improvements would not require the displacement of any parking spaces from the
medical office building property.
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Comment Letter B6

ANTHONY C. FISCHER of & :
Attorney at Law A -8 4 n
1811 State Street, Suite C 5 e
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 FRAaniT Hane.
(805) 682-0611 SRR g
FAX NO. (805) 682-7101
E-mail: fischlaw@silcom.com  July 30, 2001
Honorable Mayor Dr. Manuel M. Lopez
and Members of the City Council
City of Oxnard
300 West Third Street
Oxnard, CA 93030
Via facsimile: (805) 385-7562 and first class mail
Re: Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for Rice Avenue/U.S.
Highway 101 Interchange Improvement Project.
City Council Agenda for July 31, 2001

Dear Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

The following comments are submitted for your consideration regarding the Initial
Study which is the subject of a hearing on July 31, 2001.

The Initial Study refers to a traffic study. Upon request, a copy of the “Traffic
Study for the Rice Avenue-Highway 101 Interchange Improvement Project Environmental
Document” dated June 2000 and prepared by KAKU Associates, was provided. It is the
traffic study relied upon by the preparers of the Initial Study.

From the KAKU traffic study, it appears that the description of “existing
conditions” is based upon the result of_traffic counts taken at the site in 1997. The KAKU
Associates report does not state the actual dates of the traffic counts. However, City stafl
recently reported that the counts were actually taken on three of the intersections on the
following dates: B6-1

Santa Clara/Auto Center -—--- Thursday May 8, 1997

Rice/Sb 101  ———mmmmmemenomm e Tuesday May 13, 1997

Gonzales/Rice =-—--nmemenmmmeee Thursday May 15, 1997
As of the writing of this letter, City Staff is still checking to determine the date for the peak
hour trips for the Santa Clara/Ventura Boulevard intersection.

There is nothing in the Initial Study describing how those dates were selected for the
report, and what traffic counts were taken on other dates, if any. The Initial Study does B6-2
not state any circumstances, such as construction or road improvements then underway, 2

v
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Initial Study: Rice/101 Interchange
City Council Hearing: July 31, 2001
Page 2.

which may have either increased or decreased the traffic counts taken in May, 1997. T B6-2
cont'd
iti i ide information for the California
Part of the purpose of the Initial Study is to provi
Department of Transportation, the City of Oxnard, and the Federal Government related to
predictions of conditions 20 years after the project is expected to be completed; year 2024,

As is obvious from the above, the baseline information used to predict future
conditions is already more than four year old.

There are reasons to believe that conditions have changed. For example, based
upon a report prepared by the City of Oxnard Planning & Environmental Sewice.s
Program dated December 15, 1997, projects were listed in various stages of planning and
construction within the City of Oxnard: B6-3

Residential: 17 projects
Commercial: 15 projects
Industrial: 30 projects

Based upon the map provided with that City of Oxnard Report, it appears that
thirty-six (36) of the projects are in the area bounded by Rice, 101, and Oxnard Blvd./
Highway 1. Five projects are located just to the east of Rice Avenue. Four projects are
located to the north of 101, The actual traffic impact of those projects, and any new

projects proposed and constructed after December 15, 1997, are not included in the Initial
Study.

The impact on traffic from improvements to streets and interchanges (such as

Rose/101) which have been placed in service after May, 1997 are not shown by the traffic B6-4
study.

Based upon the above, the Initial Study fails to provide a current description of the
traffic conditions. It does not provide an adequate basis for decision making regarding the
traffic and environmental impacts of the proposed project. B6-5

Very truly yours,

Gt il

nthony C. Fischer
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Response to Comment B6-1

Comment noted. The “Existing Conditions” analysis was based on Year 1997 AM and PM peak
hour turning movement counts provided by the City of Oxnard as noted on page 5 of the
referenced traffic study.

Response to Comment B6-2

The traffic counts were conducted prior to preparation of the Draft Traffic Study. The 1997
counts were included in the study for reference and to indicate existing conditions. The 1997
counts were the most recent available at the time the traffic study was begun. Historically, traffic
growth has been approximately 2 percent per year. The 1997 counts reflect 1999 conditions
within 4 percent.

Response to Comments B6-3 through B6-5

The traffic forecasting model used to estimate year 2024 traffic volumes considered both planned
increases in capacity and future growth anticipated under existing land use plans to develop the
traffic forecasts. Thus, the development projects and street improvements identified in the
comment are accounted for in the traffic forecasting model. Therefore, the 2024 traffic volume
forecasts are a valid basis for determining the environmental impacts due to implementation of
the proposed interchange improvements.
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Comment Letter B7

GIBBS:

INTERNATIONAL TRUCKS

Cynthia Daniels

City of Oxnard

305 West Third Street
Oxnard, California 93030

August 10, 2001

Re: Rice Avenue/Highway 101 Improvements
Impact-Freeway Frontage @ 2201 E. Ventura Blvd.

Dear Cynthia:

We have recently been made aware of a proposed sound wall

that may be built across a section of our freeway frontage. Weo
are in the sales and service business of International and Isuzu._ .
medium and heavy trucks. We generate over half of our retail> =
sales from customers driving by and seeing our facility and: o 0
truck display. We service trucks from different parts of the =
country that are passing thru the area and require mechanical»
repair. i

We started our business in Oxnard in 1970 at 815 N. Oxnard
Blvd. After several years, we realized the importance of being
on the freeway and the importance of visibility. In 1975, we
purchased the freeway property at 2201 E. Ventura Blvd.. We
raised the level of the land in the flood plane, put in the roads,
sewers and water lines, and built a new dealership.

CORPORATE OFFICE:
2201 E. Ventura Blvd.
P.O. Box 5206 * Oxnard, California 93031 = (805) 485-0551

375 N. Frontage Road 2712 South Fourth St. 3525 Buck Owens Bivd.
Nipome, California 93444 Fresno, California 93725 Bakersfield, California 93308
(805) 929-5011 (559) 445-9690 (661) 327-5222
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The long term success of our dealership has been the City’s as
well. There as been a sizeable direct sales tax reimbursement
to the City as a result of our business. We employ over 80

people at the dealership the majority of which live in Oxnard.

The building of a sound wall in front of our dealership would
decrease the visibility and reduce dealership traffic. This
would have a dramatic financial impact upon our Company.
We ask for your review of the necessity of this wall. There are B7-1
over 2600 Heavy Truck Dealerships in the Country and almost
all of them are located on major highways. We cannot
overstate the importance of freeway visibility to our business.

We appreciate your consideration.

=X O

Edward A. Gibbs
President
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Response to Comment B7-1

Please see the response to Comment B1-1.
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Comment Letter B8

LAW OFFICES OF

RICHARD C. GILMAN

TELEPHONE SUITE 204 MAILING ADDRESS
180S) 981-7907 POST OFFICE BOX SS24
OXMNARD, CALIFORNIA 9303

40S ESPLANADE DRIVE

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030

August 16, 2001

City of Oxnard

Development Services Administration

Attn.: Cynthia Daniels, AIC, Associate Planner
305 West Third Street

Oxnard, California 93030

Re: Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project

Dear Ms. Daniels:

I represent the Rice Rd/Santa Clara Business Coalition, a group of property
owners whose businesses parallel U.S. 101 along Ventura Boulevard between
Rice Avenue and Orange Drive. A roster of those individuals supporting the Rice
Rd/Santa Clara Business Coalition is enclosed with this letter. This group of
property owners have asked me to submit a letter registering their opposition to
the 4.2 meter wall/noise barrier proposed as part of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
interchange project.

For all of the following reasons the Coalition members are opposed to the
construction of this sound wall/barrier and urge that the wall be abandoned.

1. All of the property along this portion of Ventura Boulevard is zoned
as commercial and is currently occupied by businesses (not residences) that rely
on freeway visibility. The Coalition members — property owners fronting the B8-1
freeway — believe that construction of this “noise” wall will result in a significant
detriment to the use of the property, a diminution in value of the property, and a
significant loss of business for these property owners.

2. The proposed “noise wall” has negligible noise amelioration. The
noise wall will only reduce sound levels by two to four decibels. Additionally,
construction of the interchange project may result only in a two decibel increase

in sound levels, which is an insignificant impact not justifying the expense of a v
wall.
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City of Oxnard

Development Services Adminstration

Attn.: Cynthia Daniels, AIC, Associate Planner
Page -2-

A

3. Construction of the wall will alter the existing storm water drainage
along Ventura Boulevard. A new storm drain would be required to prevent
serious flooding.

B8-1
It is therefore urged that plans to construct the noise barrier be abandoned at this cont'd
time. The value of the wall in eliminating noise is negligible; the damage caused

by the wall to business and property values is significant.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,>

._~" RICHARD'C. GILMAN

RCG:ndb
Encl.
Cc: Larry Wright, Chairman,
Rice Rd/Santa Clara Business Coalition
. Mr. Ron Kosinski, Cal Trans (w/Encl.)
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RICE / SANTA CLARA

BUSINESS COALITION
Larry P. Wright (805) 987-5517 P.O. Box 254 Camarillo, Ca. 93011

The coalition is totally opposed to the proposed noise barrier wall.

Thomas D Harvey property Owner 2665 Ventura Bl. Nyeland Acres ( Oxnard Ca. 93030 )
Harvey Family Trust Thomas Harvey ttee Property Owner 2641 Ventura Bl. Oxnard , Ca. 93030
and 2651 Ventura Bl. Oxnard , Ca. 93030
Dieter & Elli Schaltinat Property Owner ( Dieters Import Motors ) 2681 Ventura BI. Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Paul E. Wright Family Trust Property Owner ( Corner Nyeland Ave.) 2691 Ventura BI, Oxnard, Ca.
93030

Business Owners Parmjit Sunner, Ravinder Aujla and Jaswinder Sunner Owners Wright's Market
2691 Ventura Bl. Oxnard , Ca. 93030

Mohamad Alivandi Business Owner 2813 Ventura Bl. Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Larry Carter Property Owner 2861 Ventura Bl. Oxnard , Ca. 93030

John & Eirma Ford Property Owner 2965 Ventura Bl. Oxnard Ca. 93030

Lillian Carter Property Owner 2875 Ventura Bl. Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Eyal Fay Property Owner 2945 Ventura Bl. Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Bob Glasby Property Owner and Business ( Owl Towing ) 2981 Ventura Bl Oxnard, Ca. 93030
Jerry Holland Business ( AB C Metals ) 2931 Ventura Bl. Oxnard, Ca. 93030

John Nottingham and Dorice Celine Property Owners 3001, 3007, 3011, and 3015 Ventura BI. Oxnard ,
Ca. 93030

Micah G. Perfetto Business ( Whiteswan's Pool & Spa Center) 3007 Ventura Bl Oxnard , Ca. 93030
Pat & Jerry Wood Business Owner ( The Trading Post) 3011 Ventura Bl. Oxnard , Ca. 93030

Eldon Hall & Carol Bernard Business Owner ( A Canine Styling Salon) 3015 Ventura Bl Oxnard, Ca.
93030

The above mentioned Properties employ 66 People, purchasing 42 Homes, 87 Personal
Autos and of which 33 are Tax Paying Residents of Oxnard. City.

RICE RD / SANTA CLARA
BUSINESS COALITION

LARRY P. WRIGHT
805 987-5517
P.0O. BOX 254 CAMARILLO, CA 93011
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Response to Comment B8-1
Please see the response to Comment B1-1.

If a soundwall is constructed, the need for a new storm drain system will be evaluated at that
time. All efforts will be made to maintain positive drainage in the existing patterns. Scuppers
may be placed at the bottom of the wall so the wall would not act as a barrier trapping water
against the wall.
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Comment Letter B9

001 00n Company

2161 VENTURA BOULEVARD
OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 83030-8951

A&Bﬂﬁ) 988-0300
FAX (806) 485-1131

July 27, 2001

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director /24

Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning (VEN-101, KP31.4/33.0)
120 So. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Rice Road/101 Overpass
Dear Mr. Kosinski:

We are the owners of two parcels of land as shown on the attached plat map, within the
proposed City of Oxnard Assessment District for this overpass. Our proposed assessment for our
seven acres within this district is over eighty thousand dollars, which of course is not your issue, but
certainly has an impact on our business.

As a matter of history, enclosed is a letter dated June 1, 2001 to the City of Oxnard regarding
our concern for a proposed street, tentatively called “A” Street. A portion of our property was
dedicated to the City of Oxnard for the proposed purpose of a future street. The remainder of this
street has yet to be defined and land has yet to be obtained for its use. The City of Oxnard replied to B9-1
our letter saying that “A” Street was necessary and should be constructed. The question is “how”.

Part of your overpass project involves placing a cul-de-sac on East bound Ventura Blvd. This
will close off access to North bound 101 from Ventura Bivd., and will also close off Rice Road (or
Santa Clara Street) access to our business’s frontage street. When this cul-de-sac is completed, we
will only be left with access to Auto Center Road via Paseo Mercado.

After careful consideration, we believe it is imperative that the installation of “A” Street be a
portion of your overpass project - prior to the project changing traffic flow on Ventura Bivd. “A® Steet
would be an extension of Ventura Bivd. to Auto Center Road. The remainder of Ventura Blvd. could
be abandoned without the proposed cul-de-sac. This will then give the residents of the mobilehome
park as well as our 101 frontage business closer access to Rice and Santa Clara Blvds.

We would appreciate your thoughts on this matter.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

QJAI OIL COMPANY

ERUNGS
Dougla;’bﬁ
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05a1 011 Company

2161 VENTURA BOULEVARD
OXMNARD, CALIFORNIA 83030-8861

FAX (305) 485-1131

June 1, 2001

Mr. Sobrob Roshanian, City Engineer
305 West 3™ Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

Re: Rice Avenue/Hwy 101 Interchange - "A” Street, Oxnard, CA

Dear Mr. Roshanian:

We own a 2.72 acre parcel of land adjoining "A” Street and facing on Auto Center Road (see
attached).

On March 16" myself, David Edward, and Bill Ghormley met with Joe Genovese conceming
the possible extension of “A” street. In concluding the meeting, it was felt by all present that “A:”
Street was not likely to be built considering the benefit to very few and cost involved. It would not
benefit the adjoining land owners to any great degree, but would only serve as a connector road from
Ventura Bivd. to Auto Center Road in order to give access to the new overpass and the southbound
freeway.

Our firm was part of the original specific plan conceming this area, which was passed following
the Rose-Santa Clara Corridor Specific Plan EIR 85-3 in April of 1986. “A” Street was not included in
the proposed circulation plan (as attached) based on the results of the area traffic study, but believe it
was added later on paper as part of a recent development requirement in the area.

On May 18"™ we received a letter from Mike More notifying us that a meeting will be held
conceming the interchange project. We believe “A” street, if built, should be financed by the
interchange project and placed into service at the time the new overpass is constructed. It should not
be a burden of the adjoining land owners, since it basically serves freeway access and should be a
part of the interchange project.

It is possible to include this street in the allocation of funds? If not, we request that this street
be deleted from circulation plans and the land abandoned to the adjacent landowner.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

| OIL COMP.
Vedes ¢, ©
Douglasaﬁ

cc:
Pat Reeves, Assessment Engineer
2051 Solar Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030
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Response to Comment B9-1
Please see the response to Comment B4-1.
Ventura Boulevard could not be abandoned east of the future “A” Street because it would

prevent access to a public road for the vacant property east of the Valley Trailer Villa mobile
home park and Sunshine Manufactured Homes.
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Comment Letter B10

ROSENMUND, BAIO & MORROW

ATTORNEYS AT LAW — - .
162 SOUTH A STREET " :

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 83030
FRY ICK R IUND N
ROCKY 3 Bag o TELEPHONE AREA CODE 805 H B ROSCAMUND
0C 0 05, . (1916-1987)
MICHAEL A MORROW 4838023 )1 (16 20 Fil 3 26
485.2500
DEBORAH BRAND . 3 OFFICE MANAGER

FAX 483-6290 LR T | k] GAIL M. LEAMY

e

August 20, 2001
Oxnard Transportation Planning
305 West Third Street, 3rd Floor
Oxnard, CA 93030

Re: Rice Avenue/U.S. Highway 101 Interchange

Dear Sir/Madam:

I'am writing to you to oppose the adoption of a mitigated negative declaration for | B10-1
this proposed project. This project's environmental impacts should be reviewed by the
means of an environmental impact report instead of a negative declaration on the
following grounds.

I. This project will cause a very substantial increase in traffic and have other
detrimental affects which will cause the loss of prime farmland. The resulting increase in
traffic will cause an increase in air pollution, vandalism, noise, and all other related
problems that an increase in traffic and the intrusion of the public bring into farming
areas. The project borders prime land that is a part of the Oxnard/Camarillo greenbelt
and undue burdens will be placed on the owners of farmland causing the likely loss of
irreplaceable agricultural acreage.

2. The environmental impact of this project cannot be determined unless it is B10-2
part of an EIR considering all of the related road projects. This project is one of several
connected and seamless road projects being built from the Port of Hueneme and Pacific
Coast Highway and through the Las Posas Valley. The cumulative affect of this and the
connecting road projects cannot be determined without an EIR that considers all such
road projects as a single project and its resulting impact on the environment of Ventura
County. The proposed Negative Declaration fails to recognize that this is not an isolated
project but a part of one very large road project, the effects of which cannot be
determined without a single EIR. This has been intentionally done to avoid disclosing the
cumulative impacts of this project combined with the other directly related road projects.

3, The project will cause a very substantial increase in traffic which will B10-3
significantly and adversely affect nearby property owners and residences along all of the
related road projects. By increasing traffic capacity because of this project, this will
result in an increase in crime, pollution, and noise which will have significant adverse v
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ROSENMUND, BAIO & MORROW

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
162 SOUTH A STREET

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030
FREDERICK ROSENMUN H. F.
oy L ORENMOND TELEPHONE AREA CODE 805 o e UNe
MICHAEL A. MORROW 483-8023
486-2500
DEBORAH BRAND OFFICE MANAGER
AFAR FAX 483-8290 GAIL M. LEAMY

Oxnard Transportation Planning
August 20, 2001
Page two

affects on the local property owners and all residents who live near this and the B10-3
connecting road projects. Cont'd

4, This project will be growth inducing which will have significant impacts

: . : B10-4
on local property owners and residents. The project proposes to triple the traffic
capacity of the interchange. Creating this increase in traffic will have substantial
environmental impacts which can only be measured by an EIR. The resulting
urbanization of the surrounding area and along the related road projects will bring an
increase in the number of crimes and the commission of more serious criminal activities
along the lengthy freeway that this and the other road projects will create.

5. An EIR for this specific project should be required as it proposes to triple B10-5
the traffic volume of the interchange. Such an increase in traffic has to have substantial
environmental impact on residents and nearby property owners which can only be
measured by an EIR,

Very truly yoprs,

FR:jd
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Response to Comment B10-1

The proposed project, by itself, would not generate new traffic but would accommodate
increases in traffic that are expected to occur, with or without the project, as a result of planned
growth and development.

The impacts of the proposed project on existing agricultural land, which are described on pages
55 and 56 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA, would not be significant. Noise impacts are described on
pages 47 through 50 of the IS/EA. As shown in Table 9 of the IS/EA, the proposed
improvements would result in up to a 3-decibel increase in noise levels at some sensitive
receptors. This increase would not be significant. Since the proposed project would not include
the development of new land uses it would not generate new traffic that would result in increased
air pollutant emissions. Additionally, the proposed project would reduce vehicle delay and
idling and improve the levels of service at study intersections compared to what would occur
without the proposed project. Vehicle idling is the major contributor to carbon monoxide
emissions. There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed improvements would increase
vandalism and crime in the area. The proposed improvements, which would include new
landscaping and lighting, would improve the appearance of the area, which could help deter
crime and vandalism.

Response to Comment B10-2

Several points need to be made with regards to the cumulative effects of the proposed project and
other transportation improvements.

First, it should be recognized that implementation of the proposed project is not dependent on
completion of other transportation projects in the project area or the County. The proposed
improvements are necessary to correct deficiencies in the existing interchange and to alleviate
significant safety and congestion problems, both present and projected.

Second, the proposed project’s cumulative effects would be limited as described below.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts — The proposed project would not increase traffic since it does not
include new land use development (e.g., new residences or businesses) that would generate new
vehicle trips. Consequently, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative traffic
impacts.

Additionally, it should be noted that the traffic forecasting model that was used to develop the
2024 traffic forecasts presented in the IS/EA takes into account both planned increases in
capacity in the transportation corridor and future growth anticipated under existing land use
plans. Thus, these future forecasted traffic volumes, which were used as the basis of several
environmental analyses in the IS/EA, represent the future cumulative traffic conditions.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts — As stated above, the proposed project would not generate
additional traffic since it does not include new land use development. Consequently, the

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

proposed project would not result in additional pollutant emissions from motor vehicle traffic.
Furthermore, as stated on page 46 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA, the proposed project would not
cause or contribute to new localized carbon monoxide violations. In fact, the project could have
a beneficial effect on air quality by reducing vehicle delay and idling and improving the levels of
service at study intersections in the vicinity of the interchange. Therefore, the proposed project
would not contribute to long-term adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

The significance of localized cumulative construction air quality impacts would depend on
whether construction of the proposed project overlaps with other construction projects in the
area, the cumulative amounts of pollutants generated by these projects, and the proximity of
nearby sensitive receptors. The June 28, 2001 IS/EA identified only one other project in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project, the proposed
Santa Clara Avenue widening project. This project has not yet been approved and it is not
known when widening of Santa Clara in the immediate vicinity of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange would occur. If construction were to overlap with the proposed project, it is
expected that cumulative impacts would be minimized by implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in the IS/EA.

Cumulative Noise Impacts — According to the Noise Study, existing noise levels (Leq for the
loudest hour) at modeled noise-sensitive receptors would increase by up to 3 decibels due to the
proposed interchange improvements and forecasted future increases in traffic due to local and
regional growth. This increase is not significant. Since the proposed project does not include
new land use development that would generate additional traffic, it would not contribute to
increases in noise levels outside the immediate project area. Consequently, the proposed project
would not result in significant cumulative noise impacts.

Cumulative Biological Impacts — As discussed in the IS/EA, the proposed project would not
affect any state or federally listed sensitive plant species. Potential impacts on migratory birds
due to the removal of mature trees would be mitigated by implementation of the measures
identified in this IS/EA. The proposed project would also not result in the removal of any
important or sensitive natural habitat or communities. Consequently, the proposed project would
not contribute to cumulative impacts to biological resources.

Cumulative Farmland Impacts — The proposed project would require a narrow strip of farmland
along Santa Clara Avenue, approximately 0.16 hectares (0.4 acres) in size, on which no crops are
grown. Additionally, 1.4 hectares (3.6 acres) of prime farmland and farmland of statewide
importance would be acquired in the southeast quadrant of the interchange, which would result
in the displacement of some crop producing land. The loss of farmland due to right-of-way
acquisition would represent a small percentage of the affected agricultural properties and 0.0003
percent of the total farmable land in the county.

A review of other transportation projects proposed in the area, for which environmental
documents have been prepared, revealed that the following impacts to farmland would occur:

. Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road
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Farmland Impact: loss of 24 hectares (60 acres) of prime farmland
. Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection.

Farmland Impact: loss of 1.2 hectares (3 acres) of farmland, only 65 percent of which is
active or suitable agricultural land

. Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard

Farmland Impact: loss of 10.2 to 14.9 hectares (25.3 to 36.8 acres) of prime and
statewide farmland

. Widening of Santa Clara Avenue
Farmland Impact: loss of 9.6 hectares (23.6 acres) of prime/statewide farmland

Cumulatively, these projects and the proposed project could result in the loss of approximately
57 to 61 hectares (141 to 151 acres) of farmland. Other future planned transportation projects in
addition to the ones identified above may also result in the loss of farmland.

According to the Ventura County Initial Study Guidelines, the loss of 5 or more acres of
prime/statewide farmland that is designated as Agricultural under the Ventura County General
Plan is considered a significant impact. Based on this threshold, the combined effect of the
transportation projects would be cumulatively significant. However, the agricultural property in
the southeast quadrant of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange that would be affected by the
proposed project is officially designated as an urban land use area in the Ventura County General
Plan and a commercial/industrial land use area in the City of Oxnard General Plan. Therefore,
the property is not subject to the Ventura County significance thresholds nor is it subject to the
Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) initiative passed in November 1998.
Since the proposed project would not result in the loss of active farmland currently designated
for agricultural uses under existing land use plans, it would not contribute to a significant
cumulative farmland impact.

Cumulative Housing and Population Impacts — The proposed project would displace 18 mobile
homes and two single-family homes that are likely to be occupied by minority and low-income
persons. Proposed measures to mitigate potential impacts include relocation payments and
assistance in accordance with federal requirements. A review of the other transportation projects
proposed in the area, for which environmental documents have been prepared, revealed that only
one other project, the reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange would result
in residential displacements. That project, which is under construction, resulted in the
displacement of 3 mobile homes. Thus, the proposed project and other related transportation
projects would not result in significant cumulative housing and population impacts. Since the
proposed project does not include new land use development, it would not directly increase the
population in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts due to changes in the growth rate or density of the population in the area.
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Response to Comment B10-3
Please see the response to Comment B10-1.
Response to Comment B10-4

The June 28, 2001 IS/EA acknowledges that the proposed project would alleviate congestion and
improve safety at the interchange, which could facilitate commercial and industrial development
in the project area. However, the IS/EA also acknowledges that any potential project-induced
growth is anticipated in and is consistent with local land use plans. Also, it should be noted that
the proposed project does not involve the construction of a new interchange where one does not
currently exist. Rather, the proposed project consists of the reconstruction of the existing
interchange to correct existing deficiencies and to increase capacity to accommodate existing and
projected future traffic volumes. Furthermore, the commenter provides no analysis or evidence
to support their assertions that project-induced growth would have significant impacts on local
property owners and residents and would increase the number or severity of crimes.

Response to Comment B10-5

Please see the responses to Comments B10-1 through B10-4 above. Based on the analysis in the
IS/EA, the proposed project would not result in unavoidable significant impacts to the
environment. The commenter provides no evidence to support their assertion that the proposed
project would have a substantial environmental impact on residents and nearby property owners.
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Comment Letter B11

SAKIOKA FARMS

August 9, 2001

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Calirans Office of Environmental Planning
120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Rice Avenue/Hwy. 101 Environmental Assessment
Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Sakioka Farms is the owner of approximately 430 acres of unimproved
land fronting on to Hwy. 101 to the North, Rice Avenue to the West, the
Procter & Gamble facility to the South, and on both sides of Del Norte to
the East.

We received a copy of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the
Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project dated June 28, 2001 that was
prepared by Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc.

We retained LSA Associates, Inc., to assist and advise us on this report. Mr.
Les, Card, P.E. and Chief Executive Officer of LSA, has prepared the
comments on the Environmental Assessment that follow on our behalf.
Please feel free to contact Mr. Card directly if you have any questions on
his comments.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to evaluate the Environmental
Assessment and to make comments thereon.

rey D. Littell
hief Operating Officer

3183-A Airway Avenue, Suite 2, Costa Mesa, CA. 92626
(714) 434-9318
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC, OTHER OFFICES: FT. COLLINS
L ONE PARK PLAZA, SUITE 500 949.553.0666 TEL BERKELEY RIVERSIDE

IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92614 949.553.8076 FAX PT. RICHMOND ROCKLIN

August 9, 2001

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Caltrans Office Of Environmental Planning
120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Comments On Rice Avenue/Route 101 Environmental Assessment
Dear Mr. Kosinski:

On behalf of Sakioka Farms, which owns 430 acres adjacent to Route 101 between Rice Avenue and
Del Norte Boulevard in the City of Oxnard, the following comments are provided concerning the
subject Environmental Assessment (EA) and Negative Declaration (ND).

I. Figure 4, page 20, should depict the Sakioka Farms property east of Rice and south of Route 101 | B11-1
as agricultural for the existing condition and, pursuant to the Oxnard General Plan, the property
between an extension of Gonzales to Del Norte and Route 101 as Business and Research Park
and south of Gonzales as Industrial.

2. The EA and supporting traffic study analyze the existing and future (2024) year conditions at the B11-2
intersection of Rice Avenue and Gonzales Road. Specific intersection geometrics and alternative
mitigation measures are also evaluated and recommended on page 70. It should, however, be
confirmed and stated that the Rice Avenue/Route 101 interchange project does not include the
construction of any improvements at the Rice Avenue/Gonzales Road intersection.

3. Further, with respect to the specific alternative mitigation measures suggested on page 70, it B11-3
should also be stated that the Oxnard General Plan contemplates an extension of Gonzales Road
east of Rice Avenue, which could substantially change the recommended alternative mitigation
measures.

4. The traffic analysis applies a Level of Service (LOS) C (maximum 0.80 v/c ratio) as the B11-4
maximum acceptable threshold based on City of Oxnard criteria. This threshold is at least one
full level of service higher than most urban areas in Southern California and in some cases two
levels of service higher. This LOS C criterion is also one full LOS higher than Caltrans normally
applies.

In this context, it is requested that a technical and construction cost analysis be provided that
documents the specific project design requirements and mitigation measures that would achieve
LOS D (maximum 0.90 v/c ratio) instead of LOS C. v

08/09/01«P \SAK130\EAcomments.doca

FLANNING ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES DESIGN
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

This request is made in light of the fact that 1) LOS D is a reasonable and acceptable urban LOS B11-4
standard and 2) adjacent property owners are being requested to provide a substantial financial

contribution toward the interchange project. Based on the results of this analysis, reconsideration] Cont'd
of the LOS C criterion is requested.

5. The width of the bridge provides for two southbound left turn lanes at the intersection of the B11-5
southbound ramps. Based on the relatively small demand (320 vehicles in p.m. peak hour), a
single lane may be adequate if the northbound right turns were handled as free right turn
movements. This concept may require widening the southbound on-ramp to three lanes but could
reduce the width of the bridge by one lane. An evaluation of this alternative design is requested.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. We look forward constructively to the
implementation of this interchange improvement.

Sincerely,

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

24
Les Card, P.E.
Chief Executive Officer

cc: Jeffrey D. Littell, Sakioka Farms
Cynthia Daniels, City of Oxnard

08/09/01 «PASAK 1 3MEAcomments doc» 2

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

Response to Comment B11-1

Comment noted. The figure has been revised to reflect the existing agricultural uses east of Rice
Avenue and south of U.S. 101.

Response to Comment B11-2

The proposed intersection improvements at the intersection of Rice Avenue and Gonzales Road
identified on page 70 of the IS/EA are part of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange
Project. These improvements are intended to be long-term improvements that will be
implemented as future traffic volumes warrant. Interim improvements to the intersection that are
proposed in the near-term for the intersection would be similar to the long-term improvements
with the following exceptions: four southbound lanes (three through and one right-turn) are
proposed instead of six (four through, one combined through/right-turn, and one right-turn) and
five northbound lanes (three through and two left-turn) are proposed in place of six (four through
and two left-turn lanes).

Response to Comment B11-3

The 2020 Circulation Element of the 2020 General Plan identifies Gonzales Road extending east
from Rice Avenue to Del Norte Boulevard as a primary arterial (6 lanes). The extension of
Gonzales Road east of Rice Avenue is not a part of the project. The extension of Gonzales Road
will occur as adjacent land develops in accordance with City policy. Please also see response to
Comment B11-2.

Response to Comment B11-4

Level of Service C is the City of Oxnard’s standard. The City is encouraged by the California
Environmental Quality Act to identify thresholds of significance for environmental impacts. The
City of Oxnard adopted a Level of Service C as its threshold of significance for traffic impacts,
and this level of service is also identified in the 2020 General Plan.

Response to Comment B11-5

A free right-turn lane design was studied during early stages in the Project Report. Caltrans was
opposed to the idea of a free right-turn lane for pedestrian and bicycle safety reasons.
Furthermore, the intersection would operate satisfactorily under the current proposed
configuration shown in the Draft Project Report.
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Comment Letter B12

SHUTE. MIHALY 8 WEINBERGER LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

E. CLEMENT SHUTE, JR- 396 HAYES STREET LISA T BELENKY
MARK | WEINBERGER MARK A FENSTER

SAN FRAMN co ALIFORNIA 4|02
MARC B8 MIHALY, P C s 16 = HATHERINE A TRISOLINI
FRAN M. LAYTON TELEPHONE. (415) 582-7272 BRIAN A SCHMIDT
RACHEL B, HOOPER FACSIMILE: [415) 552-S8|6 JANETTE E. SCHUE
ELLEN J GARBER BRIAN J JOMNSON
CHRISTY . TAYLOR WWW.SMWLAW COM
TAMARA & CALANTER LAUREL L IMPETT, AICP
ELLIEON FOLK URBAN PLANNER

RICHARD S TAYLOR
SUSANNAH T FRENCH
WILLIAM 4. WHITE
ROBERT S. PERLMUTTER

osAa L ARMI AUgUSI ]6, 200]

ELIZABETH M DODD
OF COUNSEL

Via Federal Express

Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Aaron P. Burton

Caltrans District 7

Office of Environmental Planning

120 S. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the Rice
Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project

Dear Messrs. Kosinksi and Burton:

This firm represents Save Our Somis (*SOS”) on matters relating to the B12-1
Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange Project ("Rice Avenue interchange project” or
“project”). SOS is a community-based organization of citizens dedicated to the protection
of agriculture, the environment and quality of life in the Somis community. We transmit
this letter on SOS’s behalf to state our position that Caltrans’ proposed negative
declaration for the proposed project fails to comply with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™), Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.
and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq.)
(“CEQA Guidelines™), and that under CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act
("NEPA™), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., Caltrans should analyze the impacts of the proposed
project in an EIR/EIS.

Members of SOS have seen the rapid, and in many cases, unplanned
changes that are resulting from growth in Ventura County and from the substantial
expansion of the roadway network in the Las Posas Valley. These unplanned and
significant changes will be continued and magnified by the proposed interchange project.
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Ronald Kosinski
Aaron P. Burton
August 16, 2001
Page 2

The Rice Avenue interchange project includes reconstruction and widening
of the existing Rice Avenue overcrossing from two to six lanes, reconfiguration of the
existing U.S. 101 on and off ramps, and the realignment of Ventura Boulevard. Because B12-2
the proposed project provides excessive roadway capacity, it will likely result in an
increase in traffic levels. The project is also likely to cause numerous other significant
environmental impacts including an increase in noise and air pollution and the further
destruction of the rural and agricultural character of the Las Posas Valley. Of paramount
concern is Caltrans' failure to adequately identify and analyze the cumulative and growth
inducing impacts of the Rice Avenue interchange project. The most egregious
deficiencies in the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (“IS/EA™) are set forth below.

1. The Project Will Result in Significant Cumulative Environmental Impacts. B12-3

One of the more troubling omissions in the IS/EA is the document's failure
to address cumulative impacts. NEPA and CEQA require agencies to prepare a
cumulative impacts analysis in evaluating the impact of a proposed project. The
importance of the cumulative impacts analysis has been repeatedly underscored by both
federal and state courts. NEPA defines a cumulative impact as:

the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes
such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7; see also 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.25(a)(2), 1508.27(b)(7). The Ninth
Circuit has held that “where several actions have a cumulative or synergistic
environmental effect, this consequence must be considered in an EIS.” City of Tenakee
Springs v. Cough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir. 1990). The federal courts further require
the cumulative impacts analysis to be detailed and supported with empirical data. See,
e.g., Natural Resources Defense Council v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 299-300 (D.C. Cir.

1988). v
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Likewise, CEQA requires a discussion of the environmental impacts, both
direct and indirect, of the proposed project in combination with all “closely related past,
present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” Guidelines § 15355(b); see | B12-3
also Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b); Guidelines §§ 15021(a)(2), 15130(a), 15358. The Cont'd
discussion of cumulative impacts must “reflect the severity of the impacts and the
likelihood of their occurrence” (Guidelines § 15130(b)), and must document its analysis
with references to specific scientific and empirical evidence. Mountain Lion Coalition v,
California Fish & Game Comm'n, 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, 1047, 1052 (1989).

In contravention of the above authorities, the IS/EA for the Rice Avenue
interchange project identifies only one project -- the Santa Clara Avenue and Central
Avenue Widening in its discussion of cumulative impacts. The document notes that "if
construction of this project or other future proposed projects in the area overlaps with
construction of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange project, cumulative air
quality, noise, traffic, and public utilities and services impacts could occur." IS/EA at 72.
Rather than provide an analysis of these cumulative effects, the document does no more
than speculate that air pollutant emissions could exceed Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District thresholds and that the projects could contribute to traffic congestion and
delay due to multiple detours and lane or road closures. Id. Such self-evident
ruminations cannot substitute for a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts.

Moreover, the IS/EA fails to identify myriad other projects that would result
in significant cumulative impacts, including but not limited to the following:

. Rice Avenue extension (Port Access Demonstration Project) extending
from Hueneme Road to the Pleasant Valley/Highway | interchange.

. Widening of Rice Avenue to six lanes. This project would connect the
Pleasant Valley Road/Highway | interchange to U.S. 101. This project is
especially significant in that Rice Avenue is designated as the new
alignment of SR-1.

. Reconstruction of the Pleasant Valley/Highway | interchange.

. The reconstruction and widening of the intersection of SR-118/Highway 34
and Donlon Road.

v
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. Widening of SR-118 from two to four lanes from the Santa Clara River nea?
Saticoy though the 118 /34 intersection and on to Moorpark. This project is | B12-3
identified as #7 on the Ventura County Transportation Commission priority Cont'd
list in the 1998 Congestion Management Plan for year 2008 construction.
. Widening of Lewis Road between the Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura

Boulevard in order to accommodate increased traffic, primarily from the
new CSU, Channel Islands University. This project is proposed by Caltrans
and Ventura County.

In addition to its failure to identify and analyze the environmental effects of B12-4
these roadway projects, the IS/EA also fails to analyze the cumulative environmental .
impacts resulting from past, present and probable future land use projects as required by Contd
CEQA and NEPA. Although Caltrans is aware of development projects in the County, as
is evidenced by reference to the development of Cal State University at Channel Islands
in its NOP on the Lewis Road project, it fails to consider this project and other land use
projects in its environmental analysis.

The Rice Avenue interchange project, would, in combination with other B12-5
transportation and land use projects in the Las Posas Valley, contribute to environmental
impacts, including increased traffic volumes, increased air pollution, growth inducing
impacts, and impacts upon biological resources throughout the Valley. Moreover, land
use development would result in myriad other environmental impacts including the loss of
prime agricultural land in the Las Posas Valley and the loss of wildlife habitat, the
impedance of wildlife corridors and loss of sensitive plant and animal species. The
failure to consider cumulative impacts resulting from the many related roadway projects,

is especially egregious since Caltrans itself is the sponsor or co-sponsor for many of the
projects.

2; The Interchange Project Will Have Significant Growth-Inducing Impacts. B12.6
Both NEPA and CEQA require analysis of the growth-inducing impacts of
a proposed project, and if those impacts are significant, federal and state law require an
EIS and EIR, respectively. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(5).
According to NEPA, the EIS must consider “growth inducing effects and other effects
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related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate,
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.” 40 B12-6
C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). The purpose of this analysis is “to evaluate the possibilities [for new -.
growth induced by the project] in light of current and contemplated plans and to produce Cont'd
an informed estimate of the environmental consequences.” City of Davis v. Coleman,
521 F.2d 661, 676 (9th Cir. 1975). In conducting this analysis, “an agency must use its
best efforts to find out all it reasonably can.” Id. Applying this standard, the Ninth
Circuit in City of Davis found “totally inadequate™ the government agency’s conclusion
that a proposed freeway interchange would not have significant growth-inducing effects.
Id. Indeed, the court found the interchange an “indispensable prerequisite” and “essential
catalyst” for future development. Id. at 674. The court held, moreover, that the
uncertainty of whether new development would occur did not make the growth-inducing
effects of the interchange “too speculative for evaluation,” but, rather, suggested the need
for exploring in the EIS the range of possibilities for potential development. Id.

CEQA likewise requires that an EIR include a “detailed statement” setting
forth the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project. Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§ 21100(b)(5); City of Antioch v. Citv Council of Pittsburg, 187 Cal. App.3d 1325, 1337
(1986). The statement must “[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could
foster economic growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Guidelines § 15126.2(d). It must also
discuss how projects “may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly
affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively” or “remove obstacles to
population growth.” Id.

Like the interchange at issue in City of Davis, the proposed Rice Avenue
interchange is an “indispensable prerequisite” and “essential catalyst” for future
development. See City of Davis, 521 F.2d at 674. The increase in capacity of the Rice
Avenue project, coupled with the myriad transportation projects discussed above, would
substantially increase capacity and improve access throughout the entire Las Posas
Valley. Equally significant, much of the Valley currently supports agriculture, yet
pressure for urban development is clearly mounting. Indeed, the City of Moorpark is
already experiencing an increase in residential and office development, and such
development is likely to continue with the extensive roadway projects currently underway
in the Valley. v
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While Caltrans need not predict the precise form, location and amount of
commercial and residential development resulting from the construction of the B12-6
interchange, it cannot pretend that none will occur; it simply must assume the general Cont'd
form, location and amount of such development that now seems reasonable to anticipate.

The appropriate forum for this analysis is an EIR/EIS.

Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Cuter

RACHEL B. HOOPER

Jamt 4. Loyt Co)

LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP
Urban Planner

LLI:cb

cc:  Brett Tibbitts, Save Our Somis

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

Response to Comment B12-1

Based on the analysis presented in the IS/EA, the proposed project is not expected to result in
significant adverse environmental impacts after implementation of proposed mitigation
measures. Consequently, a Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Finding of No Significant
Impact are the appropriate environmental documents under CEQA and NEPA, respectively.

Response to Comment B12-2

The proposed project does not include new development that would generate traffic. The
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate existing and forecast traffic volumes that
would occur whether or not the project is implemented.

Based on the analysis in the IS/EA, the proposed project would not result in unavoidable
significant noise or air quality impacts.

The loss of farmland due to right-of-way acquisition would represent a small percentage of the
affected agricultural properties and 0.0003 percent of the total farmable land in the county.
Additionally, it should be noted that although the agricultural property in the southeast quadrant
of the interchange, i.e., the Sakioka Farms property, is currently used for agriculture, it is
officially designated as an urban land use area in the Ventura County General Plan and a
commercial/industrial land use area in the City of Oxnard General Plan. Therefore, the property
is not subject to the Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) initiative passed in
November 1998 and the acquisition of this property would not affect land designated as
permanent agricultural lands.

Responses to Comments B12-3 through B12-5

The commenter asserts that the proposed project would, in combination with other related
transportation projects and probable future land use projects in the Los Posas Valley, contribute
to environmental impacts, including increased traffic volumes, increased air pollution, growth-
inducing impacts, impacts upon biological resources, and loss of prime agricultural farmland.

The transportation projects identified in the comment and their status are listed below.
4. Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road

Status: under construction; anticipated completion date of August 2003

5. Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection
Status: under environmental review

6. Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard
Status: under environmental review; anticipated completion date of February 2005
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7. Widening of Rice Avenue to six lanes
Status: identified in the Circulation Element of the City of Oxnard’s 2020 General Plan; the
City does not have funding programmed for the widening. The City’s policy is to require
widening as the adjacent property develops.

8. Widening of SR 118 from two to four lanes from the Santa Clara River to Moorpark
Status: identified in the Ventura County Congestion Management Program; currently,
neither Caltrans nor Ventura County have any plans or funding for this widening project

9. Widening of Santa Clara Avenue from two to four lanes from Oxnard City limits to SR 118
and widening of Central Avenue to four lanes from U.S. 101 to 1,420 feet west of Santa
Clara Avenue
Status: project approval delayed pending further review; the project would be constructed in
stages through the year 2010. The County of Ventura has no funding at this time for the
project.

In addition, the comment identified land use projects, including the development of Cal State
University at Channel Islands campus, as contributing to cumulative impacts.

In response to the comment, each of the cumulative impacts referenced in the comment are
discussed below.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts — The proposed project would not increase traffic since it does not
include land use development that would generate new vehicle trips. Consequently, the
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative traffic impacts.

Additionally, it should be noted that the traffic forecasting model that was used to develop the
2024 traffic forecasts presented in the IS/EA takes into account both planned increases in
capacity in the transportation corridor and future growth anticipated under existing land use
plans. Thus, these future forecast traffic volumes, which were used as the basis of several
environmental analyses in the IS/EA, represent the future cumulative traffic conditions.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts — As stated above, the proposed project would not generate
additional traffic since it does not include new land use development. Consequently, the
proposed project would not result in additional pollutant emissions from motor vehicle traffic.
Furthermore, as stated on page 46 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA, the proposed project would not
cause or contribute to new localized carbon monoxide violations. In fact, the project could have
a beneficial effect on air quality by reducing vehicle delay and idling and improving the levels of
service at study intersections in the vicinity of the interchange. Therefore, the proposed project
would not contribute to long-term adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

The significance of localized cumulative construction air quality impacts would depend on
whether construction of the proposed project overlaps with other construction projects in the
area, the cumulative amounts of pollutants generated by these projects, and the proximity of
nearby sensitive receptors. The June 28, 2001 IS/EA identified only one other project in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange project, the proposed
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Santa Clara Avenue widening project. This project has not yet been approved and it is not
known when widening of Santa Clara in the immediate vicinity of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
Interchange would occur. If construction were to overlap with the proposed project, it is
expected that cumulative impacts would be minimized by implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in the IS/EA.

Cumulative Noise Impacts — According to the Noise Study, existing noise levels (Leq for the
loudest hour) at modeled noise-sensitive receptors would increase by up to 3 decibels due to the
proposed interchange improvements and forecasted future increases in traffic due to local and
regional growth. This increase is not significant. Since the proposed project does not include
new land use development that would generate additional traffic, it would not contribute to
increases in noise levels outside the immediate project area. Consequently, the proposed project
would not result in significant cumulative noise impacts.

Cumulative Biological Impacts — As discussed in the IS/EA, the proposed project would not
affect any state or federally listed sensitive plant species. Potential impacts on migratory birds
due to the removal of mature trees would be mitigated by implementation of the measures
identified in this IS/EA. The proposed project would also not result in the removal of any
important or sensitive natural habitat or communities. Consequently, the proposed project would
not contribute to cumulative impacts to biological resources.

Cumulative Farmland Impacts — The proposed project would require a narrow strip of farmland
along Santa Clara Avenue, approximately 0.16 hectares (0.4 acres) in size, on which no crops are
grown. Additionally, 1.4 hectares (3.6 acres) of prime farmland and farmland of statewide
importance would be acquired in the southeast quadrant of the interchange, which would result
in the displacement of some crop producing land. The loss of farmland due to right-of-way
acquisition would represent a small percentage of the affected agricultural properties and 0.0003
percent of the total farmable land in the county.

A review of the transportation projects listed above, for which environmental documents have
been prepared, revealed that the following impacts to farmland would occur:

. Reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange and southerly extension of
Rice Avenue to Hueneme Road

Farmland Impact: loss of 24 hectares (60 acres) of prime farmland within the
unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Reconstruction and widening of the SR 118/SR 34/Donlon Road Intersection.

Farmland Impact: loss of 1.2 hectares (3 acres) of farmland, only 65 percent of which is
active or suitable agricultural land, within the unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Widening of Lewis Road between Hueneme Road Bridge and Ventura Boulevard
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Farmland Impact: loss of 10.2 to 14.9 hectares (25.3 to 36.8 acres) of prime and
statewide farmland land within the unincorporated County of Ventura.

. Widening of Santa Clara Avenue

Farmland Impact: loss of 9.6 hectares (23.6 acres) of prime/statewide farmland within
the unincorporated County of Ventura.

Cumulatively, these projects and the proposed project and related transportation projects could
result in the loss of approximately 57 to 61 hectares (141 to 151 acres) of farmland. Other future
planned transportation projects in addition to the ones identified above could also result in the
loss of farmland.

According to the Ventura County Initial Study Guidelines, the loss of 5 or more acres of
prime/statewide farmland that is designated as Agricultural under the Ventura County General
Plan is considered a significant impact. Based on this threshold, the combined effect of the
transportation projects would be cumulatively significant. However, the agricultural property in
the southeast quadrant of the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange that would be affected by the
proposed project is officially designated as an urban land use area in the Ventura County General
Plan and a commercial/industrial land use area in the City of Oxnard General Plan. Therefore,
the property is not subject to the Ventura County significance thresholds nor is it subject to the
Save Open-Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) initiative passed in November 1998. The
SOAR ordinance prohibits redesignation of lands with Agricultural, Open Space, or Rural
designations under the County General Plan until December 31, 2020, without direct voter
approval. It is important to note, however, that the County SOAR ordinance and County General
Plan do not apply to land within the City of Oxnard. Since the proposed project would not result
in the loss of active farmland currently designated for agricultural uses under existing land use
plans, it would not contribute to a significant cumulative farmland impact.

Additionally, as reported in an August 22, 2001 Los Angeles Times article, recent State data
show that over the last 2 years, about 445 hectares (1,100 acres) of cultivated farmland were
urbanized in Ventura County. But during the same time period, 324 hectares (800 acres) of
previously non-farmed or fallow land were converted to agricultural use. The net effect is that
the County lost only about 120 hectares (300 acres) of farmland. According to the article, at the
current rate of depletion, it is estimated that it would be another century before the agricultural
land inventory is reduced enough in Ventura County to threaten the industry’s critical mass.

Cumulative Housing and Population Impacts — The proposed project would displace 18 mobile
homes and two single-family homes that are likely to be occupied by minority and low-income
persons. Proposed measures to mitigate potential impacts include relocation payments and
assistance in accordance with federal requirements. A review of the other transportation projects
proposed in the area, for which environmental documents have been prepared, revealed that only
one other project, the reconstruction of the SR-1/Pleasant Valley Road Interchange would result
in residential displacements. That project, which is under construction, resulted in the
displacement of 3 mobile homes. Thus, the proposed project and other related transportation
projects would not result in significant cumulative housing and population impacts. Since the

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

proposed project does not include new land use development, it would not directly increase the
population in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts due to changes in the growth rate or density of the population in the area.

Cumulative Growth Inducing Impacts — The potential of the proposed transportation projects to
cumulatively induce substantial growth depends largely on the extent to which they would
extend infrastructure into undeveloped or isolated areas or remove impediments to development
in the vicinity of the proposed projects.

The projects identified above primarily consist of improvements to and increases in the capacity
of the existing transportation infrastructure in order to accommodate existing traffic and
projected future traffic generated by development anticipated under existing land use plans.
These projects would not extend infrastructure into undeveloped or isolated areas. Also, existing
congestion and poor levels of service on local roadways are not likely to be a significant
impediment to future regional growth. Consequently, the proposed transportation projects are
not expected to induce substantial new unplanned growth. It is acknowledged that these projects,
however, would accommodate and in some instances facilitate planned development by
improving existing access to vacant or underdeveloped land. These improvements and related
land use projects could create pressure for additional development in surrounding areas.
However, several regulatory mechanisms would serve to limit development along the
transportation corridors. The County’s Guidelines for Orderly Development state that
development in the County should occur within incorporated cities. The Oxnard/Camarillo
Greenbelt is an agreement between the Cities of Oxnard and Camarillo not to annex or develop
agricultural lands in the greenbelt area between the two cities. Also, as discussed above, the
SOAR ordinance prohibits redesignation of lands with Agricultural, Open Space, or Rural
designations under the County General Plan until December 31, 2020, without direct voter
approval. These existing policy directives and regulatory controls would prohibit growth in
some areas and direct growth to those areas that could best accommodate new development.

Lastly, it should be noted that a detailed discussion of the cumulative and growth inducing
impacts due to transportation and land use development projects in the County of Ventura and
Los Posas Valley is beyond the scope of this IS/EA. Those issues are best addressed in the
environment documents prepared by the local jurisdictions for their general plans or by regional
agencies such as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for regional
transportation plans. Accordingly, the reader is referred to the Final EIR for the County of
Ventura General Plan, the Final EIR for the City of Moorpark General Plan, June 1990 Final EIR
for the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan and the Program EIR prepared by SCAG for the 2001
Regional Transportation Plan Update for additional discussion of these issues.

Response to Comment B12-6
Please see the responses to Comments B10-4 and B12-3 through B12-5 above.
Also, it should be noted that the proposed project does not involve the construction of a new

interchange where one does not currently exist. Rather, the proposed project consists of the
reconstruction of the existing interchange to correct existing deficiencies and to increase capacity

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

to accommodate existing and projected future traffic volumes. Future traffic volumes are
expected to increase whether or not the proposed project is implemented. Thus, there is a
significant difference between the proposed project and the interchange project in City of Davis
v. Coleman referred to in the comment. The project in City of Davis v. Coleman involved the
construction of a large interchange on a major interstate highway in an agricultural area where no
connecting road existed. Therefore, the court concluded that the growth-inducing effects of the
interchange were its “raison d’etre.”
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Comment Letter B13

S
SUNBELT ENTERPRISES

August 20, 2001

Ms Cynthia Daniels, Sr Project Coordinator
Public Works Administration
City of Oxnard
305 West Third Street
Oxnard, CA 93030
Certified #7000 1670 0008
2766 9076

RE: Rice Avenue/101 Interchange Reconstruction

Dear Ms. Daniels:

As Fred Kavli's authorized representative, I am writing to
express our urgent plea to reconsider the current B13-1
interchange plan.

As owners of two parcels on the southwest side of the
interchange, we were surprised that the interchange has been
redesigned such that it will require the taking of land in
this quadrant. When the business park was planned and built
several years ago the interchange had been designed and the
business park dedicated the land necessary for the future
interchange. There currently is a large right of way for
the southbound offramp without the taking of additional
land. A freeway offramp merge lane already exists as well as
a right turn lane at Rice and Gonzales.

Based on the long-standing interchange design, we have new
office buildings in the plans development process and these
will now become worthless should Caltrans go forward with
its current plan.

The northbound Rice Avenue to the 101 South onramp should B13-2
provide access without stopping, like Rose Avenue, as this
is the direction of highest traffic volume at the
interchange including the anticipated port traffic..

1801 SOLAR DRIVE, STE 250, OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030 (B05) 604-0700 FAX (805} 485-3899
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Ventura Blvd should flow under the bridge and not have a cul B13-3
de sac on the west side and a gross misalignment on the east
side.

The impact of the current design on the property owners on
the north side of the freeway is terrible, especially the B13-4
realignment of Ventura Bl. Again, why can't it continue
under the Rice Ave bridge?

Finally, calling the current plan the "Preferred
Alternative", when the only other choice is not to build, is B13-5
offensive. It is highly unlikely that this plan is
preferred by anyone but Caltrans.

Please consider further study on this interchange. There
must be better alternatives than the one proposed, one that
will minimize the impacts on the local community. Please
put the bridge back into its previous alignment.

If you have any questions, I may be contacted at the number
and address above.

Sincerely,

AL Btir—

Ken Bauman
Director of Real Estate
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Response to Comment B13-1

Current project plans in the Draft Project Report indicate that small sliver takes (i.e., less than 5
meters (16 feet) in width) would be required for right-of-way from the north end of four parcels
in the southwest quadrant of the interchange. These minor takes of property would not preclude
development of those parcels that are currently undeveloped.

Response to Comment B13-2
Please see the response to Comment B11-5.
Response to Comment B13-3

The current configuration of Ventura Boulevard forces eastbound traffic on Ventura Boulevard
to pass under the Rice Avenue overcrossing directly onto northbound U.S. 101 on a substandard
hook ramp. Therefore, the through movement for eastbound Ventura Boulevard traffic does not
exist today. The alignment of Ventura Boulevard west of the interchange is established in the
Rose-Santa Clara Corridor Specific Plan, which the City adopted in July 1986. The Specific
Plan identifies that Ventura Boulevard west of the interchange would become a cul de sac when
the interchange is constructed. Please see the response to comment B1-4 for more information.
There were two options to deal with westbound traffic east of Rice Avenue on Ventura
Boulevard traffic. The first involved re-routing this traffic down Nyeland Avenue to Eucalyptus
Drive and back to Santa Clara Avenue. This would increase traffic through an existing
residential neighborhood. This was found to be unacceptable, therefore option two was to
relocate Ventura Boulevard and keep its present connection to Santa Clara Avenue. Three re-
alignment alternatives were studied for the relocation of Ventura Boulevard. Every effort was
made to minimize impacts to the community by selecting the alignment with the least residential
and commercial displacements. Please also see response to Comment C4-29.

Response to Comment B13-4
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment B13-3 above.
Response to Comment B13-5

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives
evaluated in prior studies and Comment B13-3 above.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

Comment Letter C1

6465 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, Ca. 93066
August 12, 2001

Hon. Mayor Lopez & Members of the City Council
City of Oxnard

305 W. Third St.

Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Ms. Cynthia Daniels

Transportation Planning Department, City of Oxnard
305 W. Third St.
Oxnard, Ca. 93030

Re:

101 rch

\ P
Dear Mayor Lopez, City Council Members, and Ms. Daniels:

| am enclosing for your consideration a comment letter | have submitted to Caltrans

regarding the above-mentioned project. The gist of it is to request that the environmental
documentation for the project first be required'to ?ive full and proper analysis of the
cumulative impacts of the larger corridor project of which this project is a key segment.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
e ) v

w - Patricia Feiner Arkin
™~ )

a 4|
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Patricia Feiner Arkin
6465 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, Ca. 93066
August 12, 2001

Mr. Ron Kosinski, Chief

Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning
120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012-3606

Re: Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 interchange Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Below are my comments and questions regarding the Negative Declaration and Draft
IS/EA for the above-mentioned project.

Cumulative Impacts: The negative declaration and IS/EA provide inadequate
environmental review of the project by failing to address the cumulative impacts of this C1-1
project when considered in conjunction with the many other major highway-widening
projects that have recently been, are currently being, or will soon be undertaken along the
same corridor that this project is unquestionably an integral part of. The IS/EA and negative
declaration improperly downplay to the level of “no significant impacts” what are in fact
highly significant impacts, cumulatively and, in some cases, project-specifically, such
as rowth- t f agricultural r r ffic-
Inducement, neighborhood character, air quality, and noise. An EIR with full
disclosure and discussion of these significant cumulative impacts would be the more

appropriate form of environmental document and would provide the only likely means for
ever achieving meaningful mitigation.

If this letter were to be reduced to one sentence, it would be with this question: At what
point, if ever, during the planning and construction of the various segments of the over 25-
mile-long major regional transportation corridor that is currently being built, piecemeal, from
the Port of Hueneme to the City of Moorpark, do Caltrans and its partner agencies ever
intend to conduct environmental review of the cumulative impacts that will result from the
larger corridor project?

CEQA Section 15355 (b) states that “The cumulative impact from several projects is the
change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable probable future
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.” CEQA section 15130 (a) states that
“Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when they are significant.”

In light of the many present, past and reasonable foreseeable probable future highway-
widening projects (see partial list below) that have been and are being undertaken by
Caltrans and other local or regional road-building agencies along the same corridor, there is
no question that this project is a key segment of a 25-plus mile long major regional
tranportation corridor that is being built, in piecemeal fashion, through some of the
most important remaining agricultural lands In Ventura County without any
disclosure or environmental review whatsoever of the significant cumulative
impacts that the creation of this major traffic corridor will necessarily lead to.
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The larger intended corridor, of which this project is just one important sigment, will extend 4
for more than 25 miles from the Port of Hueneme through to the City of Moorpark and the

118 and 23 freeways. It will convert local, rural 2-lane roadways into a major regional 4-to-
6-lane divided highway. The cumulative impacts from such a major transportation corridor
being imposed upon the existing farmlands of the Oxnard Plain and Las Posas Valley will
be highly significant, and at the very least will require severe efforts at mitigation. Whether C11
they can even ultimately be mitigated remains to be seen, but at the very least, these Cont'd
impacts should be disclosed in a full EIR ana in%the cumulative impacts of the larger
intended regional corridor being created, so that the necessary public policy debates and
decisions will at least have had the opportunity to take place.

A partial list of closely related past, present and reasonable foreseeable probable future
projects along this corridor-in-the-making includes:

the present Pleasant Valley/Rice Ave. massive interchange project;

the Imminent extension of Rice Ave. through virgin farmland to Hueneme Rd.;

the recent past and ongoing widenings of Rice Ave. to 4-and-6 lanes along its entire
length south of the 107;

- the intended redesignation of Rice Ave. to become the new alignment for SR 1;

this project (which will widen the Rice Ave. overcrossing of the 101 from 2 to 6 lanes and
extend the ongoing corridor-widening project north of the 101 to Santa Clara Ave);

- the Ventura County Public Works Department’s present efforts to seek EIR approval to

widen (into a 4-lane divided highway) the approximately 3-mile length of Santa
Clara Avenue that begins immediately north of this project and that will connect this
project to SR 118;

- Caltrans’ present efforts to get environmental approval for a proposed massive
intersection requiring 4-lane-highway-sized rights of way at the junction of SR 118
and SR 34 in Somis; and

other probable, foreseeable and indeed already on-the-books [e.g. Ventura County
Congestion Management Plan, SCAG RTP, Caltrans PSR's] intended widenings
ngaII the remaining sections of SR 118 between Moorpark, Santa Clara Ave and

126.

Wherever major new, widened transportation corridors have been built (especially those in
proximity to already-existing population centers), intensified growth pressures have
inevitably followed and the agricultural lands along those corridors have, sadly, been the first
to succumb. The passage of the SOAR initiative in Ventura County is no panacea; its
provisions will expire within approximately 18 years. Additionally, the increased car. ing
capacity that goes with widened highways inevitably brings with it ever-more induced traffic
(over and above the amount of traffic that would be expected from population growth
alone), ever-more singular overreliance on the automobile and trucks for the movement of
people and goods, and the concomitant continued degradation of air guality and increased
noise levels that comes from ever-increasing numbers of vehicles and vehicle miles
traveled.

The IS/EA states that a primary purpose of this project is to increase traffic capacity in order
to handle future projected traffic volumes. In that case, in regard to air quality, the
environmental analysis should go well beyond the easy issues of temporary air quality
impacts during the construction phase and the possibility of short term air quality v
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Kosinski, Ron
August 12, 2001
Page 3

improvements due to temporarily improved traffic flow. Instead, air quality impact A
analysis should disclose the significant medium-term and long-term negative air
quality Impacts that will inevitably result as traffic volumes increase over time (anticipated C1-1
traffic increases being the very purpose for which this project is being proposed). Cont'd
on

Any one (indeed all) of the above-mentioned projects along this corridor-in-the-making
should each have undergone full disclosure and analysis of the important cumulative impacts
of the larger intended project so that the important public policy debate could have the
opportunity to take place and so that alternatives, possible mitigations and the like could be
discussed and undertaken in timely fashion. Itis too late to do this for a few of the earlier
projects, since their environmental documents, however lacking, have already been
finalized. Itis not too late, however, to remedy the situation going forward, for the remaining
project segments that are being undertaken, including this one. ~ Proper public policy
debate and decision-making on important matters such as Ventura County'’s future quality of
life, the future of its g‘?ricultural resources, the need for improvements in public transportation
and a more balanced transportation system, and the desirability of more and better
coordination between transportation planning and land use planning will never even have
the opportunity to take place if the very environmental documentation being relied upon by
decisionmakers for information keeps turning a blind eye to the most significant
environmental impacts that a proposed project will create or collectively contribute to.

Sinie.lf; 3 . .

Patricia Feiner Arkin

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

cc: Dr. Manuel M. Lopez, Mayor
Members of the Oxnard City Council
Cynthia Daniels
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Response to Comment CI1-1

Please see the responses to Comments B12-3 through B12-6.
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Comment Letter C2

August 10,2001

Lawrence R. Carter
2875 Ventura Blvd.
Oxnard. Ca. 93030

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Caltrans District 7

Office of Environmental Planning

120 S. Spring St.

Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Re: Rice Ave. / 101 Fwy. Interchange Project
07-VEN-101, KP 31.4/33.0

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

I am against the sound wall that is being proposed along the 101 fivy. Between Orange Dr. and Santa Clara. | C2-1
The wall will seriously affect the property values and the businesses along the freeway. The businesses
depend on the visibility from the freeway for their customers.

L also think that the design proposed by Caltrans in 1993 that the people of Nycland Acres accepted should I C2_2
be the design built.

The on and off ramps on the south side of the freeway from that same design are better than the proposed | C2-3
on and off ramps now being considered.

All designs can be modified, that’s why they have erasers. The design of the westbound on ramp at Rose

was modificd to accommodate the Church. This design can be modified to accommodate the Nyeland

Acres neighborhood.

I'resent the City of Oxnard for not holding workshops about this project in the neighborhood and getting | C2-4

recommendations from the people that are affected. They just came out and dictated what you were going
todo.

Thank you,

Lawrence R Carter
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Response to Comment C2-1
Please see the response to Comment B1-1.
Response to Comment C2-2

Please see the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives considered in prior
studies and the reasons they were eliminated from further consideration. The 1993 Alternative
attached to the comment letter was identified as Alternative 2 in the 1994 Draft Project Report,
and is similar to Alternative 2 in the 1997 Draft Project Report.

Response to Comment C2-3

The on- and off-ramps proposed under the current design would require much less right-of-way
for construction than the 1993 design. In addition, moving the U.S. 101 southbound exit farther
to the north provides a maximum weaving distance between the ramp intersection and the Rice
Avenue/Gonzales Road intersection. This weaving distance will become more critical as build-
out occurs south of U.S. 101. A loop ramp in the southwest quadrant is not warranted based on
traffic volumes; therefore, the southbound off-ramp configuration does not need to accommodate
a future loop ramp.

Response to Comment C2-4
A number of meetings have been held with the local residents and business owners to present

information on the proposed project and to solicit comments. These meetings have occurred on
the following dates:

September 9, 1993 (Open House and Informational Workshop);
September 17, 1998 (El Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council meeting);
July 18, 2000;

. July 19, 2001 (meeting with California Rural Legal Assistance and Owl Mobile Home
Park tenants);

. August 10, 2001 (meeting with local business owners); and

. August 16, 2001 (EI Rio/Del Norte Municipal Advisory Council meeting).

A public hearing was also held on July 31, 2001 at the Oxnard City Council chambers to receive
comments on the proposed project and the IS/EA.
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Comment Letter C3

Thomas D. Harvey
5307 Reef Way
Oxnard, California 93035
Phone/Fax 805/815-3244

August 10, 2001

Ms. Cynthia Daniels

Senior Project Coordinator

City of Oxnard

Transportation Planning Program
305 W. Third Street

Oxnard, California 93030

Re: Rice Avenue/Hwy 101 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment
& Business Relocation Assistance
Assessor Parcels 149-100-350 (2641 Ventura Blvd.), 149-100-360 (2651
Ventura Blvd.) And 149-100-330 (2665 Ventura Blvd.)

Dear Ms. Daniels:

After attending this morning’s meeting at the City Council Chambers I am writing to
voice my concern regarding the proposed sound wall that will be a part of this project. C3-1
As a property owner, and in my capacity as Trustee of the Harvey Family Trust, I feel the
construction of such a sound wall will have a detrimental effect on the businesses
fronting on Ventura Blvd. Exposure to the thousands of cars that make daily trips on the
101 Freeway past these properties is critical to the on-going life of the small business
located along this corridor. Construction of a sound wall that will visually block these
businesses will not only impact their day-to-day ability to survive, but will also have a
negative impact on the ultimate property values for the owners.

T'urge that construction of this sound wall be re-evaluated, with consideration given to the
livelihood of the business and property owners, all of whom have paid their fair-share of
taxes to support the City of Oxnard, County of Ventura, and State of California.

Sincerely,

Thomas D. Harvey

TDH/s
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Response to Comment C3-1

Please see the response to Comment B1-1.
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Comment Letter C4

Mr. Ron Kosinski, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning

Department of Transportation (Caltrans District7)
120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ms. Cynthia Daniels

Planner, AICP

City of Oxnard Transportation Planning (Federal Highway Administration)
305 West Third St.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Dear Mr. Kosinski & Ms. Daniels:

Pursuant to the August 20, 2001 deadline for comments regarding the IS/EA for
the 101/Rice Ave. Interchange | am having my “Critique Comment Notebook *
hand delivered to each of you today (Monday, August 20, 2001).

Sincerely,

%ﬁ:? Reshsr)~

F. Kerkhoff
5636 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, CA 93066
(805) 386-3044
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Mr. Ron Kosinski, Chief
Office of Environmental Planning
Department of Transportation (Caltrans District7)
120 S. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
August 19, 2001

Re: Comments on the IS/EA on Rice Ave. /U. S. 101 Interchange Project
Dear Mr. Kosinski;

I am writing this critique having recently become aware of the subject study. |
picked up a copy of the IS/EA at the July 31 Oxnard City Council so my
comments will only cover one subject in depth with the others much less so. A
longer time would have allowed me to “tighten” up the wording. | apologize for
the length but the source material is vast. The comments will be divided into 5
Sections, “I” through “V”.

| will first list the “OVERALL CONCLUSIONS” below followed by the individual
conclusions for sections “I” through “III”. The discussions, basis and
supporting arguments for all the conclusions will, of course, follow and form the
main and huge body of this critique. The reader should go to the individual
Sections to assure himself of the validity of the arguments. The critique is huge
and long because this subject project is occurring well into the process of
assembling the dozens of projects identified into a system of transportation
corridors. Many related projects have already been built and many more are
planned for the future. The environmental impacts are cumulative, therefore all
related projects (Past, Present and Future) known to this author are being
addressed. That is one source and reason for the length of this critique.

_* OVERALL CONCLUSIONS:

There is absolutely no way that a Negative Declaration
is warranted.

The involved transportation agencies should use this cal1
opportunity to address the Cumulative Impacts being
generated and formed by the series of projects described
within this critique.

The overall Cumulative Impacts, of dozens of related
projects in the past and including the present IS/EA have
not been addressed as CEQA requires. Itis time for this ¢
abuse of Environmental Laws to cease.

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51
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SECTIONS “1” THROUGH “I1I” CONCLUSIONS

SECTION “1” CONCLUSIONS:
“CUMULATIVE IMPACTS”

#1. ABSOLUTELY NONE OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM THE 7' N
MANY INTERCONNECTED AND INTERACTING PROJECTS HAVE BEEN
ADDRESSED IN THIS IS/EA (OR ANY OF PRIOR CORRIDOR PROJECT C4-1
REPORTS REVIEWED) AS REQUIRED BY CEQA. Cont'd

#2. THEREFORE THE SUBJECT INTERCHANGE IS/EA IS ENTIRELY
INADEQUATE IN IT'S ADDRESSING OF CEQA §15355 REQUIREMENTS.
THOSE IMPACTS COULD APPLY TO TRAFFIC, NOISE, FARMLAND,
ENVIRONMENTAL, AIR QUALITY ETC. THEY WERE NOT MENTIONED
OR ADDRESSED, MUCH LESS ANALYZED AND MITIGATION
ATTEMPTED AS REQUIRED UNDER BOTH CEQA AND NEPA!

#3. THE REPORT IS DEFECIENT AND NEEDS TO BE SERIOUSLY RE-
WRITTEN TO INCORPORATE ADEQUATE ANALYSIS AND POSSIBLE
MITIGATION EFFORTS ON ALL OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.

#4. APPARENTLY CALTRANS KNEW OF THE NECESSITY TO ADDRESS
THE “CUMULATIVE IMPACTS” THAT CAN ARISE OUT OF THE
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE TWO CLOSELY RELATED PROJECTS
BUT KNOWLINGLY DID NOT ADVISE THE WRITERS OF THE SUBJECT
ISIEA. IF SO, THAT WOULD BE A CLEAR VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 2 §
15020 OF CEQA.

SECTION “II” CONCLUSIONS:
“RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT AND RELATED ISSUES”

When a small group of disadvantaged citizens are impacted so c4-2
severely and selectively, the mitigation efforts should be
extraordinary or better yet, the project should be modified such
that the impacts are not so concentrated on this one sub-
community. And if it is shown that the project design was
skewed to remove the “blight” of the NE quadrant in deference
to more prosperous quadrants, the travesty of justice is even

more_grievous.
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SECTION “III”. CONCLUSIONS:
“TRUCKS, DESIGN FEATURES & CONSEQUENCES”

1. THE SUBJECT IS/EA IS SERIOUSLY DEFICIENT IN REGARDS TO Cc4-3
TRUCK STATISTICS (NUMBERS, PERCENTAGES, AND ACCIDENT
INVOLVEMENT DATA), ESPECIALLY CONSIDERING THAT IT PLACES
HIGH RELIANCE ON VARIOUS TRUCK ATTRIBUTES.

2. THE SUBJECT IS/EA DOES NOT ADEQUATELY EXPLAIN THE |C4'4
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS CONSIDERED AND DISCARDED.

3. THERE IS NO TRUCK ACCIDENT JUSTIFICATION FOR PLACING THE | |ca-5
LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE NE QUADRANT.

4. THERE APPEARS TO BE NO OVERWHELMING JUSTIFICATION, e
UNDER ANY PRETEXT, FOR PLACING THE LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE
NE QUADRANT.

5. THE CONFLICT OVER STOPPING SOUTHBOUND IN THE PREFERRED || C4-7
DESIGN AND ALLEGEDLY NOT STOPPING IN THE EXISTING
NORTHBOUND DIRECTION RAISES STRONG QUESTIONS AS TO THE
VALIDITY OF JUSTIFICATIONS FOR THE PREFERRED DESIGN.

6. THE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE NORTHBOUND AND SOUTHBOUND —_—
PREFERRED DESIGN ACCELERATION RAMPS’ PERFORMANCE
WOULD STRONGLY SUGGEST THAT VALID CRITERIA WAS NOT
USED FOR DESIGN SELECTION.

7. THERE IS A GOOD CHANCE THAT THE PREFERRED DESIGN WAS ca-9
CHOSEN FOR REASONS THAT IMPACTED THE NE QUADRANT
RESIDENTS IN DEFERENCE TO THE “PROSPEROUS” QUADRANTS
TO THE SOUTH.

Going back to the main text of this critique; the first (I)(pages 4-21) and the
primary area to be addressed is the complete lack in the subject report of any
mention or taking into account related cumulative impacts. The lack of
addressing cumulative impacts is especially glaring because this project is a
maijor “link" in the planned and publicized “Port Corridor”. The first section will
encompass more than 17 pages. Other areas will be addressed after the
primary subject. Those additional subjects will include 3 pages of my opinions
(I1)(pages 22-24) on the almost heartless, certainly detached, and disingenuous
way the 18 mobile homes, in the NE quadrant, (with assumed 18 poor families)
were discussed and summarily placed on the “acquisition and relocation” listing.
As the NE quadrant “improvements” of the project is the source of the "human”
relocations and “trucks” are the main justification for the need for so much land
Section II related comments will overlap into Section III. Section III covers
pages 25 —32 and will be observations and comments on “trucks” and the
various ways their presence was used to justify the project direction and

3
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consequences (8 pages). Comments and observations on minor subjects will
follow (IV). Interspersed within and following the sections will be questions
raised by that particular subject. The questions will be “Bulleted”, highlighted
and in italics. The questions will be compiled and listed again in Appendix 1.
Section V will be the Summary and Conclusions of this long critique and begins
on page 39.

L. “Cumulative Impacts” C4-10

As is obvious from reading the beginning listing of conclusions, my primary (but
not the only ones) comments and conclusions relate to the “Cumulative
Impacts”. In this Section, | intend to offer extensive proof that:

The July 2001 IS/EA regarding the Rice Aveneue/U.S.101
Interchange Project is completely lacking in addressing
“Cumulative Impacts” and as a consequence it is entirely
deficient in this major CEQA area. Therefore a Negative
Declaration is neither warranted nor justified.

As you must be aware but to make record of, the legal definition of “Cumulative
Impacts” from CEQA 15355 is “pasted” below.

15355, Cumulative Impacts.

*Cumulative impacts” refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered

together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
“(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects.

(b) = The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time.

You will note that in (b) it says “closely related 'past?, present® and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects**** taking place over a period of time”.
Question #55 of the Environmental Significance Checklist of the IS/EA goes on
to elaborate that “cumulatively considerable” includes; "the effects of other
projects, which interact with this project ®and, together are considerable”.
Question #55 is "pasted” on page 12 after the discussions of the above first four v
superscripted subject areas. )
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Closely related " would certainly include projects that have been ‘closely A
associated” and actually mentioned in the same descriptions. The proposed
Rice Ave. / 101 freeway interchange has been mentioned in technical reports
and newspaper articles along with another prominent new interchange, the
Pleasant Valley / SR 1 project. In those articles both interchanges are
mentioned as major parts of the “Port Transportation Corridor”. Yet the
combined cumulative effects of these two definitely closely related major
projects were not addressed in this report. It should be noted that the Pleasant
Valley interchange and the subject interchange are the only two freeway
interchange projects on the Port transportation corridor and are presently, and
will be, connected with a 4 to 6 lane arterial highway. They are the important
links in the system.

» Does Caltrans and Oxnard deny that the Pleasant Valley and the
subject interchange are related and part of the same “system” or Port
Transportation corridor?

» Will the two related projects interact and therefore will their
environmental impacts be additive and cumulative?

e If those two can interact between each other, can’t other related
projects interact with them (singly and as a unit)?

C4-10
Cont'd

Past 2 projects that interact with this project would certainly include, among
others, the 5 to 6-lane Rice Ave. improvements that abut and stretch south to
Sth St. from this subject interchange. The two-way cumulative effects of this
directly related and connected City of Oxnard project which “directs” traffic
between a vast commercial area to and from the interchange were not
addressed in this report either.

* Do the authors of this report agree that “cumulative” is a two-way
street? That is, the traffic impacts flow both to and from the subject
project, not just outward.

Present : projects would include the aforementioned Pleasant Valley
Interchange as it is actually being constructed. At least the earth is being
disrupted and farmland being “destroyed” and confiscated. Also as part of the
same Pleasant Valley / Hwy 1 interchange there is a Rice Ave. extension of
about 1 mile in length that will connect the interchange to Hueneme Rd. to
“facilitate” truck traffic. Neither the cumulative effects of the actual interchange
or the 1-mile 4-lane extension, through virgin farmland, have been addressed
in this subject report.
* Were the authors of the subject report aware and familiar with the IS/EA *

published on the Pleasant Valley interchange?

5
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Reasonably foreseeable probable future projects ‘tothe A

South of the subject interchange project, besides the directly abutting past and
therefore existing Rice Ave. project (5th St. to the 101) and the related (in
progress) Pleasant Valley / SR 1 interchange; begin near the Port of Hueneme
and eventually access the subject interchange. They are:

a. Various Hueneme Rd. widening and intersection improvement
projects within the City of Hueneme and Oxnard.

b. Hueneme Rd. widening to 4 lanes from Oxnard city limits to the Rice
Ave. extension.

c. Channel Island at Rice Ave. intersection improvements.

d. Wooley Rd. to Rice Ave. intersection improvements.

e Will the addition of these projects combined with the past and present
projects already going combine to make it easier for traffic to flow up or
down the corridor?

» Do improved intersections when connected to 4 or 6 lane “highways” C4-10
increase the capacity of the intersection and therefore flow more contd
vehicles?

= Will the above projects induce, entice and allow more traffic to use the
corridor than would have before when they (the motorists) took
different routes?

Reasonably foreseeable probable future projects ** to the
North of the subject interchange project include the directly abutting and “closely
related” Santa Clara Ave. widening project of course. As Caltrans has
explained to the public in other venues, having the 4 or more through lanes
(both north and south of an interchange or intersection project) would expand
the capacity of the “system”. If you expand the capacity of the “system”, you will
certainly create impacts within that system. The County Santa Clara Ave.
Project was mentioned in the report but any traffic related cumulative effects of
its interaction with the subject “capacity increasing - traffic inducing - traffic
redirecting” interchange project were not addressed except in the context of
overlapping construction related impacts. Restricting it to such a reduced
subject and time frame with transient impacts is disingenuous in the extreme.

As the interchange is and was admitted to be “capacity increasing” and it dumps
right onto a planned 4-lane arterial road, to the north, as well as on an existing 5
to 6-lane road to the south, there definitely will be more increased traffic. The
traffic will increase more than it would be able to without the presence of the
subject interchange. The interchange will direct traffic more efficiently from the

6
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freeway (both directions) as well funnel traffic along the Rice Ave. and Santa &
Clara corridors to and through the interchange. The cumulative effects of those
interacting projects were not addressed in this subject report.

An associated interacting and related project to the north within the Santa Clara
Ave. widening project is apparently a “Dot” waiting for a “Connection”(see page
14 and APPENDIX 2 for explanation of this terminology):

e. Central Ave. at Santa Clara Ave. intersection improvements.

* Don’t the same questions that applied to the south “4” superscripted
items apply to the north “4A” items?

The “b through e” projects, mentioned above, are all listed in Exhibit 2.3-A of
County Roads and Intersections in the July 2001 “Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee
Program Engineering Report” by the Public Works Agency of Ventura County.
Reportedly all the listed projects are eligible for Federal funding and are listed in
the RTP of SCAG.

o —— . C4-10
In Exhibit 2.3-B of the same “Mitigation Fee” publication several related and cont'd
directly connected (via the Santa Clara Ave. project) State Projects are
listed. They are all to the north and include:

f. The SR 118 section of Vineyard Ave. (SR-232) to Santa Clara Ave.
widened to 4 lanes. West of that particular section of SR 118, the
State highway, of course, goes on through Saticoy as an existing (past
projects) 4 to 6-lane wide thoroughfare to connect to the 126 freeway.
That allows a contiguous path to the I-5 North for trucks and traffic
using the subject interchange. As a side note, when the 126, Saticoy
and related bridge improvements were proposed in 1990 Caltrans
predicted that traffic along the entire fifteen miles of the 118 would be
impacted. History and traffic counts since then proved that prediction
correct.

» Wouldn’t the subject 101/Rice Ave. interchange impact traffic on the
connecting arterial roads in the same manner or even more so?

g. Santa Clara Ave. to Somis Rd. (SR 34) widened to 4 lanes (~ 6.6 miles
of SR 118).

h. Somis Rd. (SR 34) to Moorpark city limits widened to 4 lanes.(~ 5
miles of SR 118)

i Outside Exhibit 2.3-B, but within the Mitigation Fee publication, there is
a listing for an intersection improvement project at the Grimes Canyon

A 4
.
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Rd. and SR 118 Intersection on page 11 of a series of Preliminary 4
Engineer's Estimates.

j. Not mentioned in the Exhibit 2.3-B listing, yet still a critical part of the
Port to Moorpark corridor is the long proposed and planned (since
the 1980's at least) 118/34/Donlon Rd. intersection “improvement”
project. Most recently it was scheduled to start about 2000. A
Negative Declaration has been issued. The latest start date has
been delayed till about 2005. The CTC has it listed under projects
needing “environmental work “.

« Could the same “need for environmental work” apply to the subject
interchange?

e Has Caltrans advised the authors of the nature of the “environmental
work” needed in the 118/34 project or what might be needed for the
subject project?

e In other words did Caltrans guide or limit the authors of the subject
IS/EA in any way?

This issue is raised because almost the exact same and definitely similar
“Cumulative Impact” questions were strongly raised over the basis for Caltrans
Negative Declaration on the 118/34/Donlon Rd. project. Caltrans is aware of
the “Cumulative Impact” concerns. The 118/34 project was delayed, not
because of the lawsuit brought on by the local community (Somis), but
reportedly because of the “environmental work needed”. The decision to delay
the project was made months before the lawsuit was filed. The main difference
between the 118/34 project and the subject 101/Rice Ave. project is that the
118/34 project was an intersection project that, although designed as up to 5
lanes wide, narrowed down and connected to 2-lane roads in all 4 directions.
Therefore it was allegedly “Not Capacity Increasing”. In contrast, the subject
freeway interchange is admittedly “Capacity Increasing”. It is part of a 6-lane
freeway, connects to existing 4 to 6 lanes to the south, and will connect to 4
lanes to the north in the relative near future. A freeway interchange’s
contribution to “Cumulative Impacts” will be magnitudes greater!

o Would the fact that the subject interchange is much more massive
(than the “j” project) and will be emptying on multi-lane roads have
more potential for significant traffic and environmental impacts?

s If not, why not? :

o Shouldn’t the authors of the subject project expend additional time,
effort and studies to address the similar (to the Somis project)
environmental work “needs”?

« Don’t the same concerns and principles apply?

C4-10
cont'd
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* Did Caltrans advise the authors why the 118/34-intersection project A
needed “Environmental work” and was delayed? (They have never told
the residents of the involved community [Somis] either!)

» Why did Caltrans delay the Somis project?

k. One series of past projects that should be listed as parts of the longer
“Corridor” is the 118 to 23 freeway connection in Moorpark, the
associated freeway to 118 highway “interchange”, the 118 widening
through the City Moorpark along with numerous intersection
enlargements. The freeway connection and interchange were done, in
concert with and at about the same time as the Saticoy improvements
15 miles away (mentioned in item “f”). With easier access (less
resistance) infrastructure at each end of the 2-lane 118, the traffic on
the entire 118 did increase as predicted. This is a proven example of
“induced” traffic impacts, of which, Caltrans is well aware.

One section (project) needed to complete the entire corridor (that stretches from
the Port of Hueneme on Hueneme Rd. through to Moorpark and the 118 and 23
freeways) that was not listed anywhere | found, was a “upgrading” of a section
of the present 4-lane arterial Rice Ave. That section lies between Channel C4-10
Island and 5™ St. and is in unincorporated County area. Therefore | suspect the | contd
project is on the back burner somewhere in VCPWA offices. | say “upgrade”
(to State standards) as that is the agreed condition before any Rice Ave.
sections can be deeded over to the state. Only then can the entire SR 1
corridor route from the Pleasant Valley / SR 1 interchange to the subject Rice
Ave. / 101 freeway interchange be re-designated as the new SR-1 as planned
and spoken about for years. Of course, the fact that the present less than 2 mile
long divided 4-lane section is not up to “state standards” is not going to stop
people from using the route that connects two major interchanges and
eventually 4 freeways (101,126,118 and 23) within Ventura County. A divided
4-lane road is a divided 4-lane road to the average motorist. It isn’t signed “SR-
1" now and they still use it. They will use it more and more as the expensive
transportation infrastructure being planned, built and connected on the corridor
“‘come on line”. In other words the Cumulative Impacts will increase
incrementally with each project addition.
» Was the fact that it is “planned” to convert Rice Ave. to SR1 in the
future, known and considered by the writers of the subject IS/EA?

It should be noted that Oxnard City was the entity that proposed that change

years ago, as a freeway was not feasible.

Wil the fact that SR-1will be re-designated and signed, cause and direct
more traffic) to flow North along the corridor?

v
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A

Wil this traffic impact the corridor and areas even beyond the 1017

e [fnot, why not?

 Isn’tit a straight path on Rice Ave over the 101, north on Santa Clara
and directly onto SR 118?

None of the projects from “a through k” have been remotely addressed from
any standpoint; much less the obvious cumulative impact aspects of these

directly connected past, present and future projects. The total length of the
Hueneme to Moorpark corridor is about 25 miles. The subject interchange
project is a very critical but short in length (less than % mile) portion of the total
corridor system being created. The associated total cumulative impacts on
farmland, community impacts, induced or re-directed traffic, growth inducement
effects, air, light and air quality degradation etc. will be unquestionably high. So
in summary, ABSOLUTELY NONE of the projects of items 1 through 5
including the “a through k" projects HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED for their
cumulative impacts as CEQA requires. That means that there are at least 20
projects ranging in costs from $380,000 to $40,000,000 ($40 million) each that
were not taken into account for their cumulative effects that would interact with C4-10
the subject interchange project. ARt

The subject interchange, being on the 101 Freeway, is the key hub in the entire
transportation “corridor” from the Port to Moorpark. Its’ effects radiate in 4
directions. It will feed and connect, directly or indirectly 5 other freeways within
Ventura County. They are; the SR 1 freeway in the south, the 23 to the “east”,
the 33 in the north, 126 to the West and the 118 and 23 freeways to the east via
planned and existing 4-lane minimum arterial highways. Beyond Ventura
County, the 101, 126 and 118 eventually connect to maijor corridors such as I-5
(North and South), the 210 and thus to the I-10 to the East. The subject
interchange is not just a local Oxnard project in scope and its’ impacts will be
felt all along the corridors it connects. The interchange, along with the Santa
Clara Ave. widening will definitely offer less resistance to motorists who might
be inclined to use the 118. And as Chris Stephens of VCTC recently said so
graphically, eloquently and simply;-"Cars are like water, they go to the path of
least resistance, every opening..." In other words the projects will entice more
traffic to use the route. There will be traffic and environmental impacts along
the route.
» Does Caltrans and the authors agree with VCTC that cars are like water
and will follow the path of least resistance?
* Is that simple explanation another way of saying that traffic is induced
to take a particular route because it is faster or shorter?

A 4
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The project will re-direct traffic that may hope to bypass the 101 and LA proper‘A
freeway traffic and / or wants to go to the northern parts of LA. It will certainly
encourage higher density truck traffic as can be seen even now, even without
the suspiciously absent truck traffic counts of this “truck driven” interchange
design. The traffic will increase magnitudes more than the population growth of
Ventura County would dictate. That is, more traffic will be directed, enticed,
induced and even “created” to use the new, faster, more efficient and less
resistance corridors being assembled. | say “created” as the addition of
easier access on and off the freeway combined with the wide divided highways
beyond will certainly contribute to an eventual increase in the average VMT for
motorists. It is logical that if a project encourages a higher VMT by
encouraging more motorists to travel more miles per trip then there will
eventually be more traffic as the same vehicles will be on the road longer. That
is you have “created” additional traffic without more numbers of vehicles.

Incidentally VCOG conducted a study of VMT in 1995. Within that study it is
seen that the Port of Hueneme to Moorpark “corridor” connects the “Housing
Rich” Moorpark area with the relatively “Jobs Rich” Hueneme/Oxnard area. It
is only natural for the motorists to seek the fastest route to and from work and C4-10
use that route in deference to other slower routes. The “corridor” being cont'd
assembled piece-meal provides just such a path. The same “seek the fastest
route” and “path of least resistance (water flow)" syndrome applies to truck
drivers also perhaps even more so.

¢ Does Caltrans and Oxnard agree that there is a phenomenon known as
vmT?

e Does Caltrans agree or disagree that this project will greatly assist
motorists and truckers to use the eventual planned, but not admitted
publicly, “Port to Moorpark” corridor? Whether you call it a “transportation
route or a corridor, it doesn’t matter. Whatever you call it; A corridor (rose)
by any other name would flow as well (smell as sweet).

“other projects, which INTERACT ° with this project”

Finally going to the last (superscripted) phrase of page 4 of this critique which
came from question #55 of the Environmental Checklist of the subject IS/EA. It
raised the subject of “interaction” between projects. Question #55 is “pasted”
on the next page. A closely related (in subject matter) page portion from page
72 of the Pleasant Valley/Rice Ave. interchange IS/EA is also below pasted on
the next page. That particular page was enlightening as to Caltrans'
interpretation and admittance of the effects of projects interacting with each
other. Question #55 and the portion of page 72 are related in that they both
confirm the “interaction” between projects. It is also provides proof that Caltrans

v
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obvious knew of “Cumulative Impacts” resulting from the interactions of these 4\
two interchanges (Pleasant Valley/SR1 and 101/Rice Ave.).

Question #55 from Environmental Checklist (Subject IS/EA)

55.  Does the project have environmental effects that are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable? Cumulatively
considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects. It includes the effects of
other projects, which interact with this project and, together, are
considerable.

From: Pg. 72, Pleasant Valley / Rice Ave. Interchange IS/EA

The full environmental impacts of the projects connected with the relocation of State C4-10
Route 1, cannot be completely assessed in this environmental document. It has to be considered
that the effects of all these projects interact with each other. Even if the curfent project may
have limited environmental effects, the cumulative impacts of the combined actions needed to
be addressed in a separate document.

cont'd

o Why wasn’t the Cumulative Impact “interaction” subject broached in
the 101/Rice Ave. IS/EA?

e Shouldn’t Caltrans had “alerted” the writers of the subject IS/EA of the
known “interaction” between projects?

e [f so, why not?

As an aside, as the cooperating agency (Caltrans) knew better about the
cumulative impacts of interacting projects as the above from the Pleasant
Valley interchange IS/EA illustrates, why did they not advise the City of Oxnard?
Could it be that they chose not to address the “cumulative impact” areas but
rather were waiting for the members of the public to point out and correct, if
they do, defects in the document such as | am doing? If that is so, and
evidence seems to support that, then they knowingly allowed Oxnard and
themselves to violate Article 2 §15020 of CEQA. In that statute it states; "The
lead agency shall not knowingly release a deficient document (and this
document certainly is, especially in the “Cumulative Impacts” area) hoping that
public comments will correct defects in the document”. And | might add
obviously, if the public is asleep at the wheel, and don'tcomment, so much the
better for the cooperating agencies, as they will not have to expend the energy

12 v
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to reply or change their design or address the Cumulative Impacts in this case. ?
Of course, Oxnard is not completely innocent. It must have been aware of page
72 as it was involved deeply in the Pleasant Valley interchange project. As a
public agency it should be aware of CEQA § 15020. Besides this member of
the public is not asleep!
o Will the writers of this IS/EA, now that the public has alerted them,
respond and address the Cumulative Impacts, as CEQA requires?
 Why not?

Even a cursory reading of the subject IS/EA and the accompanying Traffic
Study reveals that the authors were not alerted and did not even attempt to
address the traffic related interactions between different transportation
projects. They only conducted a comparative analysis of the nearest
intersections, within and adjacent to the project, before and after the project.
These adjacent intersections included the two closest to the 101 freeway and
the on and off ramps of same. |t is as if the authors unrealistically believe that
traffic and environmental impacts only extend to the edges of their particular
project and are neither influenced by other projects or that they themselves
influence and interact with other transportation infrastructure beyond and C4-10
around. They seem to think that this multi-million dollar interchange works and cont'd
functions in isolation! Or else they are disingenuously trying to create the
impression that projects don't interact.

Caltrans certainly knew better and yet they apparently failed to advise, guide or
alert the writers of this IS/EA. The subject authors must think that the
continuous almost 8 miles of 4 to 6-lane “highways” to the south including a
gigantic interchange in the middle of farmland will not interact with their project
to cause significant traffic and other environmental impacts. Looking to the
north the authors also apparently think that the total of about 22 miles of 4-lane
highways directly connected to their project won't interact and cause significant
environmental impacts along the contiguous corridors. This is not to mention
that those 30 miles of multi-lane highways connect to other freeways similar to
the 101.

» Do the authors of this subject IS/EA actually disagree with the

statements on page 72 of the Pleasant Valley/SR 1 IS/EA?

o Upon what basis and reasoning?

o Are we, the public, to believe that expensive freeway interchanges
do not speed up the flow of traffic, increase the capacity (more
vehicles per hour) don't, in essence, dump traffic onto and suck
traffic from the 4 to 6-lane arterial highways attached to them?

« If not, what are they designed for?

13
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* Don’t transportation projects, within a system, interact with each
other?

o Are we to believe that motorists are not attracted to routes that they
perceive to be faster (offer less resistance) or allow them to travel
further and therefore live further away from work?

* Or else, why do motorists try different routes to and from work?

The fact that the subject project, being a capacity increasing designed freeway
interchange will allow easier and faster access to the system of highways
connected to it, certainly means that it, the project, will have significant effects
on the traffic that choose to use the created major corridors. The farmland,
communities and people of Las Posas Valley and the Oxnard plains will be hit
with traffic, pollution, growth inducements etc. beyond belief compared with
what would happen without this subject connecting interchange and the other
arterial highways planned for their environment. The very length of the planned
and eligible for federal funding projects connected to this interchange project
dictates eventual significant impacts, which weren’t addressed at all.

*» s the public supposed to believe that the farmland and farm
operations along the corridors created are not going to be
impacted?

* Is it wrong to think that more trucks will find it easier to join on the C4-10
“Port to Moorpark and beyond Corridor” and thus impact the gontd
communities along the path?

* As the Pleasant Valley Interchange alone, chewed up 50 acres of
farmland, shouldn’t concerned residents of Ventura County logically
deduce that even more farmland will be concreted over by the
projects on the books along the corridors?

» Won't development pressures (Growth inducement) be increased
along the corridor as it has done along other traffic corridors in
Southern California including the 101 and 118 freeways in Ventura
County?

¢ Please explain why not!

Incidentally, for an earlier description of most of the projects discussed in this
critique as well as a graphical image, look at and read APPENDIX 2 at the end
of this critique. Itis a 7-page addendum to an earlier critique presented to
Caltrans regarding the 118/34/Donlon Rd. intersection IS/EA. That critique was
dated May 8, 2000. The SR 34 corridor and SHOPP funding discussions
contained within don't directly apply but the rest of the addendum seems
applicable even if a little outdated now. The examples of the “Connect the Dots”
methodology of building transportation corridors piecemeal is still viable,

14
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applicable and especially relevant considering that the subject interchange is ¥
one of the major "Dots” discussed in the earlier critique.

For the convenience of readers of this critique a color copy of the map from
APPENDIX 2 follows this page as . It allows visualization of where the
Rice Ave./ 101 Freeway Interchange “Dot" fits in with the corridors being
formulated. It is #5 in the box, on the map. To further assist the reader of this
critique to visualize how the “Connect the Dots" system has changed the face of
and is shaping the future of Ventura County, | have also included a
photographic copy of the 4™ layer of a 1998 diagram, ,within this text.

| had prepared and presented the diagram for a local “Town Hall* meeting with
Caltrans. It shows the cumulative result of all the major “plans” for
transportation infrastructure that | had been able to uncover in back in 1998.
The “Port to Moorpark Corridor” is only part of the entire system. When | have
more time, | will have to update it with what | have learned since.

It is time that the cumulative impacts to our environment and communities of all
these strung together projects are addressed as Caltrans has stated in C4-10
aforementioned page 72. Within that same document Caltrans states that: “a cont'd
transportation project can either facilitate planned growth or induce unplanned
growth. Growth in an area is not necessarily beneficial as it can trigger
environmental impacts”. Even a “lay” person realizes the incremental effects
that these projects can ultimately cause. The attached is composed of
excerpts from a recent newspaper article that illustrates that environmental
concern that seems to have escaped the authors of this IS/EA. It is ironic and
telling of the mindset of the transportation agency that ignores such future
outcomes. They don'’t seem to be able to learn from the past or look forward to
the consequences of their (today’s) actions. It should be noted that one link in
the corridor being created is composed of over 11 miles of a designated “Non-
Growth” agricultural area known as the Las Posas Valley.
e Won'’t the corridor perhaps “induce unplanned growth”?
 How do we know unless we study and analyze?
« s Caltrans going to wait till it is too late to do any mitigation before
they analyze?
* [f not now, when?

With the string of projects stretching from Hueneme to Moorpark the term
“area” (used above) is not just limited to the immediate area of this subject
interchange in Oxnard. Note that it is said, by Caltrans (in the page 72 excerpt)
that “It has to be considered that the effects of all these projects interact with
each other.” At that time, Caltrans was apparently speaking of just the to be
renamed SR-1 projects consisting of the Pleasant Valley interchange, the

15
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V C /WEDNESDAY, AUGUST8,2001 B9

Farm Advocate Battles Growth

Agriculture: Oxnard
lawyer fights quixotically
against ongoing project.
He hopes to put focus on
dwindling cropland.

By FREDALVAREZ

FIMES STAFF WRITER

Los Angeies Times

SPENCER WEINER
Fred Rosenmund, whose family has farmed in Ventura County
since the 1950s, stands to lose acreage to road widening.

At some point, farmers say, the
cumulative loss will begin to affect
the county's agricultural industry.

"I seems like just a nibble here
and a nibble there, but the next
thing you know houses are every-
where,” said Christine Becker,
whose family has farmed in the
area since the 1880s.

Oxnard attorney Fred Rosen-
mund knows he's not likely to win
this farmland fight.

But he couldn't just guietly
watch some of Ventura County's
most productive cropland plowed
under for a road he is convinced

will spur development around his
and other family farms.

In either case, farmland in the
area iz shielded from development

But to Hosenmund and others,
the fight is much larger. Ventura
County has lost thousands of
acres of farmland over the past
decade, as strip malls and subdivi-
sions sprouted where fields used
to be.

18

bv a greenbelt agreement brokered
Ev Oxnard and Camanllo, and by a
growth-control law approved by
county voters in 1998, That mea-
sure, known as SOAR, prohibits
farmland froni being rezoned for de-
velopment without voter approval.

Government projects, however,
are exempt, opening the way for
the roadwork to move forward.

EXHIBIT
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subject Rice Ave. /101 interchange and Rice Ave. connecting the two. It doesn’l‘aA

take a rocket scientist to imagine the greater potential for cumulative impacts of

over 20 (not just 3 or 4) interconnected and interacting transportation

infrastructure projects.

* Does Caltrans admit that 20 or more projects will have more cumulative
impacts than the 2 to 4 implied in their page 72 comments?

e If not, why not? :

Page 72 goes on to state that “Even if the current project may have limited
environmental effects, the cumulative impacts of the combined actions needed
to be addressed in a separate document”. This was written at a time before the
subject 101 interchange was funded and the excuse was given that they were
considered “conceptual projects’ by the Department of Transportation Planning.
Well, it is funded now. Besides, funded or not it doesn't matter. CEQA does not
say a project has to be funded. It says any “reasonably foreseeable probable
project”. If the public has to wait until the last project of a corridor is financed
before the cumulative environmental impacts are addressed, then it is too late
as the entire corridor is well on its way. Most of the projects would be ‘past”
projects by then and any environmental impacts would be “fait accompli” and C4-10
nothing could be done about them. It is entirely disingenuous (No, it is cont'd
actually a misleading lie!) to argue that a project is not reasonably foreseeable
and probable because it is not technically financed yet.
* Is Caltrans waiting till all projects are funded ($$ committed) or done
except one before it “addresses the cumulative environmental effects”?
* If a project is described in numerous concept and proposed plans and
others on that list have already been financed and/or built, isn’t it
logical that the project is going to be financed and built?
 If not, why would it be on a list in the first place?

When one considers that all the projects that obviously are a planned system of
interconnecting freeways and highways (see [Exhibits T&72), the system cries
out to be checked and analyzed for environmental, societal and community
cumulative impacts now, not later. How can you apply mitigation efforts after
the damage has been done? This subject project is the last of three major
freeway interchange hubs and links of the “Port to Moorpark Corridor”. The
oldest and 1% was the 23/118 freeway that dumps traffic through Moorpark to
connect to the 2-lane 118 (see project ‘k”, page 6and circled “13” on Exhibit 1).
The 2" is the Pleasant Valley/SR 1/Rice Ave. interchange that is being built
(project “b” and boxed “3” of Exhibit 1). The last interchange is the subject
101/Rice Ave. interchange (boxed “5” of Exhibit 1). All that is left is to fill in with
highway intersections, already planned, and then “Connect the Dots” with 4 lane
highways, also already planned. Some parts of this corridor can be traced as far

b
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back as two 1990 RCR and PSR Caltrans publications and most are listed in A
older County General Plans but were not truly analyzed for their cumulative

environmental impacts. NOW is the time to stop and consider the
cumulative impacts to the environment from this massive string of

connected and interacting projects! TOMORROW IS TOO LATE!

e Can Caltrans, Oxnard, and the County be up front and honest with the
public and truly let them know what they (the transportation agencies)
have in store for our beloved County?

e How much total farmiand, especially prime farmland, will be destroyed
along the path of the corridors?

* How beneficial will the growth (planned or induced and unplanned) be
to the Agriculture of the area being traversed?

Which communities will be forever changed and impacted?

e Which small communities will be traffic and truck impacted like
Moorpark?

* How much will the traffic increase by being induced or re-directed to
use the alternate corridors being created?

* How many more diesel spewing, cancer-causing trucks will choose the
corridor through Nyeland Acres, Somis and Moorpark?

» How many natural habitats and routes of animals will be disrupted or
destroyed?

» What will the glare from additional signal lights and lampposts do to
the rural ambiance inherent in the land being traversed along the
corridor to Moorpark?

* Finally, when SOAR expires or more likely is overturned by a
developer-financed initiative, won’t the entire system of transportation
infrastructure, being already in place, allow massive and sudden
development to occur?

¢ Efc eftc. efc.

C4-10
cont'd

This writer realizes the quandary that the authors of the subject report are in. If,
as they say on page 72 of their report (Yes, ironically the same page number,
but not same report) that only one related project has been identified in the
project area, they are certainly restricted. They can't see, won't see, were
forbidden or didn't bother to look to the past, present or the future for any
related existing or reasonably foreseeable probable projects. They cannot
analyze cumulative impacts if they don't step outside the artificial boundaries
imposed on themselves. And if they restrict themselves to analysis of
cumulative construction related impacts only and don't consider other obvious
environmental and community related impacts then, of course, they won't be
able to see beyond their noses!

v
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» Would Caltrans and Oxnard have us believe that the only project A
related to and interacting with this 4-direction interchange project was
an abutting project to the North?

» What about the abutting 5 to 6-lane Rice Ave. to the South? (Of course,
that project is already built and so, no overlapping time construction impacts.)

» Would they have us accept that the only cumulative impacts that the
environmental laws known as CEQA are interested in are construction-
related activities that overlap in time? (That is ludicrous even for
Caltrans!)

* Referring to the last line of section 6.29 of the report; are we to accept
that as it is claimed that no additional traffic will be generated (created
out of thin air) or that the induced or redirected traffic attracted by this
key freeway interchange will not impact the corridor?

» Doesn'’t traffic and cars tend to flow like water to the path of least
resistance?

SECTION “I” CONCLUSIONS:
“CUMULATIVE IMPACTS” C4-10

#1. ABSOLUTELY NONE OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM THE cont'd
MANY INTERCONNECTED AND INTERACTING PROJECTS HAVE BEEN
ADDRESSED IN THIS IS/EA (OR ANY OF PRIOR CORRIDOR PROJEGT
REPORTS REVIEWED) AS REQUIRED BY CEQA.

#2. THEREFORE THE SUBJECT INTERCHANGE IS/EA IS ENTIRELY
INADEQUATE IN IT'S ADDRESSING OF CEQA §15355 REQUIREMENTS.
THOSE IMPACTS COULD APPLY TO TRAFFIC, NOISE, FARMLAND,
ENVIRONMENTAL, AIR QUALITY ETC. THEY WERE NOT MENTIONED
OR ADDRESSED, MUCH LESS ANALYZED AND MITIGATION
ATTEMPTED AS REQUIRED UNDER BOTH CEQA AND NEPA!

#3. THE REPORT IS DEFECIENT AND NEEDS TO BE SERIOUSLY RE-
WRITTEN TO INCORPORATE ADEQUATE ANALYSIS AND POSSIBLE
MITIGATION EFFORTS ON ALL OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.

#4. APPARENTLY CALTRANS KNEW OF THE NECESSITY TO ADDRESS
THE “CUMULATIVE IMPACTS” THAT CAN ARISE OUT OF THE
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE TWO CLOSELY RELATED PROJECTS
BUT KNOWLINGLY DID NOT ADVISE THE WRITERS OF THE SUBJECT
IS/EA. IF SO, THAT WOULD BE A CLEAR VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 2 §
15020 OF CEQA.
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I1. “Relocation Impact Report and Related Issues”:
At the meeting of the Oxnard City council on July 31%, | was dumbstruck to learn
that 20 families were to be “displaced”, “relocated”, and 18 (80%) of those were
among one trailer park. That is really a concentrated project impact! With the
reading of the DRIR along with the studying the maps of the project, | have
numerous comments to make that | feel need some consideration that may
lessen the drastic impacts to the involved families.

Regarding the discussion of the “Minority and Socioeconomic Conditions”, |
think it is flawed and softens and slants the true impact to the unfortunate
victims. The text and figure 4 within the DRIR show the census areas used for
comparison of the income levels. It is said, and | don't doubt it, that tract 50.02
which includes the 18 families to be disrupted has 20 % of the population living
below the poverty level. That doesn't sound too bad as it implies that the
impacted families are not too much worse off than the rest of the City of Oxnard,
which has a 13% level. But that may not be telling the whole story. The 18
families are included with the entire population of the census tract that stretches
from Rose Ave to Beardsley Rd. and north to Central. A glance at C4-11
attached, which is a modified version of the DRIR figure 4, shows that the true
level of poverty is hidden and diluted by including the 18 families within the
magnitudes larger 52.02 census area. That area, of course, includes many
houses and homes owned and rented by families (Nyeland Acres for instance)
that obviously can afford better surroundings than the 18 trailer home families
being impacted within the project area. The actual and truly impacted area is
that small polygon seen in the upper right “project circle”. That small polygon is
a small spot in the enlarged project circle, which in turn, is a small circle on the
map of the huge census tract 52.02. For a fair representation, they should not
have been lumped in with the vast pool of economically better off families. That
is, the 18 poor families, which are the truly impacted victims, are mixed in and
averaged with 2311 other obviously more financially affluent families. Of
course, the average wage will rise. Although the traffic noise, pollution and
other environmental effects will impact the rest of residents of Nyeland Acres,
the devastation to their lives will be much less than the poor 18 to 20 families.

| say poor because | too once had to live in a small 8X28 foot trailer with father,
mother and 2 other brothers. We lived in a trailer because it was all we could
afford but once the trailer was paid for, the trailer park space rent was cheap,
allowing us to survive. A drive through Owl Trailer Park told me that the
residents were even poorer than | remember my Texas childhood. If a short
survey of the 18 to 20 families that were known to be impacted were conducted
I'm sure it would show that at least 90% of the occupants were minority and that
a high percentage of them had incomes below the poverty level. To get the true
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Draft Relocation Impact Report
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facts, a small survey of the people actually impacted should have been done. In 4
stead a “sweep under the big rug” statistical study of the vast census data was
done thereby “sanitizing” the data. The true depth of impact and trauma to the
people (real live people) may have been hidden. This study appears to prove
the old adage; “One can get what one wants by using statistics”

C4-11
cont'd

The fact that they are so low on the economic ladder means that the disruption

and relocation will be extra hard on them.

» Where will they be able to buy another “home” with the so call fair
market value of their trailer?

» After all, what is 30-year-old trailer worth? :

» Where will they find a trailer park they could afford even if they do find
a cheap equivalent trailer to buy?

» How will they be able to re-generate the closeness and almost family
like “help each other” attitude that seemed to permeate among the C4-12
victims as they spoke (through an interpreter) at the July 31°* meeting.

The 18 to 20 families will be scattered about the county like ants clinging to a
blowing leaf. Their lives will be shattered. They will personally experience a
very significant impact. And that impact overwhelming hits a minority of a
minority, which is probably the lowest of the lowest on the economic totem pole.
And all of that is for the so-called betterment of the community. | agree that
most of the population of Oxnard is essentially Latino and other “minorities”.
But the majority of that minority do not live anywhere as far below the poverty
level as the impacted 18 families. That makes the 18 a special minority of the
greater minority that makes up the majority in Oxnard. | believe that this project
will produce disproportionately high and adverse impacts to the 18 families
compared to the other families in the immediate area and especially when
compared to the rest of Oxnard. The 18 families are a minority when economic
status is compared with the others.

SECTION “II” CONCLUSION:
“RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT AND RELATED ISSUES”

When a small group of disadvantaged citizens are impacted so
severely and selectively, the mitigation efforts should be
extraordinary or better yet, the project should be modified such
that the impacts are not so concentrated on this one sub-
community. And if it is shown that the project design was
skewed to remove the “blight” of the NE quadrant in deference
to more prosperous quadrants, the travesty of justice is even C4-14

more grievous.

C4-13
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III. “Trucks, related design features and consequences”.

It is almost comical, if it wasn't for tragedies like the 18 families and the

environmental impacts, to count the various projects justified and funded in the

names of trucks and traffic over the years. The Pleasant Valley/SR-1

interchange funding was at least partially justified because of the alleged

access needs of only 250 to 300 trucks that emulated to and from the Port of

Hueneme. It was funded as a Federal “Demonstration Project”. Anyway, now |

understand that this project is also part of a TEA21 “Demonstration” project.

 Is it financed as part of the same SCAG Port Access Study package as | C4-15
the Pleasant Valley/SR1 Interchange was?

» Was the presence of a large number of trucks and their specific needs
a factor in obtaining funding for this project?

e Was the design skewed to obtain and justify that funding?

| C4-16

| c4-17
| know trucks are important to this project because they are mentioned so
often in the subject IS/EA. Sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.2.2 and 2.3, which cover the
subjects of Purpose, Need, Safety Concerns and Transportation Problems all
mentioned “trucks” prominently. Trucks were mentioned especially as regards
to safety and their performance limitations. They reportedly have difficulty in
negotiating tight radius turns to accelerate safely onto the freeway.
In 2.2 a statement is specifically made regarding the Northbound on ramp that
“it is difficult for trucks to accelerate and merge because they enter the ramp at
such a slow speed due to the tight curve at the beginning of the ramp”. As
only the Northbound onramp of the preferred project design, incorporates the
large radius loop-on-ramp design, it appears that the trucks’ performance
shortcomings was a driving force behind the design of the interchange. And
that design is primarily responsible for the heavily impacted NE quadrant.

In the section discussing accidents (2.2.2) the existing high volume and
projected truck traffic is mentioned as a safety concern. Interestingly enough,
the actual percentage of trucks within the total population and, of course, the
actual numbers of trucks using the facility were never given. Even within the C4-18
accident statistics, which accidents involved trucks and how was never
explained. This report is seriously deficient in the truck statistics department
considering that so much emphasis was placed on the design needs to
accommodate them.

Nonstandard ramp designs are mentioned (in 2.2.2) as probable features
contributing to the allegedly higher than expected accident rate. Again this C4-19
seems to be justification for the land gobbling NE quadrant large radius
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Northbound loop-on-ramp and accompanying large radius onramp. But, a look 4
at the accident numbers given showed that in three years, only 4 accidents
occurred on the existing Northbound onramp. This is further clarified with the
statement that the Northbound onramp had less than expected accidents when
compared with other similar facilities. In fact, the Southbound on ramp, with 10
accidents is the one onramp with the higher than expected accident rate.

Based on the accident statistics given, there is NO accident el

history justification for the Northbound loop-on-ramp to be
placed in the NE quadrant. In fact, the large radius loop-on-
ramp should have been placed to serve the Southbound onramp
traffic, which would mean that the SE and SW quadrants would
be impacted. WHY WAS THE LARGE RADIUS LOOP-ON-RAMP
DESIGN PLACED IN THE NE QUADRANT?

* |l repeat, why was the large radius loop-on-ramp design placed in the
NE quadrant? (Cars don’t have a problem accelerating and the accident
rate doesn't justify it for trucks!)

* Was the project design SKEWED to remove the blight of the NE
quadrant in deference to the more profitable and potential higher tax C4-20
base quadrants (the SE and SW quadrants)?

e Would that be a violation of any of the Handbooks and other
publications listed in the Appendix B: Bibliography of the Draft
Relocation Impact Report?

* They were read and considered weren’t they?

» Would the conclusions reached regarding this project have been
different if there was no justification for the loop-on-ramp to be in the
NE quadrant?

» Was Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address C4-22
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations”
followed?

» Were there any Civil Rights violations?

e In short were the poor families in the NE quadrant that were directly C4-23
impacted unfairly “targeted” for relocation because of their economic
status and area condition compared to their “neighbors” in the
quadrants across the freeway?

» Why wasn’t there more truck statistics given? (numbers, percentages, C4-24
and accident involvement)

C4-21

Continuing with the subject of performance limitations of large trucks, it has C4.25
been explained that within the report it is alleged that large trucks were being
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forced to make tight low speed turns leading to the on-ramps thus resulting in 4\
them being unable to accelerate up to adequate freeway speed. Therefore,
apparently, the preferred design solution was to incorporate generous large
radius and long on ramps and loop-on-ramps. This, of course, implies that the
whole northeast quadrant was to be redone (and 20 families relocated)
primarily for the correction of the trucks’ performance shortcomings.

Itis curious fact and peculiarity of this justification for the preferred design that
those northbound trucks on the existing tight radius on ramp have so much
trouble. The trucks on the preferred design south side of the freeway (the
southbound off and on ramps) don’t seem to have that affliction. With the
preferred alternative, they (Southbound) will stop at a signal and make sharp
right or left hand turns and apparently can get up to speed without the aid of an
area grabbing, home destroying loop-on ramp. It makes one think and wonder,
if it works on the south side and southbound traffic, could the same thing work
on the north side and save the drastic and expensive work of “urban renewal”
in the north east quadrant. See the sketch of a citizen proposed
alternative concept. Perhaps this alternative concept, double diamond desian
has been considered but the public has no way of knowing from the meager C4a-25
written descriptions given in the report of prior and discarded alternatives, The | c<ontd
proposed concept would use the “approved” diamond design that was used in
the apparently acceptable preferred design for Southbound vehicles and apply it
to both North and Southbound vehicles. After all, if it works for trucks going in
one direction it should work for trucks going in both directions. The laws of
physics are not so directional. And, as there is no accident history justification
for the preferred design in the NE quadrant and no need for it in the SE
quadrant there are benefits to the concept. Besides not necessitating the 20
families’ relocations, the design has the advantage also of allowing Ventura
Blvd to continue contiguously and straight under the over crossing and not have
to have a truncated turn around on the west side of Santa Clara Ave. Thus the
trailer park would not have to be destroyed and the devastation of 18 families
would be avoided. If that design could be worked out even the moneyed
interests in the SE and SW quadrants would be happy as they would not have
those large radius ramps on heir side to solve the on ramp accident statistics.
Of course, then Oxnard would have to find another source of funding to
revitalize the eastern entrance to their town.
» Was this simple “double diamond” design concept explored in earlier
project proposals?
» Where is the write up and critique on that proposal and on other
proposals?

2r.
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* What was the 1993 design referred to in the petition presented as
Comment No.9 in the subject IS/EA? (One would think that that design at the
absolutely very least would have been described and a map shown. )

C4-26

Speaking as to the safety concerns, this writer wants to know if it is safer to
have two lane blends in relatively close proximity as the two on ramps will
require or is having only one blend generally better? With the preferred design
with two blends, the on ramps (two) traffic will be jockeying around and through
the freeway slow lane traffic as they try to reach the faster lanes before 4 lanes
become 3. There will be a lot of decisions being made in that time span. As
an engineer who analyzes accidents for a living, | would say having too many
decisions being made in such a relatively short time is a recipe for problems
especially sideswipe type collisions or even rear-end accidents while distracted
and looking elsewhere.
* Is having two ramp blends in the same general area a safer and good
idea?

C4-27

Another safety concern raised was about rear-end collisions occurring at the
end of the existing Northbound off-ramp. Won't the same “slowing vehicles
leading to rear-end collisions” principle apply to the Southbound off ramp in the
preferred design? That is, the Southbound vehicles will be stopping for the light
at the top of the off-ramp and any non-alert driver behind could rear-end them.
Any time you have vehicles slowing you have chances for rear-end collisions.
At least the existing Northbound off ramp vehicles did not have to come to a
complete stop.

» What is different between the safety conditions of Northbound off-ramp
vehicles slowing in the “existing” design and Southbound off-ramp
vehicles slowing in the “preferred” design?

e Why is one a concern and one not?

C4-28

It is noted that the designer- authors were aware of the Caltrans concerns for
having signal lights (intersection) too close. Their response (on page18 of the
traffic Study) stated that the closer spacing allows better coordination (timing)
timing of the signals at the two intersections. That should apply to the
proposed concept design also. C4-29
» Why won’t a both sides being diamond design alternative work?
* Doesn’t Caltrans have other interchanges along the 101 where the
signal light spacing is also close? (Like Vineyard, Las Posas, Rose
Ave., Carmen, Moorpark Rd. etc.)
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With the lack of truck accident history justification for the NW quadrant and the
clear advantages of some sort of a double diamond design concept, combined
with other factual conflicts with the preferred design, one is left wondering why
the preferred design was chosen. This writer certainly didn't see reams of well-
written justifications for the design over other potential designs. But | guess a
design without the area eating, loop-on ramp would not fit the goals of Oxnard’s
General Plan as described on pages 21 and 22 of the subject IS/EA. That is,
‘to encourage land use transition from residential to commercial uses in the
Nyeland Acres area” (Which is in the NE quadrant, of course.). The “preferred”
alternative project design not only encourages transition it literally rips out the
heart and destroys most of the residential (and a lot of the old businesses) area
that Oxnard has authority over. “Presto” you now have room for new modern
faced, non-blight businesses to welcome tourist to Oxnard. The tragedy that
families and sub-communities will be ripped up is apparently offset by the side
benefit that Oxnard’s image and commercial development goals will be closer
and besides, the federal government will be paying a huge share of the costs.
In addition the trucks will allegedly be helped and traffic can definitely flow
faster to the 118 and all points to the north and east. In hindsight, | suppose
the rest of Nyeland Acres should thank their lucky stars that they are not part of
Oxnard and under that jurisdiction. Not that the County is not also looking the
other way as to what the Santa Clara widening will do to the rest of Nyeland
Acres and beyond.

C4-30

| use the term “urban renewal” above (page 28), as that is essentially what
the project, as designed, does. It is as if the designers took the brief November
16, 1999 Comment Letter #3 from a Russ Hawthorne to heart and decided to
rid Oxnard of the visual “blight” of this area. It would be OK if they didn't
destroy homes and families lives in the process. But | wonder what the
Federal government would think of Oxnard using TEA21 demonstration
money for “urban renewal” purposes?

Relating to the “truck” justification and concerns, on page 8 of the report, the
term “projected truck traffic” is used as if it was known the amount of trucks that
would be using this interchange / over crossing and which way they would head
from the interchange. The designers even provided two generous radius
Northbound on ramps implying that they have knowledge of why those design
features were needed in that direction only. A comprehensive truck and traffic C4-31
survey and count would seem to have been one of the first things that should
be studied for such a major interchange. Instead old 1997 Oxnard traffic count
data for vehicles in general was used along with a SCAG number of 6.6%
trucks on Rice Ave. This value was furthered lowered to 3 to 4% for large
trucks by the authors because, as they stated, large trucks comprise a smaller
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percentage of total traffic. Then that lowered percentage number is dismissed 4
as not comprising enough percentage of total traffic to require special factoring
in computing the level of service. This was all stated on page 5 of the Final
Draft Traffic Study (June 2000). A directly conflicting statement with that
earlier “lowering” statement was made on page 5 of the project IS/EA just one
year later. In that report it was stated that; "Additionally a higher than average
percentage of existing traffic is composed of large trucks from nearby industries | c4-31
as well as the Port of Hueneme/Oxnard harbor District.” Perhaps this sudden cont'd
change to more trucks was made to assist in justifying the project as that
statement was under a “Purpose of the Proposed Project” heading. Nothing
like changing opinions and “facts” to justify position. But one shouldn’t make it
so obvious.

» Which is it? A higher or lower percentage of large trucks? If the lower
percentage was used for calculation or assumptions then perhaps the study
should be redone!

* Are the authors aware of which way on the 101 freeway that trucks are
expected to go from this interchange?

* Are the authors aware of which way trucks traveling north on Rice
Ave? (future SR 1) will continue?

* Is the total numbers of trucks using the present “not up to standard”
interchange known?

A current and applicable truck count study is conspicuously absent considering
that truck performance limitations and “Higher than average percentage of
large trucks” are the reasons given for the NE quadrant design and subsequent
impacts.

e Whatis going on? What do the authors know or don’t?

* How many large trucks do they expect to get off of the freeway and C4-32
travel north, via Santa Clara to catch the 118, 126, or south via Rice
Ave. to the port?

» Shouldn’t that study had been done to allow one to speak with
confidence concerning any significant cumulative impacts?

* Is there some reason why the number of trucks using the corridors
leading away from and through this interchange were not specifically
studied and known and stated?

The actual increase in truck traffic (read fumes, cancer, noise and stress)

apparently is just another of the potential environmental impacts that was not

studied or addressed within this IS/EA.

*» Are the authors aware of any truck traffic counts at any point along the
Port to Moorpark corridor?

o What are they and what were the results?
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CONCLUSIONS:
III. “TRUCKS, DESIGN FEATURES & CONSEQUENCES”

1. THE SUBJECT IS/EA IS SERIOUSLY DEFICIENT IN REGARDS TO C4-33
TRUCK STATISTICS (NUMBERS, PERCENTAGES, AND ACCIDENT
INVOLVEMENT DATA), ESPECIALLY CONSIDERING THAT IT PLACES
HIGH RELIANCE ON VARIOUS TRUCK ATTRIBUTES.

2. THE SUBJECT IS/EA DOES NOT ADEQUATELY EXPLAIN THE
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS CONSIDERED AND DISCARDED.

3. THERE IS NO TRUCK ACCIDENT JUSTIFICATION FOR PLACING THE
LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE NE QUADRANT. -

4. THERE APPEARS TO BE NO OVERWHELMING JUSTIFICATION,
UNDER ANY PRETEXT, FOR PLACING THE LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE
NE QUADRANT. | c4-36

5. THE CONFLICT OVER STOPPING SOUTHBOUND IN THE PREFERRED
DESIGN AND ALLEGEDLY NOT STOPPING IN THE EXISTING
NORTHBOUND DIRECTION RAISES STRONG QUESTIONS AS TO THE || C4-37
VALIDITY OF JUSTIFICATIONS FOR THE PREFERRED DESIGN.

6. THE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE NORTHBOUND AND SOUTHBOUND
PREFERRED DESIGN ACCELERATION RAMPS’ PERFORMANCE
WOULD STRONGLY SUGGEST THAT VALID CRITERIA WAS NOT C4-38
USED FOR DESIGN SELECTION.

7. THERE IS A GOOD CHANCE THAT THE PREFERRED DESIGN WAS
CHOSEN FOR REASONS THAT IMPACTED THE NE QUADRANT
RESIDENTS IN DEFERENCE TO THE “PROSPEROUS” QUADRANTS C4-39
TO THE SOUTH.

C4-34

“1v”, MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS.

The last section will address relatively minor comments and observations.
They will be listed in the page order in which they are presented in the subject
IS/EA report.

Page 1: The last sentence refers to alternatives being described in Section C4-40
2.3. What little and inadequate discussion was actually in Section 3.2.

Page 5: Mentions that the Oxnard plain with its’ flat land (not mentioned but it
is among the best farmland in the nation) is a focal point for urban
growth in Ventura County. Not mentioned or shown any concern is that
fact that a transportation corridor being formulated will be flowing C4-41
through some of the same type prime farmland as it courses through
the Las Posas Valley.
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+ | wonder if anybody believes or may be concerned that roads C4-42
“facilitate” development which may have the undesirable effect of
Inducing unplanned growth as Caltrans admits can happen?

Page 5: Lots of concern for trucks and their lack of turning ability and Ca-43
acceleration abilities.
» Does Oxnard consider turning radius of trucks more important than
the survival of families?
e Does Oxnard give more priority to the “blight removal” or “transitions
to commercial decisions” than they do to the poor families being C4-44
displaced from the NE quadrant?

Pages 6-8: Discusses truck and traffic concerns and mentions “Projected
truck traffic’ but actual numbers of increase are never given.
o Why not?

C4-45

Page 8: Discusses safety concerns and mentions accidents but never
speaks to details of severity of accident. That is, how may deaths and
serious injuries? A simple accident history study may clarify actually C4-46
what is causing the accidents and one would not have to speculate if
the “improvements” will help or not.

Page 9-11: Discusses alternatives and shows map of only the “preferred”
alternative. Better descriptions of the discarded versions along with key
simple maps or drawings would have been a lot more helpful to the
average reader. sl

e How can the public judge the merits of the discarded alternatives

against the “preferred” design without understanding the basics of the
alternatives via at least a simple sketch and short discussion?

* Is the public to just blindly accept the words and recommendation of

the certain to be at least slightly biased authors?

e |Incidentally, is only offering a “no build” as the only alternative, Ca-48

entirely permissible under CEQA?

Page 12: This is where the Santa Clara Ave. widening project is mentioned.
It is stated that the County project is “independent” of the subject
interchange project. That may be true from a lead agency perspective
but there was interagency cooperation so that the projects will abut C4-49
seamlessly. What is not true and what was not discussed is that they
will not act independent from each other. They will interact and
complement each other.. Each will take advantage of the others
capacity and performance to max-out their own performance. That is v
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how systams are designed and should function. What was not F 3
analyzed, at least not said, is how much effect one will have an the
other
* For instance, how many additional motorists will be induced to exit the
freeway and enter the county Northbound project to travel beyond and, | ca-ag
of course, return by the same route? cont'd
» What environmental impacts may happen or be induced by same?
{ This is supposed fo be a document to expiore the environmental effects but
if wasn't dane beyond the short-term construction impacts.)
= Why was the project even mentioned if you weren't going to discuss
the effects?

Page 13; 4.1 Regional Setting: This section agamn repeats that The Oxnard
Plain is the Focal point urban Growth in Ventura County. It Is not only
because it has flat land, it is because it lies on the 101 freeway which
allows easy access for any development. Just look back along tha
enbire 101 to the South. There is development even in the more hilly
areas as long as there is access.  And, of course, it doesn't hurt that
Cxnard politicians are noted to be *devalopment” minded. It is a shame
that they are the keepers of the keys to this imeplaceable treasure of flat
prime farmland. Rampant development is oceurring, in Oxnard. over
same of the best (if not the best) farm land and climate in the country.
Concrete is forever and it may be covering 30 feet depth of TOP topsoill

Page 15; 4.2.3 Biological Resources: The statement is made that the
Eucalyptus trees are non-native species and are therafora not
considered a biological resource for purposes of this analysis. | agree
that they are not native but they form the migratory home far the
Manarch butterfly which, for some reasan did not maks your listing of it
craatures that nested in the trees, | am confused because in the |S/EA
cavering the 118/24/Donlon Rd. praject, Caltrans, after suitable
corrective urging by the public, made a point of counting the Eucalyptus
trees they were gaing to cut down and claimed they wil mitigate them
with replacements at a 10:1 ratio.

* As the subject project “Natural Environment Study™ states that 216 of
246 mature trees, the majority of which are evcalypius frees, will be C4-52
removed, | ask; How many new trees and what fypes will you be
replanting and in what ratio of replacement?

= Where will the migratory birds and butterflies rest? I bkl
* Are you going to replace the trees with palm trees for esthetic reasons
or to project a better image? I C4-54
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Page 17; 4.3.1 Population: | have already commented on the statistical
slant presented by using the census tract areas. But some things bear
repeating due to their implications. We now know that only 17 to 20%
of the population in the over all project “area” (i.e. census tracts) have C4-55
incomes below the poverty level. What we don” know is the average
income levels of the families being directly impacted, that is, the 18 to 20
families being relocated.

e What is their average income level?

e Isn’t that important so as to ascertain that one particular minority (the

very poor) doesn’t bear the brunt of the impacts?

C4-56

Page 19; 4.4.1 Existing land use: Regarding the Southeast Quadrant, while
at the July 31 meeting | couldn’t help to note that Sakioka Farm
representatives (plural) were there to protect their clients’ interest and
restate their intentions and interests in developing the farmland.

Page 21& 22; 4.4.2 Land use planning and policy; The last sentence on
page 21 continues on 22 speaks of incentives to be developed to
encourage land use transition from residential to commercial uses in
the Nyeland Acres area. | assume that applies only to the area of
Nyeland Acres that is controlled by Oxnard. When one looks at a
Thomas Guide map of Oxnard for the area one is struck on how odd
shaped the boundary line is for Oxnard’s area of Nyeland Acres. It C4-57
seems to follow almost exactly the shape to allow the “preferred”
alternative to be instigated.

¢ Is that just a coincidence?

» When was that shape and boundary line established?

* Had the decision already been made as to the type and size of the

northern terminus of the project?

Pages 34-38: Environmental Evaluation Checklist: The checklist items that
are to be addressed will be listed by the number of the question and by the
page number where that question was explained.

Questions 33 & 37.. page 58 Growth Inducement. In first paragraph it

is suggested that the project will stimulate economic conditions

and potentially expand development opportunities particularly in C4-58

the project area.

* One of the benefits of this project is given as that “better access” will
help meet the goal of encouraging commercial and light industrial
uses. Will the same principal of “better access” apply outside the
Oxnard City limit?

» Isn’t “easier or better “ access a two-way street?
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Questions 33 & 37..page 59: Mobile Home Relocations: | am confused.
* Does the city of Oxnard have to or intend to “provide relocation C4-59
advisory assistance” or is exempt from City code requirements?

Questions 34 and 36..page 60

Regarding comments on “Effects on Community and

Neighborhood Character”: | agree that the impacts of dispersion

would be adverse. | don't agree that the adverse effects could be
reduced, over the long term by residents with participation in other
community-like settings like religious institutions, schools, and

social and recreational groups. Unless, by long term, you mean years
and even decades. Their long term relationships in their cohesive Owl
Trailer Park community were developed over the years and cannot be
re-established that quickly with strangers. They have established
church and school participation. There is no guarantee that they

will be joining those same organizations, as they may be re-located
miles from Nyeland Acres. Meanwhile they will be hit with higher rent
and living costs concerns that will interfere with their time and emotions
to establish new relationships. It will be hard on them and “market
value” money and relocation costs won't compensate for the pain and
stress. The above is my personal opinion after personally hearing them
voice their concerns at the Council meeting.

C4-60

Question 35..page 63
In the last paragraph it is declared that “there is no evidence that this
result (impacts borne by the poor and minority) has occurred

intentionally,”

* Does the “I didn’t intend to kill them” excuse really help the people
who “died”?

* Ifitis shown that the project could have just have easily been
designed so the impacts to the NE quadrant could have been greatly C4-61
lessened, would that declaration still be true?

» Were any of the earlier discarded design proposals less severe on or
absent of impacts on the 18 families being devastated by this preferred
design?

* How can the public judge the validity of your “intention denial” without
some clear idea of what has actually been studied and proposed?

* What was the 1993 proposal mentioned in the comment letter No. 9
petition from the people of Nyeland Acres?

Question 38: Page 66 .. Regarding the “Business and Employment Effects™ C4-82
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The argument that the loss of 42 jobs does not constitute a A
significant portion of the employment of the City and is therefore
not significant impact under CEQA was made. It seems that the impact
is being hidden in a larger statistical mass again just like the percentage |
of below-poverty incomes in the large census areas. One could say that
the entire City of Oxnard population comprises less than 1% of the |
State of California so therefore if we lose the City it won't be significant.
One can always make comparison with larger groups to make any loss C4-62
seem small or insignificant. The impacts are very significant to the
ones involved and I'm sure the 42 jobs lost is a high percentage of the
jobs within the project boundaries.

* What percentage of jobs within the project area did the 42
comprise?

* How many jobs within the project area will remain after the project is
done and before Oxnard chooses the new businesses it will allow to
replace the displaced businesses and families?

Question 40: Page 67... regarding Effects on Community Facilities: The
statement is made that the impact would be minor and besides there
will be a sidewalk right up to the end of the project. This appears to be
another example of not being able to look beyond ones nose (project
boundaries). The true and dangerous impacts (no pun intended) will be C4-63
from the speeding cars and their jockeying to be the first to get from 3
lanes northbound to 1 lane just as they get to the school area and
beyond. The accelerating truck noise won't help either.

» What kinds of safety studies were made with regards to the speed of

the vehicles that will be travelling on Santa Clara through the Nyeland
Acres community?

Questions 42 & 43: page 68.. Regarding Effects on Traffic and
Transportation: The statement in the 1% paragraph really confuses me.
The last portion of the 2™ sentence reads; “to identify measures
necessary to ensure affected intersections would operate at an C4-64
unacceptable level of service (LOS D or worse).”
* Does this mean that Kaku Associates was paid good taxpayer money
to ensure that the intersections would not operate acceptably? | think
the statement should have read “would NOT operate at an unacceptable...”

Question 47: pages 70 & 71.. Regarding “Development Effects”: The last two
sentences essentially say that because of the interchange improvements C4-65
that provides better access, especially for truck traffic,
project-induced growth was anticipated. v
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« Does that mean that Oxnard and Caltrans will admit that transportation f C4-65
infrastructure that provides better access can lead to induced growth? cont'd

Question 55: page 72.. regarding “Cumulative Impacts”: The first two
sentences define the authors’ self imposed view of the “related projects
in the area " and along with their very narrow scope of environmental
impacts that could be “cumulative”. Those false and self-imposed
restrictions that they assumed (and we all know how that word is
spelled) is the crux of most of the deficiencies within the report, at least
from the CEQA cumulative impacts standpoint. The section on page 72
of the report flies in the face of the corresponding page 72 of the IS/EA
of the Pleasant Valley /SR 1 interchange as was seen earlier on page
9 of this critique.

* How do the authors and Caltrans reconcile the two different versions C4-66
of “Cumulative Impacts” as published in two different reports in which
Caltrans is a major participant?

e ISN'TIT TIME FOR CALTRANS AND OTHERS TO “FESS UP” AND DO A
FULL, HONEST AND TRUE “CUMULATIVE IMPACT” STUDY OF THIS
PROJECT AS PART OF THE “CORRIDOR”? After all, the infamous page
72 stated that it should be done:

EACH INDIVIDUAL PROJECT PROCRASTIONATION leads to
“CUMULATIVE” PROCRASTINATIONS which means
<~ CUMULATIVE CEQA VIOLATIONS

e WHEN WILL CALTRANS DO WHAT IT SAYS SHOULD BE DONE?

e WILL CALTRANS HONOR ITS STATEMENT OR PROCRASTINATE TILL
THE NEXT PROJECT, AND THE NEXT, ETC. UNTIL IT IS TOO LATE TO
DO ANYTHING ABOUT THE IMPACTS?
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“vV”, SUMMARY

In summary, I will just list the initial statement that | intended to prove and |
believe | did, regarding the unwarranted Negative Declaration. | will follow that
with the OVERALL CONCLUSIONS followed with conclusions from the
Sections I, II and III and the last question from Section IV.

To prove:
The July 2001 IS/EA regarding the Rice Aveneue/U.S.101

Interchange Project is completely lacking in addressing
“Cumulative Impacts” and as a consequence it is entirely
deficient in this major CEQA area. Therefore a Negative
Declaration is neither warranted nor justified.

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS:
C4-

< There is absolutely no way that a Negative -

Declaration is warranted.
The involved transportation agencies should use this
opportunity to address the Cumulative Impacts being
generated and formed by the series of projects described
within this critique.

ﬁ?’he overall Cumulative Impacts, of dozens of related
projects in the past and including the present IS/EA have
not been addressed as CEQA requires. It is time for this
abuse of Environmental Laws to cease.
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SECTION “I” CONCLUSIONS:
“CUMULATIVE IMPACTS”

#1. ABSOLUTELY NONE OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM THE
MANY INTERCONNECTED AND INTERACTING PROJECTS HAVE BEEN
ADDRESSED IN THIS IS/EA (OR ANY OF PRIOR CORRIDOR PROJECT
REPORTS REVIEWED) AS REQUIRED BY CEQA.

#2. THEREFORE THE SUBJECT INTERCHANGE IS/EA IS ENTIRELY
INADEQUATE IN IT'S ADDRESSING OF CEQA §15355 REQUIREMENTS.
THOSE IMPACTS COULD APPLY TO TRAFFIC, NOISE, FARMLAND,
ENVIRONMENTAL, AIR QUALITY ETC. THEY WERE NOT MENTIONED
OR ADDRESSED, MUCH LESS ANALYZED AND MITIGATION Ca-ar
ATTEMPTED AS REQUIRED UNDER BOTH CEQA AND NEPA! -

#3. THE REPORT IS DEFECIENT AND NEEDS TO BE SERIOUSLY RE-
WRITTEN TO INCORPORATE ADEQUATE ANALYSIS AND POSSIBLE
MITIGATION EFFORTS ON ALL OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.

#4. APPARENTLY CALTRANS KNEW OF THE NECESSITY TO ADDRESS
THE “CUMULATIVE IMPACTS” THAT CAN ARISE OUT OF THE
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE TWO CLOSELY RELATED PROJECTS
BUT KNOWLINGLY DID NOT ADVISE THE WRITERS OF THE SUBJECT
IS/EA. IF SO, THAT WOULD BE A CLEAR VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 2 §
15020 OF CEQA.

SECTION “II” CONCLUSION:
“RELOCATION IMPACT REPORT AND RELATED ISSUES”

When a small group of disadvantaged citizens are impacted so
severely and selectively, the mitigation efforts should be C4-68
extraordinary or better yet, the project should be modified such
that the impacts are not so concentrated on this one sub-
community. And if it is shown that the project design was
Skewed to remove the “blight” of the NE quadrant in deference

to more prosperous quadrants, the travesty of justice is even C4-69
more_grievous.
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SECTION “III”. CONCLUSIONS:

“TRUCKS, DESIGN FEATURES AND CONSEQUENCES”

1. THE SUBJECT IS/EA IS SERIQUSLY DEFICIENT IN REGARDS TO
TRUCK STATISTICS (NUMBERS, PERCENTAGES, AND ACCIDENT C4-
INVOLVEMENT DATA), ESPECIALLY CONSIDERING THAT IT PLACES ||7°
HIGH RELIANCE ON VARIOUS TRUCK ATTRIBUTES.

2. THE SUBJECT IS/EA DOES NOT ADEQUATELY EXPLAIN THE C4-
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS CONSIDERED AND DISCARDED. 71

3. THERE IS NO TRUCK ACCIDENT JUSTIFICATION FOR PLACING THE
LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE NE QUADRANT.

4. THERE APPEARS TO BE NO OVERWHELMING JUSTIFICATION,
UNDER ANY PRETEXT, FOR PLACING THE LOOP-ON-RAMP IN THE
NE QUADRANT.

5. THE CONFLICT OVER STOPPING SOUTHBOUND IN THE PREFERRED
DESIGN AND ALLEGEDLY NOT STOPPING IN THE EXISTING ca-
NORTHBOUND DIRECTION RAISES STRONG QUESTIONS AS TO THE || 72
VALIDITY OF JUSTIFICATIONS FOR THE PREFERRED DESIGN.

. THE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE NORTHBOUND AND SOUTHBOUND
PREFERRED DESIGN ACCELERATION RAMPS’ PERFORMANCE
WOULD STRONGLY SUGGEST THAT VALID CRITERIA WAS NOT
USED FOR DESIGN SELECTION.

7. THERE IS A GOOD CHANCE THAT THE PREFERRED DESIGN WAS
CHOSEN FOR REASONS THAT IMPACTED THE NE QUADRANT .
RESIDENTS IN DEFERENCE TO THE “PROSPEROUS” QUADRANTS 5
TO THE SOUTH.

J'CD

e ISN’'TIT TIME FOR CALTRANS AND OTHERS TO “FESS UP” AND DO A
FULL, HONEST AND TRUE “CUMULATIVE IMPACT” STUDY OF THIS
PROJECT AS PART OF THE “CORRIDOR”? After all, the infamous page
72 stated that it should be done:

+ EACH INDIVIDUAL PROJECT PROCRASTIONATION leads to
<> “CUMULATIVE” PROCRASTINATIONS which means -
<C> CUMULATIVE CEQA VIOLATIONS 74

» WHEN WILL CALTRANS DO WHAT IT SAYS SHOULD BE DONE?

* WILL CALTRANS HONOR ITS STATEMENT OR PROCRASTINATE TILL
THE NEXT PROJECT, AND THE NEXT, ETC. UNTIL IT IS TOO LATE TO
DO ANYTHING ABOUT THE IMPACTS?
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| thank you for this opportunity to comment upon and critique this, what |
cansider to be, an entirely deficient IS/EA . | again apologize for the length
but as explained before the absolute numbers of projects involved in the
corridors being constructed piecemeal dictate a voluminous amount of material.
Besides the reports’ numerous deficiencies forced an even longer dissertation
.In addition the lack of details on justifications, design decisions, alternates
considered, obvious oversights etc. raised many questions. Almost 12 dozen
to be more precise. All of these are repeated in APPENDIX 1.

John F. Kerkhoff

5636 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, CA 93066
(805) 386-3388
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Appendix 1

The following is a listing of the questions as found in this critique. They appear
in the order they were presented. The page from which they came is titled
above the related questions. It is hoped that these questions will be read and
that a high percentage will be answered. But, being a realist with past
experience with such things, | think that Caitrans will ignore what they don't
want to address publicly, answer a few leaving out half of the gist of the
guestion, and answer a few so that it looks like they are cooperating with the
public. Then they will go do what they want to do anyway. But by submitting
this long critique and question list, I will be making public record of the public’s
concerns.

PAGE 5

Does Caltrans and Oxnard deny that the Pleasant Valley and the
subject interchange are related and part of the same “system” or Port
Transportation corridor?

Will the two related projects interact and therefore will their
environmental impacts be additive and cumulative?

If those two can interact between each other, can’t other related
projects interact with them (singly and as a unit)?

Do the authors of this report agree that “cumulative” is a two-way
street? That is, the traffic impacts flow both to and from the subject
project, not just outward.

Were the authors of the subject report aware and familiar with the IS/EA
published on the Pleasant Valley interchange?

PAGE 6
Will the addition of these projects combined with the past and present
projects already going combine to make it easier for traffic to flow up or
down the corridor?
Do improved intersections when connected to 4 or 6 lane “highways”
increase the capacity of the intersection and therefore flow more
vehicles?
Will the above projects induce, entice and allow more traffic to use the
corridor than would have before when they (the motorists) took
different routes?

PAGE 7

Don’t the same questions that applied to the south “4” superscripted
items apply to the north “4A” items?
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PAGE 7
» Wouldn’t the subject 101/Rice Ave. interchange impact traffic on the
connecting arterial roads in the same manner or even more so?

PAGE §

» Could the same “need for environmental work” apply to the subject
interchange?

e Has Caltrans advised the authors of the nature of the “environmental
work” needed in the 118/34 project or what might be needed for the
Subject project?

*» In other words did Caltrans guide or limit the authors of the subject
IS/EA in any way?

» Would the fact that the subject interchange is much more massive
(than the *j” praject) and will be emptying on multi-lane roads have
more potential for significant traffic and environmental impacts?

e [f not, why not?

* Shouldn’t the authors of the subject project expend additional time,
effort and studies to address the similar (to the Somis project)
environmental work “needs”?

» Don’t the same concerns and principles apply?

PAGE 9

 Did Caltrans advise the authors why the 118/34-intersection project
needed “Environmental work” and was delayed? (They have never told
the residents of the involved community [Somis] eitheri)
Why did Caltrans delay the Somis project?
Was the fact that it is “planned” to convert Rice Ave. to SR1 in the
future, known and considered by the writers of the subject IS/EA?

o Will the fact that SR-1will be re-designated and signed, cause and direct
more traffic) to flow North along the corridor?

PAGE 10

» Will this traffic impact the corridor and areas even beyond the 101?

* [f not, why not?
Isn’t it a straight path on Rice Ave over the 101, north on Santa Clara
and directly onto SR 118?

* Does Caltrans and the authors agree with VCTC that cars are like water
and will follow the path of least resistance?

* Isthat simple explanation another way of saying that traffic is induced
to take a particular route because it is faster or shorter?
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PAGE 11

» Does Caltrans and Oxnard agree that there is a phenomenon known as
VMT?

e Does Caltrans agree or disagree that this project will greatly assist
motorists and truckers to use the eventual planned, but not admitted
publicly, “Part to Moorpark” corridor? Whether you call it a “transportation
route or a corridor, it doesn’t matter. Whatever you call it; A corridor (rose)
by any other name wouid flow as well (smell as sweet).

PAGE 12
o Why wasn’t the Cumulative Impact “interaction” subject broached in
the 101/Rice Ave. IS/EA?
e Shouldn’t Caltrans had “alerted” the writers of the subject IS/EA of the
known “interaction” between projects?
» [f so, why not?

PAGE 13

o Will the writers of this IS/EA, now that the public has alerted them,
respond and address the Cumulative Impacts, as CEQA requires?

e Why not?

e Do the authors of this subject IS/EA actually disagree with the
statements on page 72 of the Pleasant Valley/SR 1 IS/EA?

¢ Upon what basis and reasoning?

e Are we, the public, to believe that expensive freeway interchanges do
not speed up the flow of traffic, increase the capacity (more vehicles
per hour) don’t, in essence, dump traffic onto and suck traffic from the
4 to 6-lane arterial highways attached to them?

» If not, what are they designed for?

PAGE 14

* Don’t transportation projects, within a system, interact with each other?

* Are we to believe that motorists are not attracted to routes that they
perceive to be faster (offer less resistance) or allow them to travel
further and therefore live further away from work?

e Orelse, why do motorists try different routes to and from work?

e Is the public supposed to believe that the farmland and farm operations
along the corridors created are not going to be impacted?

¢ s it wrong to think that more trucks will find it easier to join on the
“Port to Moorpark and beyond Corridor” and thus impact the
communities along the path?
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PAGE 14

e As the Pleasant Valley Interchange alone, chewed up 50 acres of
farmiand, shouldn’t concerned residents of Ventura County logically
deduce that even more farmland will be concreted over by the projects
on the books along the corridors?

« Won’'t development pressures (Growth inducement) be increased along
the corridor as jt has done along other traffic corridors in Southern
California including the 101 and 118 freeways in Ventura County?

e Please explain why not!

PAGE 15
e Won’t the corridor perhaps “induce unplanned growth”?
* How do we know uniess we study and analyze?
» [s Caltrans going to wait till it is too late to do any mitigation before
they analyze?
e [fnot now, when?

PAGE 19

e Does Caltrans admit that 20 or more projects will have more cumulative
impacts than the 2 to 4 implied in their page 72 comments?

e [f not, why not?

« [s Caltrans waiting till all projects are funded ($$ committed) or done
except one before it “addresses the cumulative environmental effects”?

» If a project is described in numerous concept and proposed plans and
others on that list have already been financed and/or built, isn’t it
logical that the project is going to be financed and built?

e If not, why would it be on a list in the first place?

PAGE 20

¢ Can Caltrans, Oxnard, and the County be up front and honest with the
public and truly let them know what they (the transportation agencies)
have in store for our beloved County?

e How much total farmland, especially prime farmland, will be destroyed
along the path of the corridors?

» How beneficial will the growth (planned or induced and unplanned) be
to the Agriculture of the area being traversed?

o Which communities will be forever changed and impacted?

o Which small communities will be traffic and truck impacted like
Moorpark?

e How much will the traffic increase by being induced or re-directed to
use the alternate corridors being created?
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PAGE 20

« How many more diesel spewing, cancer-causing trucks will choose the
corridor through Nyeland Acres, Somis and Moorpark?

* How many natural habitats and routes of animals will be disrupted or
destroyed?

» What will the glare from additional signal lights and lampposts do to
the rural ambiance inherent in the land being traversed along the
corridor to Moorpark?

» Finally, when SOAR expires or more likely is overturned by a
developer-financed initiative, won’t the entire system of transportation
infrastructure, being already in place, allow massive and sudden
development to occur?

e Etc efc. efc.

PAGE 21

» Would Caltrans and Oxnard have us believe that the only project
related to and interacting with this 4-direction interchange project was
an abutting project to the North?

« What about the abutting 5 to 6-lane Rice Ave. to the South? (Of course,
that project is already built and so, no overlapping time construction impacts.)

* Would they have us accept that the only cumulative impacts that the
environmental laws known as CEQA are interested in are construction-
related activities that overlap in time? (That is ludicrous even for
Caltrans!)

* Referring to the last line of section 6.29 of the report; are we to accept
that as it is claimed that no additional traffic will be generated (created
out of thin air) or that the induced or redirected traffic attracted by this
key freeway interchange will not impact the corridor?

» Doesn’t traffic and cars tend to flow like water to the path of least
resistance?

PAGE 24

» Where will they be able to buy another “home” with the so call fair
market value of their trailer?

» After all, what is 30-year-old trailer worth?

» Where will they find a trailer park they could afford even if they do find
a cheap equivalent trailer to buy?

» How will they be able to re-generate the closeness and almost family
like “help each other” attitude that seemed to permeate among the
victims as they spoke (through an interpreter) at the July 315 meeting.
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PAGE 25
» s it financed as part of the same SCAG Port Access Study package as
the Pleasant Vailey/SR1 Interchange was?
o Was the presence of a large number of trucks and their specific needs
a factor in obtaining funding for this project?
o Was the design skewed to obtain and justify that funding?

PAGE 26

» | repeat, why was the large radius loop-on-ramp design placed in the
NE quadrant? (Cars don’t have a problem accelerating and the accident
rate doesn’t justify it for trucks!)

» Was the project design SKEWED to remove the blight of the NE
quadrant in deference to the more profitable and potential higher tax
base quadrants (the SE and SW quadrants)?

« Would that be a violation of any of the Handbooks and other
publications listed in the Appendix B: Bibliography of the Draft
Relocation Impact Report?

« They were read and considered weren’t they?

« Would the conclusions reached regarding this project have been
different if there was no justification for the loop-on-ramp to be in the
NE quadrant?

o Was Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations”
followed?

» Were there any Civil Rights violations?

 In short were the poor families in the NE quadrant that were directly
impacted unfairly “targeted” for relocation because of their economic
status and area condition compared to their “neighbors” in the
quadrants across the freeway?

o Why wasn't there more truck statistics given? (numbers, percentages,
and accident involvement) ;

PAGE 27
» Was this simple “double diamond” design concept explored in earlier
project proposals?
o Where is the write up and critique on that proposal and on other
proposals?

PAGE 29
» What was the 1993 design referred to in the petition presented as
Comment No.9 in the subject IS/EA? (One would think that that design at the
absolutely very least would have been described and a map shown.)
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PAGE 29

e [Is having two ramp blends in the same general area a safer and good
idea?

» What is different between the safety conditions of Northbound off-ramp
vehicles slowing in the “existing” design and Southbound off-ramp
vehicles slowing in the “preferred” design?

e Why is one a concern and one not?

« Why won'’t a both sides being diamond design alternative work?

« Doesn’t Caltrans have other interchanges along the 101 where the
signal light spacing is also close? (Like Vineyard, Las Posas, Rose
Ave., Carmen, Moorpark Rd. etc.)

PAGE 31

o Which is it? A higher or lower percentage of large trucks? If the lower
percentage was used for calculation or assumptions then perhaps the study
should be redone!

o Are the authors aware of which way on the 101 freeway that trucks are
expected to go from this interchange?

» Are the authors aware of which way trucks traveling north on Rice
Ave? (future SR 1) will continue?

= Is the total numbers of trucks using the present “not up to standard”
interchange known?

» What is going on? What do the authors know or don’t?

o How many large trucks do they expect to get off of the freeway and
travel north, via Santa Clara to catch the 118, 126, or south via Rice
Ave. to the port?

o Shouldn’t that study had been done to allow one to speak with
confidence concerning any significant cumulative impacts?

e [s there some reason why the number of trucks using the corridors
feading away from and through this interchange were not specifically
studied and known and stated?

e Are the authors aware of any truck traffic counts at any point along the
Port to Moorpark corridor?

e What are they and what were the results?

PAGE 33

» [ wonder if anybody believes or may be concerned that roads
“facilitate” development which may have the undesirable effect of
Inducing unplanned growth as Caltrans admits can happen?

» Does Oxnard consider turning radius of trucks more important than

the survival of families?

49

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project MEQ



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

PAGE 33

« Does Oxnard give more priority to the “blight removal” or “transitions
to commercial decisions” than they do to the poor families being
displaced from the NE quadrant?

« Why not?

« How can the public judge the merits of the discarded alternatives
against the “preferred” design without understanding the basics of the
alternatives via at least a simple sketch and short discussion?

» |s the public to just blindly accept the words and recommendation of
the certain to be at least slightly biased authors?

« Incidentally, is only offering a “no build” as the only alternative,
entirely permissible under CEQA?

PAGE 34

* Forinstance, how many additional motorists will be induced to exit the
freeway and enter the county Northbound project to travel beyond and,
of course, return by the same route?

o What environmental impacts may happen or be induced by same?
(This is supposed to be a document to explore the environmental effects but
it wasn’t done beyond the short-term construction impacts.)

» Why was the project even mentioned if you weren’t going to discuss
the effects?

» As the subject project “Natural Environment Study” states that 216 of
246 mature trees, the majority of which are eucalyptus trees, will be
removed, | ask; How many new ftrees and what types will you be
replanting and in what ratio of replacement?

» Where will the migratory birds and butterflies rest?

» Are you going to replace the trees with palm trees for esthetic reasons
or to project a better image?

PAGE 35

» What is their average income level?

« Isn’t that important so as to ascertain that one particular minority (the
very poor) doesn’t bear the brunt of the impacts?

o [s that just a coincidence?

» When was that shape and boundary line established?

* Had the decision already been made as to the type and size of the
northern terminus of the project?

* One of the benefits of this project is given as that “better access” will
help meet the goal of encouraging commercial and light industrial
uses. Will the same principal of “better access” apply outside the
Oxnard City limit?
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PAGE 35
» Isn’t “easier or better “ access a two-way street?

PAGE 36

e Does the city of Oxnard have to or intend to “provide relocation
advisory assistance” or is exempt from City code requirements?

» Does the “l didn’t intend to kill them” excuse really help the people
who “died”?

 Ifitis shown that the project could have just have easily been
designed so the impacts to the NE quadrant could have been greatly
lessened, would that declaration still be true?

» Were any of the earlier discarded design proposals less severe on or
absent of impacts on the 18 families being devastated by this preferred
design?

» How can the public judge the validity of your “intention denial” without
some clear idea of what has actually been studied and proposed?

» What was the 1993 proposal mentioned in the comment letter No. 9
petition from the people of Nyeland Acres?

PAGE 37

» What percentage of jobs within the project area did the 42 comprise?

» How many jobs within the project area will remain after the projectis
done and before Oxnard chooses the new businesses it will allow to
replace the displaced businesses and families?

» What kinds of safety studies were made with regards to the speed of
the vehicles that will be travelling on Santa Clara through the Nyeland
Acres community?

* Does this mean that Kaku Associates was paid good taxpayer money
to ensure that the intersections would not operate acceptably? | think
the statement should have read “would NOT operate at an unacceptable...”

PAGE 38

* Does that mean that Oxnard and Caltrans will admit that transportation
infrastructure that provides better access can lead to induced growth?

» How do the authors and Caltrans reconcile the two different versions

of “Cumulative Impacts” as published in two different reports in which
Caltrans is a major participant?
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PAGE 38

o [SN'TIT TIME FOR CALTRANS AND OTHERS TO “FESS UP” AND DO A
FULL, HONEST AND TRUE “CUMULATIVE IMPACT” STUDY OF THIS
PROJECT AS PART OF THE “CORRIDOR”? After all, the infamous page
72 stated that it should be done:

{F EACH INDIVIDUAL PROJECT PROCRASTIONATION leads to
+ “CUMULATIVE” PROCRASTINATIONS which means
CUMULATIVE CEQA VIOLATIONS

 WHEN WILL CALTRANS DO WHAT IT SAYS SHOULD BE DONE?

» WILL CALTRANS HONOR ITS STATEMENT OR PROCRASTINATE TILL
THE NEXT PROJECT, AND THE NEXT, ETC. UNTIL IT IS TOO LATE TO
DO ANYTHING ABOUT THE IMPACTS?
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Appendix 2

ADDENDUM
(TO MAY 8, 2000 COMMENTS)
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¢on Kosinski, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning

Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 7)
120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
May 18, 2000

Re: Addendum to my May 8, 2000 Comments on the 118/34/Donlon Rd. IS/EA
Dear Mr. Kosinski;

Due to the fortuitous (from the public’s viewpoint) procedurai error on the part of
Caltrans which caused a 30 day extension for comments, | am sending you an
Addendum to my original comments. It gives me a chance to explain to you and
other readers the infamous “Connect the Dot” theory and the relationship to CEQA
rules and even to SHOPP funding. It is said “infamous” as Caltrans officials,
including you | believe, heard it first in late '98 at the Somis meeting. The
comment from one official as he walked by me leaving that night, was words to the
effect; "Interesting but let's see what you'll be able to do about it".

Anyway, | am including 2 copies of the 6-page addendum including the map
sketch (Figure 10). One copy has been “hole-punched” for inclusion in the
original notebook provided.

Incidentally, when | signed the original letter “Till next time”, | didn't realize I'd get
another chance for communication with you so soon.

Sincerely,

ZJohn F. Kerkhoff
5636 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, CA 93066

(805) 386-3044
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Addendum to letter of May 8, 2000 commenting on the IS/EA

The concepts of “segmenting” and “cumulative impacts” are central to many CEQA
questions. The terms were mentioned, but not fully explained, on pages 2-4, 13, 14, 36,
42-44 and in Appendix 7 of the main text of the letter. Therefore to supplement those
brief earlier references; this Addendum and attached Figure 10 were prepared. The
“Connect the Dots” theory will be used to visually illustrate and verbally explain how
transportation agencies are avoiding the “cumulative impacts” aspect of CEQA law.

Segmenting, Cumulative Impacts and “Connect the Dots”

Almost the entire western Ventura County is evidence of the “segmenting” methodology
employed by the transportation agencies in avoiding CEQA regulations regarding
“cumulative impacts”. Entire traffic corridors are being constructed in piecemeal
fashion with individual segments (projects) that later are joined by “connecting the
dots”. That is, the individual intersections or interchanges are built first and then they
are connected later by constructing wider and “improved” roads between the projects.
By connecting the “dots” (projects) complete traffic corridors are created. The
connecting roadways are the final increment in the process of creating 4-lane or more
traffic corridors.

As an illustration of the ongoing process, the proposed subject 118/34 intersection is
key, or central, to three separate major traffic corridors nearing “completion” but yet
there has been no known corridor wide EIR prepared for any of the 3 corridors. The
question on how the combined sum of all the individual projects will impact the Las
Posas Valley or the community of Somis or any of the other communities or environment
along the particular corridor path has been side-stepped and never addressed.

The principal corridor of the three is the SR118 stretching from Saticoy in the west to
Moorpark in the east. This services Saticoy and points along the 126 freeway to the west
and Moorpark and points beyond including Simi Valley and north Los Angeles to the
east. Itis presently still a rural 2-lane highway in most places but projects have been
built within its length per pubiished and discussed plans. The first plans proposed were
Caltrans’ 1991 Route Concept Report (RCR) for the entire SR 118 and the
corresponding PSR (Project Study Report) for widening the 2-lane highway, non-
freeway, section to a 4-lane divided highway. See Appendix 1 of main letter. The past,
present and future two lane SR118 individual “corridor” projects are detailed in the listing
below. The corresponding numbers (circled) are shown on the accompanying Figure 10
scale sketch.

l.. Saticoy to Moorpark (126 to 118/23 Freeways ) “SR118 Corridor”

1. Improved 126 freeway off-ramps made access to the 2-lane 118 easier.
2. Improved and widened signalized intersections between freeway and town
allowed faster and more convenient commuter travel.
1
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3. Sixlane "Bypass” of the “downtown” section of Saticoy enabled faster and
easier traversing of the tiny town (at 45 mph).

4, Santa Clara Bridge. Four lane plus median and paved shoulders (~82 feet

wide rail to rail) enabled commuters and trucks to access the 2-lane 118.

5. Improved Vineyard Rd. (SR232) intersection adjoins the start of the two
lane SR118.

The above five segments are the same basic west-end projects referred to in the earlier
Caltrans’ PSR that predictably increased the traffic on the 2-lane 118 all the way to
Moorpark (see pages 1,2 & 3 plus Appendix 1 of main text) Segments 1 through 6 are
complete and in place.

6. Recent signalization of the Rose Ave./ 118 intersection.

7. Yet to be built Santa Clara/ SR118 intersection.

8. Note: The approximately 2 mile section of SR118 from # 5 to # 7 has been
discussed, at one time, as a high accident rate segment and may be
incorporated into one “safety” fix project including Improved Rose and Santa
Clara Ave. intersections.

9. Proposed as far back as 1991 and again in 1997 “S” curves project near
Mesa School. Recently rescinded for unknown reasons (Probably funding)
but was to be an improved ¥ mile “segment” of SR118.

10. Proposed subject 118/34 intersection is the alleged major “impediment”
to traffic in the original project length of approximately 15 miles. The intersection
improvements were first proposed in the SR 118 project wide1991 PSR, studied
more thoroughly in 1994 PSR and yet again in the subject 2000 PSR. Incredibly
Caltrans will not admit that the subject intersection project is “part of a plan” or a
“segment” even with three of their own published PSRs studying and following
the plan. Such a common sense admittance must somehow clash with a funding
restriction therefore apparently Caltrans can't admit the obvious or they would
lose the funding. Or perhaps being a “part” is the same as admitting
“segmenting”. Something is causing Caltrans officials to deny the obvious!

11. The Termes crossing of the Southern Pacific railroad, near Moorpark has
been discussed as a grade separation project as far back as the 1991
PSR.

12. Within the city of Moorpark numerous intersection improvements (some as

wide as 6 to 7 lanes) as well as roadway improvements and ongoing re-
signalization projects are attempting to handle and speed up the larger flow
of traffic through Moorpark.

13. Better access to and from the 23 and 118 freeways via greatly improved on
and off ramps.

14. Elimination of the gap between the end of the East/West 118 and the end of the

North/South 23 freeway was completed in about 1993,
Note that #12,13 & 14 are the “eastern end” projects spoken about in the 1991 PSR
plans for widening the entire 118. They are complete and in use. See pages 1,2 &3
plus Appendix 1 of main text.

All of these 14 individual projects have contributed to or increased or will increase the
traffic flow on the 2-lane 118 as more motorists find it easier to take this rural highway.

2
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Jith each traffic improvement traffic flowed better, at least temporarily, until more
commuters discovered the “easier” flow and joined the earlier users to cause even the
newer projects to begin to congest. That brings us up to the present proposed
intersection, which has been declared not to be a “segment” and is a “stand alone’
project | suppose that it was or will be proclaimed that all these other thirteen projects
(segments) are “stand alone” projects also that won't or didn’t contribute to the increase
of traffic on the 118 or at the subject intersection. The traffic just increased by itself!

In my opinion the 14 segments or projects are obvious examples of “segmenting” and
the way Caltrans has circumvented CEQA “cumulative impacts” regulations. | don't
know of one "corridor” wide study associated with any of the projects, yet they all
affected or impacted the traffic on the 118 and the subject intersection as well as
influencing the traffic in the city of Moorpark and the town of Somis. All Caltrans needs
is essentially one or two more “stand alone” principal intersection improvements and
then they can “connect the dots” (intersections and/or short road segments) along the
entire 118 corridor between Saticoy and Moorpark. They will have then accomplished
the plan that was outlined in the 1991 PSR for widening the 118. They will have a
complete 4-lane super highway from Saticoy to Moorpark connecting the 126 and the
118/23 freeways without really having to address the long-term cumulative impacts via
an all-encompassing EIR. After all, by the time they connect the dots almost all the
projects will have been superficially addressed in non-supported ND's and limited EIR
studies that were artificially restricted to the individual project boundaries as “stand
alone” projects. | call that process “SEGMENTING”! | believe it is illegal.

Il.. Port of Hueneme to Moorpark via Rice Rd. and SR118 Corridor

The corridor that services the Port and also south Oxnard begins at the port and travels
east till reaching a new road planned to punch through 1 mile of farmland in line with
Rice Rd. Eventually the Port corridor traffic would reach the SR 118 corridor at the
Santa Clara/ SR 118 intersection. At that point one can turn left toward the 126 freeway
beyond Saticoy or head east through toward and through Moorpark for points beyond.
See Figure 10 to follow the sequence of projects for this corridor. The related numbers
are in “squares. Note that segments 1 through 6 are composed of Caltrans controiled
projects as well as their cooperating cities and “Clones of the County” counterparts
(VCTC, VCPWA, efc).

1. Coming out of the port the vehicles (assumed primarily trucks) would traverse
several up-graded and widened intersections.

2. Turning left, to travel north on a new multi-lane road blasted through 1 mile of
farmland vehicles would cross the Hwy 1 “freeway”.

3. This would occur at the soon to be constructed Pleasant Valley/ Hwy 1
interchange.

4. Thereafter the trucks would be traveling on the 4 to 6 lane Rice Rd. all the way
to the 101 freeway. Incidentally, Rice Rd. will eventually be deeded to the
state to become the new Highway 1 bypass around Oxnard.

3
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5. Atthe new 101 interchange the trucks could, of course, go Narthbound or
Southbound on the 101 or continue on across the 101.

6. If they continue with this “corridor” they will be traveling on the planned
expanded and improved Santa Clara Ave. project all the way to the
intersection with SR 118.

7. Thereafter, the trucks could follow the hopefully NOT 4-laned 118 corridor
through the agricultural Las Posas Valley and through the subject intersection
(circled 10) on to Moorpark and beyond.

Again, this writer knows of no overall corridor EIR for the route described. The projects
traversed are all planned, some built and most already funded. The corridor up to the
118 will be complete. Only the subject 118/34 intersection and connecting the dots
through the Las Posas Valley to Moorpark would need to be completed. This entire
corridor would have been conceived, planned, funded and built without a sincere and
complete analysis of the cumulative impacts imparted to the communities, farmland and
environment along the way. Definitely another “segmented” CEQA violation.

lll.. Port of Hueneme to Moorpark via Hueneme Rd. and SR 34 Corridor

This corridor that services the port and south Oxnard uses city and County roads to
reach SR 34 which eventually “Tees"” into the subject intersection in the Somis area. This
alternate corridor is shorter than the Rice Rd./ SR118 corridor and is already in use by
Port trucks and others. The segments or projects making up this corridor are listed
below. The related numbers are enclosed in “triangles” on the map of Figure 10.

1. Leaving the port facilities, trucks and cars travel on Hueneme Rd. with
some intersection improvements beyond Hwy 1 to near the Lewis Rd./
Potrerc Rd. junction.

2. Just before the junction vehicles cross over the new and realigned bridge
over Calleguas Creek.

3. After the revamped junction the vehicles can follow the corridor via Lewis
Rd. pass the new CSUCI (California State University at Channel Islands).

4. Lewis Rd. is planned to be widened to 4 lanes from the junction to the
improved Pleasant Valley (SR 34) intersection on the south edge of Camarillo.

5. As Lewis Rd. also becomes SR 34. It will be widened to at least 4 lanes
to the Caltrans 101Fwy/SR 34 interchange project.

6. The new 101-freeway interchange project also includes new and
widened intersections of Ventura Blvd. and Daily Drive on the 34.

7. SR 34, within the city of Camarillo and is still called Lewis Rd. north of the 101.
It presently varies from 2 to 6 lanes in width. The 6- lane widths are near the
majar intersections (already built) of Adolfo Rd. and Las Posas/Upland/Somis
Rd.

8. From the last (most northward) Camarillo improved and widened intersection
the corridor travels along the 2-lane 34 (now Somis Rd.) about one mile
through the tiny town of Somis and on to intersect the 118 just north of town
(circled 10).

8. Aturn to the right then points the traffic toward Moorpark and points beyond.

4
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Like the other two corridors, the cumulative traffic impacts from this series of road
improvements have not been addressed. When the planned Lewis Rd. to the 101 road
improvements are complete and when Caltrans and Camarillo decide to connect the SR
34 “dots” within Camarillo, the pressure will be on the transportation agencies to finish
the job. To do that they will have to bulldoze a wider super highway 34 through Somis.
This will connect to the gigantic 118/34 intersection which, coincidentally, has been
designed with southward facing 4-lanes just waiting with open arms (lanes). Widening
the entire length (Hwy 1 to SR118) of the 34 is already on VCTC's “wish list". The 34
present, past and future projects will all impact the community of Somis directly. And, of
course, the vast majority of traffic that flows through the heart of Somis will past through
the belly of Moorpark.

In summary, observe how all three corridors pass through the 118/34 intersection.
What happens on all three corridors will impact this key intersection and therefore will
directly and cumulatively impact the town and community of Somis. Caltrans could not
build these corridors absent CEQA scrutiny regarding “cumulative impacts” without
employing the illegal practice of “segmenting”. It is almost too late to raise cumulative
impacts concerns when Caltrans is beginning to “connect the dots”. The die will have
been cast. Thatis why CEQA's requirement that the potential effects of past, present
and future projects (along the corridor in this case) is designed to address that problem
as each project is planned.

A brief study of Figure 70, should make it obvious that these corridors are not being
created by coincidence, from a series of random unplanned individual projects. There
may not be a written official plan as there is in the case of the SR 118 corridor but the
involved agencies had to have cooperated and planned from day one for any corridor
concept to join together efficiently. Cooperation is not wrong as long as the applicable
CEQA laws are followed. But “cooperation” becomes “conspiracy” when the purpose or
end result is to avoid the applicable cumulative impacts and segmenting aspects of the
law.

e e o e e e e el S,
Inherent with all three corridors discussed is the ultimate goal of incorporating 4 or more
lanes for the roadways connecting the “dots”. That is what makes a traffic “corridor”.
But four lanes increase the capacity of the system and is exactly what Caltrans’ own
massaged in-house regulations state shouldn’t be done if SHOPP funds are being used.
So, ironically, it takes the illegal act of “segmenting” to avoid violating Caltrans’ own
loose SHOPP regulations for the subject intersection project. It is a gigantic “Catch 22"
as Caltrans can't address the cumulative impacts or admit that they are following the
1991 PSR plans, without losing the funding source (SHOPP) they have attempted to
use. STIP (State Transportation Improvement Program) has no such funding restriction.
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Response to Comment C4-1
Please see the responses to Comment B12-3 through B12-5.

With regards to the comment that related transportation improvements “interact” to “induce”
traffic, it should be noted that the traffic forecasted to use Rice Avenue, Santa Clara Avenue, the
U.S. 101 interchange, and other streets has been generated and assigned using the full
complement of future activities and projects. Traffic was generated using population growth and
land uses proposed under the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan and in surrounding areas as well
as official projections of growth outside the area made by Ventura County and SCAG. The
traffic assignment model on which the design was based includes all future roadways in the 2020
General Plan as well as the increased capacities envisioned with proposed improvements. The
model determines volumes on a specific roadway or interchange according to its attractiveness
(i.e., in terms of travel time) relative to other routes in the area. While some published studies
(i.e. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) have identified that an expanded roadway may
induce more traffic due to the increased road capacity, which either causes more travel or draws
traffic away from other roads, the modeling process used for this project has taken that increased
capacity fully into account. Therefore, any potential for "induced traffic" has been considered in
the design of this project and the environmental analyses conducted for the IS/EA.

Response to Comment C4-2

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2 and B2-4 for a discussion of measures to mitigate
potential impacts to displaced residents.

Also, the design was not developed in deference to any one group or special interest over
another. Rather, the current proposed design was developed to minimize potential right-of-way
takes, improve traffic operations, enhance safety, and reduce congestion.

Response to Comment C4-3

The source of the truck volume data used in the Draft Traffic Study was the SCAG Port of
Hueneme Access Study, which reported a total truck share of 6.6 percent on Rice Avenue with
large trucks comprising 3 to 4 percent of total traffic. These volumes are typical of a major
arterial roadway. The text of the IS/EA has been revised for clarification.

Additional information on truck counts and annual average daily traffic (AADT) has been
provided by Caltrans (see Exhibit 1 that follows the responses to Comment Letter C4). As
shown in Exhibit 1, on U.S. 101 in the vicinity of the project, total trucks represent 6.0 to 7.0
percent of AADT and large trucks (those with three or more axles) are 2.6 to 2.9 percent of
AADT. On SR 1 in the vicinity of U.S. 101, total trucks are 4.4 to 5.0 percent of AADT with
large trucks constituting 1.6 to 1.9 percent of AADT.

The commenter is also encouraged to contact the Ventura County Transportation Commission
for information on counts conducted as part of the Port of Hueneme Access Study.
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Response to Comment C4-4

Please see the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives considered in prior
studies.

Response to Comment C4-5

The loop ramp design is warranted based on total traffic volumes, not truck traffic volumes or
accident rates. Also, the loop ramp in this quadrant avoids the placement of another signalized
intersection. If the loop ramp were to be removed and replaced with a diamond configuration in
the north quadrants, there would not be the required spacing between the intersections of Rice
Avenue with Auto Center drive, the relocated Ventura Boulevard, and Eucalyptus Drive. Also, a
diamond configuration would not be able to achieve the City of Oxnard required level of service
“C” at the intersection based on the design year traffic volumes.

Response to Comment C4-6
Please see the response to Comment C4-5
Response to Comment C4-7

The existing on U.S. 101 northbound and southbound on ramps are at grade with U.S. 101. The
existing ramps require these trucks to accelerate along a relatively flat grade. In contrast, both of
the proposed on-ramps slope downward from the overcrossing to their entrance with U.S. 101.
These approaches would help vehicles to accelerate and merge with freeway traffic at freeway
speeds. Also, please see the responses to Comments B13-3, C2-2, C2-3, and C4-5.

Additionally, the current design adheres to all design standards for ramps in the California
Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual, tifth edition.

Response to Comment C4-8
Please see the response to Comment C4-7.
Response to Comment C4-9

The current proposed design was determined to be the one that best meets multiple project
objectives including minimizing potential right-of-way takes, minimizing the number of
businesses and residences displaced by the project, minimizing utility relocations, bringing the
interchange into compliance with Caltrans design standards, enhancing safety, and reducing
congestion.

The reader is also referred to the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives
considered in prior studies and the responses to Comments C4-5 and C4-7 for a discussion of
why a loop ramp is proposed in the northeast quadrant of the interchange.
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Response to Comment C4-10

Please see the responses to Comments B12-3 through B12-5, and C4-1.

Response to Comment C4-11

Comment noted. Income-level and racial data specific to the Owl Mobile Home Park is not
available from the U.S. Census. Rather, within the study area, U.S. Census data is available only
on a larger block or census tract level. Nonetheless, the IS/EA acknowledged that the residents
of the Owl Mobile Home Park are likely to be minority and low-income persons (see p. 60 of the
June 28, 2001 IS/EA).

Response to Comment C4-12

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2, B2-3, and B2-4.

Response to Comment C4-13

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2, B2-3, and B2-4.

Response to Comment C4-14

Please see the response to Comment C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-15

The project received funding from the Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21% Century, also
known as TEA 21. The project is considered a part of the Port Intermodal Corridor Project. The
Pleasant Valley Road/Highway 1 interchange improvements are funded, in part, as a
demonstration project through the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, also known
as ISTEA. The Port Intermodal Corridor extends from the Port of Hueneme to U.S. 101 along
Hueneme Road and Rice Avenue, and includes the Pleasant Valley Road/Highway 1 interchange
improvements.

Response to Comment C4-16

The SCAG Port of Hueneme Access Study (November 1988) identified the importance of an
improved truck route from the Port of Hueneme. The specific need for access for trucks to and
from the Port of Hueneme was considered in obtaining funding for the project.

Response to Comment C4-17

The objectives of the design were to enhance safety and traffic operations, minimize impacts to

the community, minimize impacts to existing utilities, and conform to all State and City design
standards. No design modifications were made to special interests to obtain funding.
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Response to Comment C4-18

Please see the response to Comment C4-3 for information on truck volumes and percentages.
Response to Comment C4-19

Please see the response to Comment C4-5. The existing southbound on-ramp has a tight, low-
speed curve and then connects directly to U.S. 101 requiring vehicles to accelerate to freeway
speeds on a flat grade. The proposed southbound on-ramp will be elevated and provide a much
longer acceleration lane along a downbhill slope.

Response to Comment C4-20

Please see the response to Comment C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-21

Please see the response to Comment C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-22

The analysis of impacts to minority and low-income communities was conducted in accordance
with federal guidelines (please see the discussion on p. 62 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA).

Response to Comment C4-23

Please see the response to Comment C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-24

Please see the response to Comment C4-3 for information on truck volumes and percentages.
Response to Comment C4-25

Please see the response to Comment C4-7.

Response to Comment C4-26

The 1993 design is shown as Alternative 2 in the attachment to Comment Letter C2 from
Lawrence Carter. Alternative 2 was one of two alternatives evaluated in the 1994 Draft Project

Report, and is similar to the Alternative 2 evaluated in the 1997 Draft Project Report (see the
response to Comment B2-3).
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Response to Comment C4-27

The minimum distance for two consecutive entrance ramps onto a freeway facility is 300 meters
(980 feet) based on the criteria of the California Department of Transportation Highway Design
Manual, fifth edition. The proposed design exceeds this requirement.

Response to Comment C4-28

The existing northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp does not meet current Caltrans design standards, and
therefore, does not have the proper separation from the highway facility required by the
California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual, latest edition. Also, the
existing northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp provides less than 200 meters (660 feet) to decelerate.
The proposed off-ramp meets all design requirements as well as providing a longer distance for
vehicles to decelerate. The proposed northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp would provide almost 400
meters (1,300 feet) to decelerate as well as an auxiliary lane in advance of the exit. The
proposed southbound U.S. 101 off-ramp would provide over 400 meters (1,300 feet) of
deceleration distance, an auxiliary lane prior to the exit, and an uphill grade toward the
intersection to facilitate deceleration.

Response to Comment C4-29

The proposed concept shown in Exhibit 5 of the comment letter would not meet the basic traffic
operational requirements of the interchange. The existing and projected traffic volumes are too
high to accommodate northbound Rice Avenue vehicles turning left, at a signalized intersection
similar to that shown in Exhibit 5, onto the northbound U.S. 101 on-ramp. The intersection
would operate at an unacceptable level of service, and vehicles using this intersection would
experience substantial delays.

There are also substantial costs and other constraints that would affect the feasibility of the
concept shown in Exhibit 5. A major issue would be the vertical impacts required to make this
concept work. In the preferred alternative, the northbound off-ramp is basically at grade. The
Exhibit 5 design requires that the northbound off ramp quickly elevate to cross over Ventura
Boulevard and then connect with Rice Avenue. This would require a second new bridge as well
as a retaining wall between the elevated off ramp and Ventura Boulevard prior to the new bridge.
The same would be true for the northbound on-ramp. It too would require a third new bridge
over Ventura Boulevard. The preferred alternative would relocate Ventura Boulevard allowing
the profile to get back down to existing grade at the existing Auto Center Drive / Rice Avenue
intersection. The Exhibit 5 design would require the profile to stay up to cross over Ventura
Boulevard, which would require a longer bridge as well as extend the profile well beyond the
Auto Center Drive/Rice Avenue intersection. This would require the reconstruction of the whole
intersection, as well as retaining walls on either side to protect the existing businesses. This
alternative would substantially increase the project cost due to additional bridges, retaining walls,
and extra embankment.

Also, please see the response to Comment C4-5.
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Response to Comment C4-30
Please see the response to Comment C4-9.
Response to Comment C4-31

Please see the response to Comment C4-5 for an explanation of why a loop northbound on-ramp
is justified.

The source of the truck volume data used in the Draft Traffic Study was the SCAG Port of
Hueneme Access Study, which reported a total truck share of 6.6 percent on Rice Avenue with
large trucks comprising 3 to 4 percent of total traffic. These volumes are typical of a major
arterial roadway. The text of the IS/EA has been revised for clarification. Also, see the response
to Comment C4-3 for additional information on truck volumes and percentages and the response
to Comment C4-5 for an explanation of why a loop ramp is warranted.

Response to Comment C4-32

Please see the response to Comment C4-3 for additional information on truck volumes. See the
response to Comment C4-5 for an explanation of why a loop northbound on-ramp is justified.

The traffic, air quality, and noise analyses conducted for the IS/EA took into consideration future
truck and automobile traffic volumes at the interchange.

Also, the proposed project would not increase traffic volumes in the study area. Rather, the
proposed project is intended to accommodate existing and future traffic volumes that are
expected to occur whether or not the project is implemented.

Response to Comment C4-33

Please see the responses to Comments C4-5, C4-31, and C4-32 above.

Response to Comment C4-34

Please see the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives considered in prior
studies.

Response to Comment C4-35
Please see the response to Comment C4-5.
Response to Comment C4-36

Please see the responses to Comments C4-5 and C4-9.
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Response to Comment C4-37

Please see the response to Comment C4-7.

Response to Comment C4-38

Please see the responses to Comments C4-7 and C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-39

Please see the responses to Comments C4-2, C4-5, C4-7, and C4-9.

Response to Comment C4-40

Comment noted. The text of the IS/EA has been revised accordingly.

Response to Comment C4-41

Comment noted.

Response to Comment C4-42

The proposed project would accommodate traffic generated by development that is anticipated in
local land use plans and regional growth forecasts. Although the proposed project may facilitate
local development by improving access, the proposed project is not expected to individually or
cumulatively induce substantial growth. It is anticipated that development would occur and

traffic would increase, whether or not the proposed project is implemented.

Also, see the discussion of growth-inducement impacts in the responses to Comments B12-3
through B12-6.

Response to Comment C4-43
Please see the responses to Comments C4-5 and C4-9.
Response to Comment C4-44
Please see the responses to Comments C4-5 and C4-9.
Response to Comment C4-45

Please see the response to Comment C4-31.
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Response to Comment C4-46

The proposed improvements are necessary to reduce congestion and improve safety. The
existing interchange does not meet current Caltrans standards and is deficient in a number of
ways. The proposed project would reduce congestion, enhance traffic operations, and improve
safety.

Provided below is information on actual accident rates for the recent 3-year period for July 1,
1997 through June 30, 2000 and the statewide average (expected) accident rates for similar
facility types.

Summary of Accident Data
No. of Actual Accident Average Accident
Location Accidents Rate Rate
U.S. 101 Mainline 54 1.89 1.12
Northbound Off-Ramp 8 0.78 0.90
Northbound On-Ramp 6 0.40 0.60
Southbound Off-Ramp 15 2.11 1.50
Southbound On-Ramp 8 0.78 0.60
Source: Caltrans, Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis Systems (TASAS).

As shown in the table, the accident rates for the existing interchange are generally greater than
the average accident rates for similar facilities, with the exception of the northbound on-ramp
and northbound off-ramp. Twenty-eight of the accidents were injury accidents with one fatality
accident. The majority of the accidents are multi-vehicle (91 percent) with a high percentage of
accidents occurring during daylight (82 percent) with dry roadway conditions (91 percent). This
tends to indicate that the majority of the accidents can be attributed to the slowing and
congestion caused by the nonstandard ramp designs. The ramp acceleration and deceleration
lengths and curvature at the merging and diverging ends do not meet current design standards.
The proposed improvements would reconstruct these ramp facilities to current design standards,
and it is ancitipated that there would be a decrease in the accident rates.

Response to Comment C4-47
Please see the responses to Comments B2-3, C2-3, and C4-26.
Response to Comment C4-48

A discussion of alternatives to a proposed project is required under CEQA when a project would
result in significant environmental impacts and an Environmental Impact Report is prepared.
Since the proposed project would not result in any unavoidable significant environmental
impacts, the appropriated environmental document is a Mitigated Negative Declaration.
Therefore, an environmental evaluation of a range of alternatives to the proposed project is not
required under CEQA.
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Response to Comment C4-49

The review and approval processes for the proposed Rice Avenue/U.S. 101 Interchange and the
Santa Clara Avenue Widening Projects will proceed independently and construction of one is not
contingent upon the other.

Neither project includes new development that would generate additional traffic. Rather, both
projects are intended to accommodate future traffic volumes that are forecast to occur due to new
development and growth that is anticipated under existing land use plans, policies, and zoning.
The projected increases in traffic volumes are expected to occur whether or not either one of the
projects is constructed.

Response to Comment C4-50
Comment noted.
Response to Comment C4-51

Monarch butterflies migrate south along the California coastline to reach their breeding grounds
in Mexico, traveling in large groups referred to as congregations. During this migration,
Monarchs will roost in large congregations at several locations, including Monterey, Big Sur,
and UC San Diego/Scripps area. The eucalyptus trees along this section of U.S. 101 are not a
documented roosting location and removal of the trees within the project area would not have a
significant effect on the migratory patterns of the Monarch butterflies. It should also be noted
that the California Department of Fish and Game, in their comment letter on the June 28, 2001
IS/EA, did not identify the eucalyptus trees in the project area as potential roosting locations
form monarch butterflies.

The displaced trees will be replaced at a minimum ratio of 3 trees for every displaced tree
consistent with City standards.

Response to Comment C4-52

As stated on page 54 of the June 28, 2001 IS/EA, all removed trees would be replaced with trees
of the same species, or a comparable native species approved by the City and Caltrans. Drought
resistant species will be used whenever possible. The tree replacement ratio will be a minimum
of3to 1.

Response to Comment C4-53

Please see the responses to Comments A9-1 and C4-51.

Response to Comment C4-54

Please see the response to Comment C4-52.
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Response to Comment C4-55

Please see the response to Comment C4-11.

Response to Comment C4-56

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2, B2-3, and B2-4.

Response to Comment C4-57

The Ventura Freeway Corridor Modification Area applies to that area along the freeway that is
within the Oxnard City limits. The “Guidelines for Orderly Development” adopted by the Local
Agency Formation Commission of Ventura County (LAFCO), and supported by both the County
of Ventura Board of Supervisors and Oxnard City Council, also establish that new development
must occur within incorporated areas. The irregular City boundary in the Nyeland Acres area
occurs because of the annexation policy of LAFCO. The current boundary line of the City limits
in the Nyeland Acres area evolved over time as new development occurred along Ventura
Boulevard. The policy for infill in the Ventura Freeway Corridor Modification Area was

established when the City of Oxnard 2020 General Plan was adopted in November 1990.

The northern terminus of the project is identified on Figure 3 (see p.10) of the June 28, 2001
IS/EA.

Response to Comment C4-58
Please see the responses to Comments B10-4, B12-6, and C4-42 .
Response to Comment C4-59

The City of Oxnard is exempt from the requirements of its city code for the closure of a mobile
home park because it is required to comply with California Government Code Section 7260.

Furthermore, the proposed project will provide relocation assistance in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. The primary
objective of the federal Uniform Act is to ensure that persons displaced as a result of a federally
funded or assisted project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so persons will not suffer
disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.
Response to Comment C4-60

Please see the response to Comment B2-8.

Response to Comment C4-61

Please see the responses to Comments B2-5, C4-5, C4-9, and C4-26.
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Response to Comment C4-62

It is likely that those persons who lose their jobs would attempt to find another job within
commuting distance of where they presently live, rather than relocate elsewhere in the state.
Consequently, it is appropriate to consider the loss of jobs in the context of the larger study area
in which the jobs are located. In the IS/EA, this study area was defined as the City of Oxnard
though it would not be inappropriate to include adjacent areas of the County as well.

With respect to the number of jobs in the project area, according to SCAG projections, there
were 968 jobs in Census Tract 50.02 and 5,784 jobs in Census Tract 49.00 in 1994.

Response to Comment C4-63

The transition from 3 to 1 lanes will be done with a standard transition taper length.
Consequently, the proposed project would not result in significant traffic hazards in the vicinity
of the school.

Response to Comment C4-64

Comment noted. The text has been revised.

Response to Comment C4-65

Please see the response to C4-42.

Response to Comment C4-66

Please see the responses to Comment B12-3 through B12-5 for a discussion of cumulative
impacts.

Response to Comment C4-67

Please see the responses to Comments B12-3 through B12-5 for a discussion of cumulative
impacts.

Based on the analysis and information presented in this IS/EA, the proposed project would not
result in unavoidable significant adverse impacts. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is
the appropriate environmental document under CEQA.

Response to Comment C4-68

Please see the responses to Comments A3-2 and B2-4 for a discussion of measures to mitigate
potential impacts to displaced residents.
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Response to Comment C4-69

Please see the responses to Comments C4-2, C4-5, and C4-7
Response to Comment C4-70

Please see the responses to Comments C4-5, C4-31, and C4-32 above.
Response to Comment C4-71

Please see the response to Comment B2-3 for a discussion of alternatives considered in prior
studies.

Response to Comment C4-72

Please see the responses to Comment C4-5, C4-7, and C4-9.
Response to Comment C4-73

Please see the responses to Comments C4-2, C4-5, C4-7, and C4-9.
Response to Comment C4-74

Please see the responses to Comments B12-3 through B12-5 for a discussion of cumulative
impacts.
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FROM : FAX NO. : 8@59882@38 Aug. 28 2081 B4:48AM P1
Comment Letter C5

doledad TrEving
3438 Sunta Clara Avenuc
Oxnard, California 93030
805 988-8811

August 20, 2001
ATT:. AARON BURTON
Ron Cosinski
Dep. Dist Dircetor Cal Transportation Dist 7
Office of Environmental Planning
120 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Mr. Ron Cosinski,

In July of 2000 a Jarge group of residence came tagether and voiced there concerned in this project. At
thar time and in the present date our position has not changed. Our concerns are for the future safety of C5H-1
our community. Al that timc both the city and the county came and presented there projects. We
expressed our concerned and to this date our concerns huve not been recognized,

Among the many concerns of the Nyeland residents is the excessive truck traffic that is going «nd in and
out of the city. Many of our homes on Santa Clara Avenue have our front doors about 30 feet from the
road. We know first hand the dangers of this road. This road has been the sitc of numerous accidents
and fatalitics. Trucks race threw with no regard to the speed laws. Till recently that road had scveral
school bus stops.  Yer, due to a safety issuc most wers removed. C5-2

Truck traffic is exwremely heavy. Originally this was a farm road and not an express way for these giant
trucks. Atany time during the day a truck passcs in front of my home every 15 W 20 seconds, on
average, during the day and most of the night. This causes a great strain on all of our community. The
Rice Interchange will have a devastating effect on our community as it stands. It will almost triple the flow
of raffic. It will drain into Santa Clara Avenuc and will be us , the vesidents of the Nycland Community
that will pay a devastating price for to the mercase of this traffic with our health and property values and
quality of life.

TIIE NOISE. Wc can no longer have the luxury of leaving the windows open. The noise drowns out any
conversation, Watching TV, even with the windows closed is a challenge.  Sleeping a full night with that C5-3
rattling of truck noise is an impossibility and it is difficult fer our children 1o study with all of this
disrupton.

THE POLLUTION. Wc know that the pollution from this trucks is far morc damaging then was ever
believed in the past. Ihave asthmatic child in my home and this is causing an increase in awacks, The C5-4
only prowetion that we have for Lhis arc trees that filter some of the pollution. The leaves of these trees are
black with diesel and gasoline pollution.

THE DISPLACEMENT of the residents and the business have not been appropriately addressed. | C5-5

This interchange is only one part of 2 much bigger project. In Nycland Interchange and the widening of
Santa Clara Avenue are directly effecting cach other. Tt is wrong for the city and county to separately
make an environmental assessment with out taking into account the effects it will have on the total C5-6
neighborhood. The interchange that you now are planning, your traffic , will pour into Nyeland and we
have no safeguards.
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FROM FAX NO. : BB5SB888888 Aug., 28 2001 B4:48RM P2

Ta this datc, the officc Mr. Butch Britt of the County Department of Public works, refuses to recognize

that there will be anything but “a minimal affect to our community™. This is so far from the wuth, We Co-7
have no protection from the dangers of the traffic, the noisc, the pollution, decrease of property values,
access m and oul of the community,

In closing I would like to say that we here in the community are requesting that you “not” approve this
projuct becausc it has not addressed all the effected areas. We ask that you rccognize us as part of the C5-8
responsibility of the city project. 1am also enclosmg a copy of the letrer that was seat in response the
Environmental Impact Report concerning the widening of Santa Clara Avenue. All of these issuc also
pertain to this project and should be considered objections to the passing of this Project..

Please remember that any positive gain that the City of Oxnard receives will be at our cost and at the cost
of our families . We ask that you move the road over and allow our community 2 private street with trees | C5-9
to filter the exhaust. Please allow community some integrity,

Respectfully ,

Oyl eduid Tawens?
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FROM :

FAX NO. : BE59880@83 Aug. 20 2881 B4:41AM P3

Soledad Trevino

3438 Santa Clara Avenue

Oxnard, Ca 93030

805 988-8811 home
485-7069 office

August 2, 2000

Wm Butch Britt

Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, Ca 93009-1620

RE: Widening to Santa Clara Ave and proposed
interchange projects.

Dear Mr. Bntt,

[ am writing as a concerned member of the Nyeland Acres community and as 2 member
of the Nyeland Organizing Committee. The main purpose of this letter is 1o express the
conce of the neighborhood as to the consequences of the widening project and the
proposed interchange.

On July 18, 2000 over 150 residents of the Nyeland community attended a town hall
meeting to learn and discuss the effects that these projects would have on our
community. Among the concems were:

The additional traffic along Santa Clara Avenue.
The noise pollution.
The air pollution.
Safety to our community (the traffic and pedestrians)
The increase of traffic on Frederick and the other back streets.
The increase of the truck traffic.
The soundness of our homes due to the constant shaking because
of the trucks.
8. Access inand out of our community
9. Relocation of the residents in respect to the interchange.
10. The fractionalizing of the projects.
11. Off-ramp design and its effect on the local business.
12. The property values,

NN R
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FROM : FAX ND. : B@855882888 Aug. 20 2881 B4:41AM P4

13, A medium in the center of the four lane highway
be part of the design.
14, The four lane highway and the and the effects on quality of life
for Nyeland Acres.
15, The proposed four lane highway should be moved toward the
agriculture area and away from community,

At the town mesting and in numerous conversations with Nyeland residents the following
recommendations wers suggested.

L. With the regards to the proposed off ramp, residents suggested that the early
1990's design be adopted by the City of Oxnard and 1o reject the current design.

2. In the future, when Santa Clara Ave is widened into a four lane highway,
itwas highly recommended that a [rontage road and barrier of trees be
considered in the final project design. The frontage road would help lessen
environmental and safety concerns of the Nyeland community.

Finally, it ts imperative the Nyeland community be infonned and invalved in all the
phases concerning the Santa Clara widening project and the interchange project. If you
wish to contact me, my home and office numbers are above,

[n clasing, | would like to thank you and Mr. Hooke [or attending the town hall meeting.

Respectfully,

Soledad Trevino

cc. Supervisor John Flynn
Mayor Manuel Lopez  City of Oxnard
Cynthia Daniels City of Oxnard
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Response to Comment C5-1

Comment noted. All possible planning has been conducted to minimize potential impacts of the
proposed project on the community. Please see the June 28, 2001 IS/EA for a discussion of
measures to mitigate potential impacts. It should also be noted that the proposed project is not a
traffic generator. Rather, it is intended to accommodate traffic that is likely to occur with or
without the proposed project. The proposed project would improve traffic operations reducing
congestion and would enhance safety in the project area by bringing the interchange into
compliance with current Caltrans standards.

Response to Comment C5-2

Comment noted. Also, as noted above, the proposed project is not a traffic generator. It would
not increase traffic on Santa Clara Avenue north of the project limits.

Response to Comment C5-3

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comments C5-1 and C5-2 above.

Response to Comment C5-4

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comments C5-1 and C5-2 above.

Response to Comment C5-5

Without greater specificity, it is not possible to respond to the comment. The IS/EA and
supporting technical studies include detailed discussions of potential residential and business
displacement impacts.

Response to Comment C5-6

Please see the responses to Comments C4-49 and C5-1 above.

Response to Comment C5-7

Comment noted. Also, please see the responses above.

Response to Comment C5-8

This comment and other comments that have been submitted during the public review period will

be considered along with the responses to these comments by the Oxnard City Council when
deciding whether to approve the proposed project.
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Response to Comment C5-9

Comment noted. Since the affected area lies outside the Oxnard City limits, the decision to
move Santa Clara Avenue to provide a private street with trees would be made by the County as
part of the Santa Clara Avenue Widening Project, not the City of Oxnard.
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TUESDAY, JULY 31, 2001

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA

MR. BOWMAN: Mayor, before we get started, we have a
translator for this session, and we would like to have five
minutes for that person to make sure the folks who need those
headsets can get them before we start the proceedings.

MAYOR LOPEZ: There's going to be a five-minute break
in order to have the person who will be handling interpreting
for this evening's public hearing.

(Recess.)

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. We are going to resume the meeting
of the City Council, and I would like to excuse
Mr. Soria from the meeting now. I think we have continued all
the items that are on Housing.

Thank you for your service this evening.

We will resume the public hearing on the DIR for the
Rice/Highway 1 improvements, and now we'll go forward with the
staff report.

MR. BOWMAN: Thank you, Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, City
Council members. This is a public hearing on the Initial Study
Environmental Assessment for the Rice Avenue/U.S. 101
interchange improvement project.

The Rice interchange will eventually provide us with

the ability to reroute Highway 1 to make its connection at U.S.
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1 Highway 101 instead of Oxnard Boulevard. This new connection
2 will take the trucks and other through traffic off of Oxnard
3 Boulevard. The new interchange will cost approximately 31
4 million deollars and start construction at the end of next year,
5 2002, The construction will take approximately two and a half
| 6 years.
7 In attendance at this hearing are representatives from
8 Caltrans, including Jean Wong (ph) of the Right-of-Way, Gary
S Maxwell, Locally-Funded Programs Oversight. Representing the
10 City's consultants are Marge Lazarus, our project manager for
11 CH2M Hill; Lee Lisecki, project manager for Myra
12 Frank & Associates; and Paul Taylor, the vice president of Cox
13 & Associates Traffic Engineers.
14 Cynthia Daniels, our new senior project coordinator --
15 by the way, she's promoted to that position. This is her first
16 public hearing in that capacity -- will handle the hearing
17 presentations.
18 MS. DANIELS: Thank you, Mr. Bowman.
19 Good evening, Mayor and City Council. We wanted to
20 mention for the public before we get started that we have
21 additional documents that are on the table to the right of the
22 speaker's podium. And if we run out, I can provide more.
23 I'd like to briefly touch on the public-review period.
24 The notices for this environmental document of public hearing

25 were published in English and in Spanish on June 28th. We had
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a second notice published July 19th for the mitigated negative
declaration.

As it's already been announced, we do have a Spanish
translator available, and there is a court reporter who is
recording this, and that transcript will be entered into the
public record. And the comment period closes on August 20th.

I'd like to briefly go over the features of Highway 101
on Rice Avenue. The Council has seen this before.

There is a new eight-lane overcrossing with sidewalks
and bicycle lanes on both sides. There will be a decorative
bridge rail, lighting and fencing similar to Rose Avenue. It
has three through lanes in both directions, north and south,
plus two left-turn southbound lanes. There are new northbound
and southbound on- and off-ramps and auxiliary lanes on
Highway 101.

We will be realigning Ventura Boulevard both on the
east and the west quadrants on the north side. There's an
additional southbound lane on Rice Avenue from southbound
off-ramp to Gonzales Rcad. It's now three lanes. It serves
assumed traffic levels up to the year 2024.

Sound walls are proposed in the northeast and northwest
quadrants to mitigate the noise impacts. We will be providing
enhanced landscaping with the intent to preserve the mature
trees wherever possible. And there's a proposal for public

art.
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This last slide of mine is the map itself. You, again,
have seen this before. I don't know -- this is the 101 Freeway
here. And then this is Santa Clara Avenue, and it changes over
to Rice Avenue on the southbound side.

The City had an earlier alternative, which was actually
further east. We moved the alignment of Rice Avenue further
west to try to avoid taking more right-of-way.

You'll be hearing a little bit later about Owl Mobile
Home Park relocation and two single-family homes that will be
relocated, as well as 11 businesses.

Owl Mobile Home Park is in this area. The two
single-family homes that will be affected are in this area, and
the 11 businesses are within this loop ramp and along Ventura
Boulevard.

With that, I'd like to introduce Lee Lisecki, who is
our project manager from Myra Frank & Associates.

MR. LISECKI: Okay. Thank you, Cynthia.

Good evening, Mayor and members of the City Council.

My name is Lee Lisecki. I'm with Myra Frank & Associates;
811 West Seventh Street, Suite 800, Los Angeles, California.

We were the environmental consultant hired by the City;
prepared the environmental documentation for the proposed
project. And I'll try to be brief.

I'd like to take a few minutes to give you the overview

of the environmental process, where we are in that process, and
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what are the next steps. And then I'll take a few minutes to
talk about some of the impacts that are probably of more
concern to the City and members of community.

First of all, since this project includes federal
funding, it is subject to both State of California
Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, and Federal National
Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, regulations.

And the documents we have prepared in accordance with
those regulations is called "Initial Study Environmental
Assessment." The purpose of that document is to identify what
the significant environmental impacts of the project are and
ways to mitigate those significant impacts.

As Cynthia mentioned, it's currently being circulated
for public-review period and comment until August 20th. And
I'd like to really encourage anyone who's affected by this
project to submit their comments in writing by the close of the
public-review period on August 20th.

Once that public-review period closes, we will then
prepare what's called a "Final Initial Study Environmental
Assessment.”" That document will include all the publie
comments received during the public-review period, including
the public testimony at public hearing tonight. It will also
include responses to those comments.

Now, we expect that those docuﬁents, the analysis we

have completed for those documents, will lead to adoption of a
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mitigated negative declaration by the City and accrual of a
finding of no significant impact by the federal agency for the
project, which is the Federal Highway Administration.

That basically means that we expect, after
implementation of mitigation measures, all impacts will be
reduced to a level that's significant.

Now, I'd like to talk about the potential environmental
impact, and what I have listed here are all of the areas that
we addressed in the environmental document and supporting
technical studies to the Initial Study Environmental
Assessment. I'd like to focus on the first four of those
impacts.

Probably the one that's of most concern to the
community are the residential and business displacements.
There will be 18 mobile homes in the Owl Mobile Home Park that
will be displaced by the proposed project; in addition, two
single-family residences. There will also be 11 businesses
that will be displaced by the proposed project as well partial
takes of residential and business properties.

21l of the displacements will occur in the northeast
quadrant of the interchange.

The Owl Mobile Home Park is located here. There are
two single-family residences that will be affected by the
realignment of Ventura Boulevard. Partial takes of property

will occur for the new northbound on-ramp. There will be a
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1 partial take of the agricultural property here. Partial takes,
2 sliver takes, of property along here, as well as a partial take
3 of property from the agricultural land in the southeast

4 quadrant of the interchange.

5 Let's back up a slide here.
6 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Mr. Mayor?
7 COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: I'm sure that you're going to

8 address the displacements of the 18 families as we progress,

9 right?
10 MS. DANIELS: Yes.
11 COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: The mobile-home families and

12 the two residential homes.

13 MS. DANIELS: Yes, we will.

14 MR. LISECKI: I'd like to just mention some of the

15 mitigation measures for the displacement of those residents and
16 businesses.

17 First of all, all fair-market value will be paid for

18 all properties acquired for the project. In addition,

19 relocation assistance will be provided to displaced homeowners,
20 tenants, and businesses. And those persons that are eligible
21 for relocation benefits and payments will receive those

22 benefits and payments.

23 And I'd like to mention that only those -- according to
24 Federal Uniform Relocation Act procedures and regulations, only

25 residents lawfully resident in the U.S. are eligible to receive
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relocation benefits and assistance.

The other issue that I'm sure is going to be of concern
is potential noise impact.

As a result of post-project improvements, those
residences near the project improvements, realigned ramps, and
realigned Ventura Boulevard could experience up to a 4 decibel
increase in their noise levels. The resulting noise levels
would exceed the Federal Highway Administration's eriteria for
noise abatement. What that means is we are required to
investigate ways to mitigate or reduce the sound levels below
that threshold.

Typically, what that means is construction of sound
walls, and that's what we're proposing here. We're proposing
sound walls 8 to 14 feet in height. The sound walls are shown
in red. They will be located on the north side of the
northbound U.S. 101 on-ramp here. They will be also located on
the north side of the northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp and along
both sides of the realigned Ventura Boulevard.

With implementation of those sound walls, the noise
levels would be reduced by up tc 8 decibels and below the FHWA
criteria.

The last impact I would like to focus on is the wvisual
impact. And this project would result in removal of an
estimated 270 trees. Most of those trees are located in a

Eucalyptus wind rows in the southeast quadrant of the
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interchange. And there are also trees located along the north
side of the freeway that would be displaced.

Back to the previous slide. The mitigation measures
for those impacts include replacing trees displaced on a 3-to-1
basis. The recommended box size for those trees is 24 inches.

There were a number of other areas addressed in the
environmental document. 1I'll touch on these briefly.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Excuse me, when they
recommend the 3-to-1 replacement, is there a condition on where
those would be located, those trees?

MR. LISECKI: It's my understanding -- Cynthia can
correct me -- they can be relocated anywhere in the city.

Obviously, the preferred location would be within the
city near the interchange.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Right.

(Unable to hear speaker.)

But, obviocusly, they could be controlled so that
they're replaced in that area?

MS. DANIELS: Mr, Mayor, Mr. Maulhardt, yves. The
City's policy requires replacement of the trees as an intent to
try and preserve our heritage for the wind rows.

However, that's a lot of trees to put in the
interchange, but the intention would be to put as many as
Caltrans will accept. They are pretty strict about how many

trees we can put into the interchange. They have a per-acre
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allotment for maintenance.

And then any additional trees can be placed -- or the
econcmic value of trees that can be upgraded can be placed
anywhere else in the city.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: On Rose Avenue, there were
some serious issues about the Eucalyptus trees, and we did some
adjustments and were able to preserve more than was originally
estimated, so I assume we'd alsc look at that case here and
make sure we preserve whatever we can preserve.

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Mr. Maulhardt, that's the
staff's intent in working with Caltrans, is to try and preserve
as many tress as possible.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: We're talking about the
decibel levels?

MAYOR LOPEZ: Yes.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: And you said that the decibel
levels will be increase by 4 points. Is that because --

MR. LISECKI: 4 decibels.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Is that because of the
increased traffic or because of the construction of the --

MR. LISECKI: No. It's because of realignment of the
ramps, so we are moving some of the ramps closer to existing
residences.

COUNCIL REMEMBER ZARAGOZA: So then once the walls go

up, then they go down by 8?

10
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MR. LISECKI: Up to an 8-decibel increase at some of
the residences.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: And what is the == is the --
is it 65 or 707

MR. LISECKI: The threshold? The criteria is 67
decibels.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: So it would go down to about
50-plus or something?

MR. LISECKI: It would be in the 60 range, upper 50s,
60 decibels range.

The existing noise levels out are high because of the
proximity to the freeway obviously, but -- so they'd certainly
increase at -- some of that noise levels at some of the
residences, currently, you can see that 67-decible threshold.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Going back to the tree
removal, is that discussed with the neighborhoods and with the
individuals in that neighborhocod?

I notice that you mentioned you had meetings in Spanish
in your initial presentation.

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Councilman Zaragoza, we had a
meeting in the city -- the Downtown area to meet specifically
with the Owl Mobile Home Park tenants and their attorney.

Most of the trees that are affected are on the Sakioka
(ph) property. And the community has not raised that as an

issue, but the staff is certainly aware of the concern and the

11
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City's resolution about preserving the wind rows.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Sakioka property would be on
the south side?

MS. DANIELS: Southeast quadrant.

COUNCIL MEMBER PINKARD: One question. With the sound
walls, would it be possible to have -- what type of landscape
can we have around the sound walls?

I'm thinking of shrubbery maybe (unable to hear), but
also increased appearance of the sound walls. Major landscape
and shrubbery, small trees, or something.

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Councilman Pinkard, at this
point we haven't done the landscaping plan, but it is typical
for the City to ask for vines covering the walls.

Another option we thought of exploring is maybe some
kind of public art upgrade for those walls that would be, you
know, complementary with the abutment wall public art that we
are contemplating.

At this point, particularly the sound walls along
Ventura Road are pretty close to the roadway. I don't know
how much room there will be for landscape, but we will
definitely take a look at that.

COUNCIL MEMBER PINKARD: You know, I think it is very
important to be concerned about sound walls; because even
though they are designed to mitigate sound, they can always --

they can also be considered blight unless they are really

12
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properly developed and landscaped.

I know we can go around the city and see some -- we
have walls, and they are (unable to hear.)

There are other areas where they are attractive, so I
think we really have to spend time on seeing to it that they
are beneficial and not blight.

MR. LISECKI: Thank you. I'll just quickly go through
these last (unintelligible.)

There are potential hazardous waste issues because of
airily deposited lead from traffic traveling on -- along the
freeway overall these years.

There are a couple of leaking underground storage
tanks, and there's also the issue of pesticide contamination on
the agricultural properties that will be acquired, partial
takes from these properties.

There will be temporary construction air-quality
impacts. There is a 100-year floodplain of shallow flooding;
3 feet approximately, in the northwest quadrant of the
interchange. And the project would have a very minor
encroachment into that flocodplain.

Geologic, seismic hazard is obviously an issue in
Southern California. We live within 50 miles of nine
earthquake faults, active earthquake faults.

The project will be designed with all current -- in

compliance with all current codes, building to mitigate those

13
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impacts.

And, finally, the potential for temporary disruptions
in service, utility services, due to utility relocations.

And with that, that concludes my remarks.

I'm quite willing to answer any more additional
questions that you might have.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: With the disruption in
services, is that going to be an hour, a half a day? Or will
people be notified?

MR. LISECKI: I don't think we can really predict that.
Marge Lazarus from CH2M Hill has been investigating utilities
that need to be relocated. And I don't know if you want to say
anything more on relocation and disruption.

MS. LAZARUS: Hi, I'm Marge Lazarus with CH2M Hill.
We're the engineers contracted with the City for the project.

And we have taken a preliminary look at the major
utilities in the area. The two primary ones are two gas lines
that cross under the freeway. One is a transmission line, and
one is a service line. 8o we'll be -- we're already in contact
with The Gas Company, and we'll be investigating those to make
sure that they don't -- service is not disrupted.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: I was thinking of probably
water and sewer, that kind of thing; utility disruption,
(unable to hear) just electrical.

MS. LAZARUS: Those are primarily outside the majority

14
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of the footprint of the project, and they are not seriously
affected by the bridge relocation, some of the major items of
construction.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Okay. Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Any other questions or comments by the
Council?

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Council, that conecludes the
staff presentation. We'd be happy to answer any other
questions you may have.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. If there's no other presentation
by the staff, we're going to go to the public comment portion
of the public hearing.

We are going to open the public hearing. We are going
to ask people -- it's a bit hard.

(Unable to hear) submit cards in the order.

And starting with Mr. Card, Les Card.

MR, CARD: Mr. Mayor, members of Council, I'm Les Card.
I'm representing Sakiocka Farms tonight.

And if we could, Mr. Jeffrey Lintel has some
introduction remarks that I can follow, and he's turned in a
card also.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay.

MR. LINTEL: I'm Jeffrey Lintel, chief operating
officer of Sakioka Farms, 3183-A Arrowhead, Costa Mesa.

Mr. Mayor, members of City Council, thank you for the

15

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

is

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

opportunity to appear.

We are in the very preliminary stages of evaluating
development possibilities for our 427 acres, which were
basically bound by 101 Rice Avenue and Del Norte. And I think
each of you has a copy of our property there that you can
review. And there's also one here for the public that they can
see.

We have had preliminary meetings with the staff with
Planning, with Traffic. And we determined very early on that
we needed to bring in a traffic engineer, so we retained LSA
Associates, and Les Card, who is a professional engineer and
chief operating officer is here to speak on our behalf. Thank
you.

MR. CARD: Thank you. Again, my name is Les Card,
C-a-r-d, with LSA Associates, and we are consultants for
Sakicka Farms.

As Jeffrey mentioned, we have just begun the planning
effort to consider the development cpportunities and design
aspects of 430 acres of Sakicka Farms property.

In general, we are in support of the improvement
project at the Rice interchange and appreciate the efforts of
the City staff and Caltrans to bring these interchange projects
up to this point of -- state of readiness and the plan to
implement.

Our comments focus on the geometric design on the south

16
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side of the freeway, particularly the Gonzales, Rice
interchange.

Just a couple things that we want to point out. After
reviewing the project report, the environmental assessment, and
the traffic study supporting those documents, that it's our
understanding in discussions with the City staff that even
though the Gonzales, Rice intersection is discussed in the
report, and there are mitigation measures discussed for that
intersection, there are no intersection improvements proposed
to the Rice, Gonzales intersection along with the Rice/101
interchange project. And that was an important clarifications
for us.

There are specific intersection mitigation measures
discussed in the project report and the environmental document,
but they should not be considered as cast in concrete at this
point. That's potentially a major access point for the Sakioka
property, and we want the opportunity to look at different
design and opportunities to take access at that intersection.

And last, the graphics in the environmental assessment
and the project report, as well as the traffic report, none of
them reflect the potential extension of Gonzales east of Rice

into the Sakioka Farms property. And since many of the

D-1
graphics do speak about a future year, 2025, we believe that
that extension, consistent with your general plan, should be
shown on those graphics.
17
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1 We also plan to submit additional written comments

2 through the end of the comment period. Thank you very much.

) 3 MAYOR LOPEZ: Thank you. Okay. Soledad Trevino.
4 MS. TREVINO: My name is Soledad --
5 MAYOR LOPEZ: Pull the mike down.

) 6 MS. TREVINO: I'm not really good at this public

7 speaking, so I ask that you bear with me.
8 I live at 3438 Santa Clara Avenue in Oxnard, and I'm
' 9 also a member of (unable to hear) organization committee. I'm
10 here because we are protesting the overpass, as it stands,
13 because of the consequences that it will bring to my community.
12 This project will bring into Santa Clara Avenue --
13 according to this report, the traffie will go from, 2024 D-2
14 vehicles to 3,085. This number, I feel, is short. My
15 calculations -- where I live, the trucks are passing every
16 15 seconds during peak hours, and peak hours are several during
) 17 the day. 1It's almost 24 hours a day.
18 The consequences of this is a shake of our homes. We
19 can never leave our windows open anymore. The pollution, the
’ 20 noise, the impact will be to the increase in traffic; the D-3
21 pollution from the trucks and the cars, the noise, the value of

22 the properties, and the quality of our neighborhoods.

23 I understand that we are in the city -- that you are in
24 the City, and we are considered County, yet your gain will be

25 our demise.

18
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Any gain you have in the quality of traffic through
your city we will have in destruction to our community. The
County has not acknowledged ocur presence, and we ask that you
don't do the same.

We ask that you recognize that we are also part of
Oxnard and you alsoc have a responsibility to our community. Do
not continue with this project until our concerns are met.

Work with us to find the best solution for all of us. We are
asking that the road be moved over and a barrier of trees be
put in to help us filter the diesel and the exhaust.

I beg for your help. I invite you all to my home so
you can firsthand get an idea what I'm talking about and see
what the situation is now and what it's going to be for sure in
the future.

We understand that this is a major freeway, art of
way (ph) for all this area, but it must be done in a safe way
for everybody.

We need sound walls, buffer zones, and access roads D-4
into Nyeland and out of Nyeland.

That's basically what I have to say.

MAYOR LOPEZ: How far do you live from this --

MS. TREVINO: I live about three houses away from the
one that's going to where -- I guess there's two houses that
they are going to —-- well, in the middle of the block.

And like I say, I invite you all.

19
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What you're going to do is that basically you have a
controlled situation over here, the bridge, and it's going to
pour right into us.

The County doesn't even want to acknowledge anything to
do with us. I mean, no -- nothing as far as --

My house is basically about 20 feet away from the --
from what's going to be a freeway. This is devastating. There
is == nothing has been planned, also, as to how we are going to
get out of this neighborhocod.

When we drive out, how are we going to drive out?

Where are we going to go? Nothing.

Thank you for your time.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Mayor, before we do that --

MAYOR LOPEZ: Thank you.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: -- I think we are going to
have a lot of speakers on the subject, and maybe -- for me, can
we put the map back up there and get a little clarification for
which houses, the flow of traffiec that's currently there versus
the flow of traffic there will be; because I'm looking at the
diagram in the book, which is small, but it appears that we
might actually be separating the freeway more from the houses
after it's done than it is currently now.

MR. BOWMAN: Mayor, Council Member Maulhardt, I think
the reference at this time was as to Rice Avenue being a

freeway-like street. I think that's that reference the last

20
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speaker made was to Rice Avenue.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Well, this is the map I'm
curious about here. The road that is next to your arrow —--
come down a little bit. That road right there, that, in
essence, is going to be a frontage rocad, right? That's not the
off-ramp?

MS. DANIELS: No, that is not an off-ramp. This is the
realigned Ventura Boulevard.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: That's a frontage road?

MS. DANIELS: Right.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: And the road to the left of
the frontage road, that one is the off-ramp?

MS. DANIELS: That's the cff-ramp.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: So the off-ramp is against
the houses now. In essence, you're going to have this off-ramp
to the front.

What's going in between the off-ramps and the frontage

roads?
MS. DANIELS: Between here and here, there's --
COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: What is that going to be?
MS. DANIELS: I believe that's the Nyeland Mutual Water
Company .

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: So there's no residents
living in between those two roads?

MS. DANIELS: I don't believe so. There may be a
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residence there.

Part of what we'll be looking at with the relocation is
where we have partial takes and where we have full takes.

I believe this is a partial take here. It's a little
hard to tell from this map. That may be a single-family home,
and I think that's the Nyeland Mutual Water Company.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: I think he wants to say something.

MR, LISECKI: There is one mobile home park which I can
point to that will remain, and that's the reason we are showing
a sound wall here because there is an existing mobile home park
right here.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Which one is that, and how
many units?

MR. LISECKI: It's the -- let me check my notes.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: And while you're checking
that, maybe Cynthia can answer -- currently, with the flow of
traffic, is -- the off-ramp is --

MS. DANIELS: Let me have Paul Taylor answer that
question. He can recall it faster than I can.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: What I'm getting at is the
distance from current off-ramp to people versus current -- the
future off-ramp to where the people will now be.

Are we getting closer to the off-ramp with pecple, or
are we getting farther away?

I mean the first appearance to me is we are getting
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farther away from people.

MS. DANIELS: Because we are moving some of the pecple,
you might say it's a wash.

The existing off-ramp -- you remember the existing
off-ramp is pretty close to this intersection. And the Owl
Mobile Home Park is up here, so the people come off and exit,
come out to the intersection here, and we are going to move the
ramp further north and east, and we are moving -- this is
actually a brand-new road.

So there will be people moved farther away from the
off-ramps than people who exist there now.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: And in that flow of traffic
that will now happen -- that will be there, the trucks coming
from the harbor, so to speak, Rice Avenue --

MS. DANIELS: Right.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Right now they have to come
to a full stop, make a turn, and they do a couple of tight
turns to get on?

MS. DANIELS: That's right.

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Which I would assume also is
kind of a noisy operation versus -- will that decrease the
noise by making that smooth transition on the freeway and
remove the trucks coming from the port away from houses; and,
with the smoother transition, not be quite as noisy as it was

before?
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UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Yes, Mr. Maulhardt. That's the
theory of the -- and the =-- currently, the ramp configuration
here is not -- is functionally no different from what's shown
here, but it's squeezed down between -- closer to the freeway,
and it basically comes off on -- at Ventura Boulevard there.
And then there's this long road that -- there's a longer piece
that goes up to Santa Clara there.

And so, as you said, trucks today have to come up and
basically go -- make a 180 back in the other direction to get
on the short little ramp that goes to the roadway, goes
northbound.

This design opens that up and provides this clover
leaf, partial clover leaf for the trucks to make that
transition to get on northbound. Coming -- the northbound off
traffic will function approximately the same way as it does
today.

Coming off here, the geometry is better so they don't
have to -- it's not such a tight turn off. There's no stop
sign at Ventura as there is today, and it just transitions on
up to this intersection at Auto Center Drive and Santa Clara.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: So the speaker that was
speaking a while ago, is she close to the new Ventura
Boulevard, or -- she said within 20 feet from the freeway.
That doesn't sound right to me.

MS. TREVINO: I am 20 feet from the road on Santa
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Clara.

What I'm saying is that the traffic, the majority of
the traffiec that we have, is coming down from the harbor. All
these trucks, the trucks go down Santa Clara and up to -- I
guess towards Somis and Moorpark.

I'm right on Santa Clara, and I'm 20 feet away from the
street itself that's going to become a major -- I would say a
freeway.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: 1It's 118, 20 feet from the
118.

MS. TREVINO: It's going to become part of 118.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: L.A. Avenue.

MS. TREVINO: Okay. So right now it's Santa Clara, and
it goes up there. We are about 20 feet.

What I'm saying is we are County, is what I understand.
But our problem is that the City is going to bring in all this
traffic from the harbor area, all this traffic from everywhere,
and I guess specifically from the trucks coming from the B
harbor. And they are going to go right through my front door,

about 20 feet away from my front door, not 20 feet from my

front yard. And that's where our problems are.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: I thought -- my
understanding, most of the trucks are going to be heading
towards San Francisco and towards Los Angeles.

MS. TREVINO: Well, maybe some of them, but I can
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guarantee you that I have -- every 15 seconds I have trucks
going through the front of my house. That's a lot. That's a
lot of traffic.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Okay.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Donaciano Miramontez.

MR. MIRAMONTEZ: Good evening. My name is Donaciano
Miramontez. I live in Trailer No. 7.

In that trailer, I have lived with my family for many
years. I don't know what will happen now that we have to move,
if we have to. I want to retire in two or three years from
working, and I'd like to keep my trailer for me to live in that| D-6
place with my wife.

So then I would like you to take into account what will

happen to us; where will we be moved to?

And thank you. That's all I wanted to say.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Jose Valdovinos.

MR. VALDOVINOS: Good evening. My name is Jose
Valdovinos. My address is 2535 East Ventura Boulevard, Space
No. 18, Oxnard, California 93030.

I am one of the 18 families who will be affected by the
101 and Santa Clara project. This project affects me, the
families, economically speaking, emotionally, and
psychologically, due that we do not have any future stability.

The 18 families form a community, a friendly and safe

community. All of our children attend the same schools that we
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all know, and we like them. Our children are pleased going
there. We have bus transportation available that our children
use and transport themselves in those buses.

And in our community, our neighbors go out to the bus
stops to welcome our children. All of us feel confident that
if one day one of us cannot go and pick up our own children we
are confident that any of our neighbors can go and pick him/her
up.

I have been living here for the past 20 years, and I've
been married for 13 years residing here in the City of Oxnard.
I have three daughters, my wife; and we feel affected, impacted
for the reason of not knowing what will happen to us when we
have been in an area that has been quiet and tranquil. That's

why all the 18 families want you to consider and to provide us

D-7
a property lot where we could continue feeling in safe and
friendly environment.

Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Juan Galvan.

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, if I could take a moment and
introduce Mauricio Caldafa (ph). He is our State-certified
Spanish interpreter.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Welcome.

THE INTERPRETER: Thank you.

MR. GALVAN: Good evening. My name is Juan Manuel
Galvan. I live at 2535 Ventura Boulevard. I would like to be
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1 brief in my comments.

2 We form a community of 18 families who have always been
3 together for the past 20 or 25 years. We now find ourselves

4 with this project purpose that we will expand the Santa

5 Clara/101 project.

6 I've never been against anything that indicates it will
p improve the city; but, in this case, I do see maybe it's

8 causing a psychological impact in our families. I am now

S living it.
10 It's been about three or four months since this has
11 been passing through my mind. I now have a six-year-old
12 daughter who, at every moment, asks me, "What are we going to
13 do?" "Where will they send us?"
14 They tell us that we are going to be replaced or
15 relocated, but we don't know where. But according to comments D-8
16 made, they say that they are going to split us up.
17 I suggest to whom it may concern to please take into
18 account us into -- like good families and good citizens of the
19 United States.
20 We would like for those who are concerned about this to
21 relocate us to a safe and friendly property lot that would keep
22 us together.
23 These 42 months that they speak of that will be a

24 difference given to us to be relocated to another location, we

D-9

25 know that this will soon pass by, and we will end up back in

v
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zZero again.
D-9
Thank you. cont'd

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Fermin, there's no last name.

MR. RUIZ. Good evening, Mr. Mayor, and all of you. My
name is Fermin Ruiz. I live at 2535 Ventura Boulevard. I am
the owner of Trailer No. 11.

What I've been overhearing here, what they are talking
about, much importance has been given to even the trees that
they now want to place. But as to our trailers, which are the
places where we and our children live, I see very little
interest in it.

Because they will not simply just knock down or tear
down 18 trailers; these are 18 families. These are children,
American citizens. Some of them citizens who, at some point or
given time, have given our votes to our own -- or for our own
representatives.

We would like you, if those of you who can help us to
move us, but not to do so so that one of us will end up in
Ojai, one in Santa Paula, and so on.

It is our understanding that there's no available space
here for trailers, so that's why I agree with my fellow trailer D-10
owners, if it's possible for you to find a location where we
all can move to.

Perhaps it is not so difficult because when it comes to

a project like the one you're speaking about, it requires

v
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millions and millions of dollars.

And the graphic itself -- the drawing looks very
D-10

pretty, but it would be even better if before having drawn that cont'd

you would have found a place for us to move to.

There are many other things, but that's all. Thank
you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Alberto Cortez.

MR. CORTEZ: Good evening. My name is Alberto Cortez,
and I live at 2535 Ventura Boulevard.

And I agree with my friends and my fellow residents and
families alike, and I agree as to why it is that before
building over there, why didn't you think about relocating us?

There are 18, 18 trailers there, and I do think that
you could find and loock for a property lot where you could D-11
relocate us to.

Schools are very close by, and we are all cne big
family. And if someone cannot take a child to school, then
somebody else will do it instead.

That's all. Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Jeannie Barrett.

MS. BARRETT: Mr. Mayor, members of City Council, I'm
Jeannie Ms. Barrett. I am an attorney with California Rural
Assistance. I'm also a resident of the City of Oxnard, but I'm
here tonight primarily as the legal representative of the

majority of the people who live in the Owl Mcbile Home Park.
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1 Before I start, I would like to thank you, Ms. Daniels
2 and Mr. Lisecki, and the other people who came out to my
3 office -- what was it, about ten days ago? -- to meet with my
4 clients and the other residents of the Owl Mobile Home Park to
5 help them begin to understand what the relocation plan meant
6 for them.
7 They did a very good job that night, and it did allow
8 us to narrow down the issues that are of most concern to my
9 clients.
10 The -- my office is preparing written comments that we
11 will submit before the written-comment due date on the 20th.
12 And I don't want to go into a lot of technicality
13 tonight, but just hit some of the high points.
14 The bottom line is, is that you're being asked to find
15 that there is a negative impact on my clients. The negative
16 declaration that we've been provided indicates, on No. 7, that
17 neighborhoods, schools, public or recreational facilities, D-12
18 public utilities, heritage, and scenic resources will not be
19 significantly affected by this project.
20 Owl Mobile Home is a neighborhoocd. 1It's a neighborhood
21 where 18 families live. I don't know how much more significant
22 an impact you can have on a neighborhood than demolishing it.
23 You're alsc being asked to agree on No. 9 that

24 implementation and mitigation measures will reduce displacement

25 in that to a less than significant level. We disagree with

v
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1 that one as well.

2 I think if you loock at both the environmental

3 assessment document and the draft relocation plan, you'll find
4 that they have done an excellent job in indicating what the

5 problems are with relocating these families.

6 They live in a mobile home park which is old. They

7 have mobile homes which have been there for 20 to 30 years.

8 These mobile homes, if you try to move them, are going to fall
9 apart.
10 Further, even if they could be moved, there is no
11 mobile home park within the City of Oxnard which can take them.
12 The 22 mobile home parks that are indicated are all full.
13 There is a less than -- I believe it was 1 percent D-13
14 vacancy rate in mobile home parks in the City of Oxnard. contd
15 The bottom line is, is that if these families have to
16 be relocated, they are not going to get relocated into the City
17 of Oxnard.

18 The Environmental Impact Report, at some point,
19 indicates that this will not be a significant impact because
20 the residents will be dispersed throughout the city. They are
21 not going to be dispersed throughout the city. They are going
22 to be dispersed throughout the county, if they are lucky, and
23 maybe even further.

24 There's a statement in here that once the relocation

25 plan is it's that this will not have, for example, an impact on

v
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their jobs.
Well, if they have to move 50 miles away and they have D-13 cont'd
to commute those 50 miles to get to work, of course it's going
to have an impact on their jobs.
The -- you're also asked -- in the environmental
assessment document, there's a list of the questions that
you're supposed to answer on page 35.
When you get to page 36, you're asked -- this document
agrees that there will be an impact on the location D-14
distribution density of the growth rate of human population in
an area, but says that this will, after mitigation, not be
significant.
There's a question; will it affect lifestyles and make
of character or stability? 1It's agreed, yes. It says again, D-15
no, this won't be significant.
You go through these questions from 34 to 37 and you
get the same response; yes, there's a impact; no, it's not
significant.
I think you've heard from some of my clients tonight.
You're going to hear from more of them, I suspect. They say,
yes, there will be an impact; and, yes, it will be very
significant to themselves and their families.
Now, they put together a petition. Their proposal, as
you have heard, is that what they would like to see happen here D-16

is that we find a location where this park can be, you know,
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1 relocated together, that we develop essentially another mobile

2 home park within the City of Oxnard.

3 Failing that, we develop another low-income housing D-16 cont'd
4 neighborhood within the City of Oxnard that can accommodate

S them.

6 They asked me to present this to you tonight. 1It's a

7 letter, and it is signed by someone from each of the 18 units

8 in the park. I think they may have missed one side when they

9 got this signed.

10 Can I give it to you, Ms. Daniels?
11 MS. DANIELS: Sure.
12 MS. BARRETT: The only way you're going to avoid

13 significant impact to these families is to, in fact, help us.
14 We are willing to work with the City staff in trying to

15 identify another site. We are willing to loock for other means D-17
16 of financing.

17 I know that there is -- for instance, a State has

18 financing available for owners of mobile homes who want to

19 establish cooperative ownership of mobile home parks.

20 The -- my clients do not want to stop progress to the
21 City of Oxnard. They do want something that is fair to them
22 and workable for them and does not cause them to be dispersed
23 across the County of Ventura or possibly the State of

24 California.

25 I don't see, looking at the problems that are

34

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

10

Tl

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

identified in your own documents, basically your own documents,
how you can possibly find and sign the negative declaration.

Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Alma Silva.

MS. SILVA. Good evening. My name is Alma Silva. I
live at 2535 Ventura Boulevard, Space 9. I'm going to make
this fast.

After reading the initial study for the U.S. Highway
101/Rice Avenue interchange project, attending the meeting to D-18
the site, what will happen with the 18 mobile homes located
where the project will be implemented?

We as owners of mobile homes are concerned about the
future of our property.

During the meeting, it was proposed that the mobile
homes be relocated to a different location.

I'm here to speak because my dad bought this home
20 years ago, and I grew up there. You know, I attended the
schools around there and everything.

We were helped by the neighbors; so we ask that if we

move, we move all together; and, please, you know, we are here

for you to help us. And we don't have any problems with this R
project.
I mean, I drive every day down the 101, so I know how
bad it is, so we are just asking for help.
Thank you.
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MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Belen Alonso.

MS. ALONSO: Good evening.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Good evening.

MS. ALONSO: Hi, as you mentioned, my name is Belen
Alonso. I live at 3430 Santa Clara Avenue, one house closer
then my neighbor that was just speaking here, Soledad, one
house closer to the freeway and to the new project.

Right now, the way it is, the way this bridge and
everything is, even though there is the paperwork that we
received, they are kind of saying, "Well, you guys have nothing
to do with what we are building." And, ves, we do, because
every time you make a bridge, whatever roads come out of it,
you make it with a plan of the future plan for these roads. D-20
Okay.

The future plan is going to be, we're going to widen =--
it's the Highway 118. There's going to be more growth,
et cetera, so we are part of that project.

And I'm sure the engineers have us in mind.

Right now, it takes us five minutes in rush hour -- it
takes me five minutes, which is around 4:00 o'clock when I take

my son to his karate class, five minutes to get out of my

driveway to get onto Santa Clara Avenue.
And in the 12 years I've lived there, I lost count of
the accidents that have happened. Dead people, there's dead in D-21

these accidents. I have saved some of the clippings in the
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A

newspaper, and it's devastating to see that. I just don't want

D-21
to see that here; that's one thing. cont'd
The other thing is on these new road that's going to be

crossing some houses, which is the Ventura Boulevard, one
question for the engineers: How many drainage for water will
there be?
I have a terrible problem with flood because of D-22

construction that have been happening around, and I don't want
that to increase my problem.

So I would like to see, if I can, some engineers, a

copy of -- that shows me how many drainage there's going to be
in the street for us, please.
Thank you very much.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. That's the extent of the people
that submitted cards this evening, but this is a public
hearing, so even if you did not submit a card, you may speak on
this item.

MS. KERKOFF: Good evening, Mr. Mayor, City Council.
My name is Marga Kerkoff, and I live in Somis, which is quite a
ways away from Oxnard. I wasn't planning on speaking, so
please forgive me. But I do have a comment to make, and I
would like the City Council to keep in mind I live in Somis.

We have several issues with the California Department
of Transportation over projects planned in the Somis area. One

of the things that sticks most closely in my mind is at a

37

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

public hearing in Somis several years ago at which
representatives of Caltrans were present, one of them, a

Mr. Ron Kazinski (ph), whose name appears on documents before
you, Mr, Kazinski (ph) said -- and this is a quote -- that
"Caltrans thinks nothing of taking out between 60 and 70 homes
at a time." They think nothing of it.

After listening to the people before you today whose
lives aren't just going to be impacted, they are going to be
ruined if they lose their homes, I urge you, please, do not be
too quick to jump into bed with Caltrans. Please show that you
have humanity for the people of your county, of your town, of
your city.

There are other comments I would like to make
concerning the document because I think that it is really
wanting; but above all, I wanted to personally urge you,
please. I remember vividly what Mr. Kazinski (ph) said. There
were witnesses. He said, "We take cut 60 homes at a time and
think nothing of it.™

Please, City Council of Oxnard, don't join them in
this. Be very careful. Do not sign on too readily to this
document,

Thank you for your courtesy. Thank you for your time.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Anyone else? Yes.

MR. HERMAN: Members of Council, ladies and gentlemen,

my name is Tom Herman. I own the trailer park on the northwest
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quadrant called Valley Trailer Villa. And I had not planned on
speaking tonight, but I've learned for the first time that
there is an addition to the plan that I did not =-- was not
aware of that is that you now intend to add sound walls around
the on-ramp on the northwest gquadrant, which on its surface
from the trailer park's point of view is probably beneficial.

However, there is approximately a l-acre trailer sales
lot also on that property, and the property is =zoned
commercial.

In addition, there are issues with respect to drainage
which I need to address, not to you at this point. Those are
details that are too small for the Council; but at some point,
I need to see the Caltrans plans relating to drainage issues
with respect to the park.

In addition, there is a matter called "A"™ Street, which
two adjacent property owners have requested be addressed in
terms of this building of the -- this modification to the
interchange. And no one has -- from the City has seen fit to
address that particular issue.

It appears that the city planner's position is that
"A" Street will develop itself as soon as the adjacent property
owners decide to develop their property.

The way things are progressing at this point it would

appear to me that that will never occur, and one of the factors

that bears heavily on that is the fact while this particular “L
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property is zoned commercial, there is a variance for the
trailer park. If you put up a sound wall, that you have
effectively made that property residential forever.

And if that occurs, then "A" Street will probably never
be developed. My -- I'm not saying -- I don't know what D25-cont'd
position to take right now because I just -- obviously I just
saw the plan for the sound wall. I don't know how far it goes
down the street. I don't know what -- how high it will be or
on the property.

I'm simply, at this pecint, addressing my concerns and

putting them on record and can approach the City, hopefully,

before August the 20th.

Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Thank you. Yes.

Anyone who has not spoken, please, speak at this time.

MR. VASQUEZ: Good afternoon. Good evening. My name
is Eleazar Vasquez. I, like my other fellow residents which
live at 2535 Ventura Boulevard, we all have the same concern.

And what I am seeing now is that, with all due respect,
it appears that you are more concerned for every single tree
that you will knock down than ycu are for the 18 mobile homes
that belong to us, since, in fact, a family -- a single family
lives in each one of them.

For every tree, you will replace it with three others.

We are only asking that for every single trailer that you D-26
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replace it with another one like it or the same; that's all.
D-26 cont'd

Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. We have got Mr. Gillig. The
matters of this evening (unable to hear) taking comments, and
then the public hearing will remain open until the 20th.

COUNCIL MEMBER PINKARD: What's the size of the
existing mobile home park? How many total?

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor and Councilman Pinkard, it's a
total of 18 units. I'm not certain about the size of the park.
Perhaps, Lee knows the size.

MR, LISECKI: No, I don't.

MS, DANIELS: My estimate was maybe an acre and a half.

He owns the property on the west side, on the northwest
quadrant.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: I have a couple of questions.
What is the percentage of rentals and the percentage of
ownership within that Owl Mcbile Home Park? That's question
number one.

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Councilman Zaragoza, when
Ms. Barrett asked -- or I think Lee asked at the meeting on
July 19, it looked like maybe 60 to 80 percent of the people
owned their homes.

Carl Lawson with the Mobile Home Rent Control
Department or program gave me a list some time ago, and he

would be able to speak to that definitively, but it's around

41

Rice AvenuelU.S. 101 Interchange Project M51



Final Initial StudylEnvironmental Assessment

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80 percent. There are more owners than there are renters.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: About 80/20.

And the other question I had, have we worked -- the
other question is, Is there available property in Oxnard to
develop another mobile home park?

MS. DANIELS: Mr. Mayor, Councilman Zaragoza, I'm not
prepared to answer the question because I've been out of
Planning for a really long time, but I believe to put a new
mobile home park in the city would require a general plan
amendment. I don't believe there is any land at the moment
that's been identified for a mcbile home park that's vacant.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: And the other question is,
For the renters, the 20 percent or 25 percent that are renting,
is there any emergency housing with the Oxnard Housing
Authority that would work with Sal Gonzales to maybe -- with
the possibility of assisting those families that are renting
to -- maybe on an emergency basis or maybe getting on the list
or so?

MS. DANIELS: Councilman Zaragoza, they are entitled to
rental assistance for up to 42 months. That's part of the
Uniform Relocation Act. And if you like, Mr. Lisecki can tell
you more about that.

We met this morning with the Housing Authority, and I
believe there is someone in the audience if you would like them

to tell you a little bit more about what assistance Housing
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Authority offers for tenants and for owners.

However, we are required to provide them with
assistance both with relocation and give them fair-market value
for their property if they are an owner.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Or maybe the Housing
Authority might want to get together with the -- and have a
meeting with the mobile home people and maybe provide
assistance for them.

The last question I had, Mr. Mayor, was for the
individuals that own their mobile home that are going to be
relocated or displaced. 1Is there any way we can use some of
the home funds that we have under CDBG to assist them in
providing funds for down payments for new homes and so forth?

MS. DANIELS: They are entitled to a housing
differential for re- -- in addition to being moved and paying
their moving expenses.

If they have to buy a more expensive house, there's an
upper limit on the amount of money that the City can contribute
towards that, but there is additional funding available to put
them into safe, decent, and sanitary housing.

I don't know if Bernard is still --

MAYOR LOPEZ: Is anyone in the Housing department here
who can actually -- to clarify some of the items?

I think one of the things that we have to consider is

not only the 42-month time span, but also the prioritizing of
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the individuals.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Of the individuals that ean
be --

COUNCIL MEMBER PINKARD: I just want to comment,

Mr. Zaragoza mentioned if there would be any mobile home
properties in the City of Oxnard. What about the County of
Ventura in the Nyeland Acres area?

MS. DANIELS: Councilman Pinkard, there are two mobile
home parks in the immediate area. One is in the City, and one
in the County.

Valley Villa Trailer is in the city; that's
Mr. Herman's property. And Country Squire Mobile Home Park is
on the east side, and the City was able to prepare a design
that avoids taking out that mobile home park, but I believe it
has no space.

I'm not aware of any other mobile home parks in the
Nyeland Acres area, and I couldn't speak as to what else might
be in the County.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Mayor, members of City Council, on
the policy of the Housing Autherity, we do give preference and
priority to the displaced and who are being displaced by public
action.

In such an instance, those that qualify for housing
would, of course, be eligible for participation in the program,

and it would extend beyond the 42 months. It would extend for
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as long as they are eligible for the assistance, so we would be
prepared to do that?

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Just a comment. There's
also some grandfathering in of some of these mobile home parks
that we have in there as to non-conforming uses, and so I'm not
sure if that falls into that type of category.

So we have to =-- in the relocation process, we have to
take that into consideration in moving them to another park,
too, it seems to me.

You know, the -- what we have before us is the first
brush at this environmental report which is to bring out all
these issues that we are talking about tonight; so that's
great, we get these on the table in mitigation.

And it seems to me we have two issues; one is for the
bridge itself. There's some mitigation that needs to be done,
some relocation fees, and those are -- I won't ecall them
standard. But whether it's mobile home or housing, we have to
pay for that relocation and have to pay -- the bridge itself
has to pay for relocation and moving assistance and everything
else.

Beyond that, we need to lock maybe with our Housing
Authority because it may be some secondary assistance to make
it work because it may not be adequate at that time. But I
think we need to break it out, find out what the bridge portion

is mandated or required to pay for, and then we can step in and
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see what the City can do.

We've got some low-income housing projects that are on
the books; and as Sal said, maybe we can have preference to
some of those.

So I would suggest that obviously we need to work with
the 18 families and our Housing Authority, but most importantly
with the designers of this bridge, to find out what the true
cost of the relocation will be and where the shortfall will be
in that.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Mr. Mayor, one last thing.

Is there any possibilities of any additional design to
put a sound wall down Los Angeles Avenue where the other
residents are being impacted by noise?

COUNCIL MEMBER PINKARD: Santa Clara?

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: Santa Clara.

MS. DANIELS: Councilman Zaragoza, right now the
Environmental Impact Report tock a look at where there was a
difference between the existing sound and the traffic generated
over the next 20 years, and that's where the sound walls are
shown now. And they are not shown on Santa Clara because the
traffic basically north of the interchange drops off
precipitously.

I would also point ocut that many of those houses are
right up against Santa Clara; and if we put a 1l4-foot sound

wall, you may get trade-off. And there are alsoc drainage
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problems. The road, I believe, is higher than the houses are
out there.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Yes?

MS. ROBERTSON: Yes. My name is Elizabeth Robertson,
and I just heard the lady say, "a fair-market value." What is
the fair-market value of a 25-year-old mobile home? $5007?
$1,000?

And they say if they move them to a place they can
live, where they make the money to pay for that? If they do
make it right now, they wouldn't live in a mobile home, so D-27
that's the thing you need to consider for poor people like us.

It's not, "I pay you fair-market value. I move you
here." 1It's our life live there. And if we can afford more
and higher living, we already did it. We don't have to just

stay there, so that would be (unintelligible; speaker has heavy

accent) .

Every one of you up there, I vote for you every time.
I am not (unintelligible.) I just look at the face. I say,
"That guy will help me. That guy will help."

So under that consideration, please, look and ses to
that. Thank you.

MAYOR LOPEZ: I think it's important for the folks who
are here to let the word out that even though we are having a
public hearing this evening, the public testimony is still open

and will be remain open until the 20th, so you can submit or
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tell others to submit written comments if you wish until that
time.
Okay --

(Simultaneous talking; unable to write.)

MAYOR LOPEZ: So the public hearing will remain open.
And then as far as tonight's process is concerned, we would
conclude that.

Thank you. Do you want to take any --

COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Just a follow-up.

We had a lot of discussions on the residences. The
businesses' response, do we have any concerns there of
relocation or pecple, disruption of businesses and so on?

MS. DANIELS: Counsel Maulhardt, we received a
petition, which is in the Initial Study and Environmental
Assessment, from one business owner, who has on the petition,
the signatures of, I believe, other business owners with the
concern about the relocation of Ventura Boulevard.

This particular business owner is in the northeast
quadrant and owns, I believe it's -- might be a market or a
liquor store west of Nyeland Avenue.

And if I could summarize what I believe his concern
was; the relocation of Ventura Boulevard so that it's further
north of the intersection of where it is now could mean for him
less pass-by traffic for his business, and so that would be an

adverse impact to his business.
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COUNCIL MEMBER MAULHARDT: Is that also something that
has to be mitigated, too, if it's a --

MS. DANIELS: There are relocation benefits for
businesses that take into account a variety of things, and I
wouldn't presume to tell you all of the details, but I believe
it does factor in those issues as well.

And we have a brochure out here to the right that I can
provide to you that goes into more detail about that, and
perhaps if Lee has an opportunity, he could give you a little
bit more information, too, if you would like.

COUNCIL MEMEBER MAULHARDT: Is there any more meetings
scheduled or -- with the business owners and the residents as
far as that goes, as giving the information? Or maybe we
should schedule another one.

I mean it's open public hearing until the 20th, but
sometimes it might be better that -- if our staff meets with
these residents before the 20th to kind of flush out some of
these details which might be better flushed out at a
neighborhood meeting than at a council meeting.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: I agree with that, especially
the Housing Authority.

MS. DANIELS: We'll be happy to do another -- do
another meeting with business owners as well as the residents.

COUNCIL MEMBER ZARAGOZA: There was question on the

extension of Gonzales into the Sakicka properties. Does that
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need to be addressed also?

MS. DANIELS: The Initial Study Environmental
Assessment locked at what the current situation was and then
assumed what the 20/20 was for the Rice/101 intersection,
rather than looking outside the area of impact, which, in this
case, doesn't extend to what would be the future extension east
of Gonzales. And that's why we didn't look at it.

MAYOR LOPEZ: Okay. Then we would like to thank all
pecple who attended tonight's hearing; and, again, we want to
assure you that this is just the beginning of the process, and
the public hearing will remain open.

You are able to submit written statements on the
subject matter tonight, and it will remain open until the 20th.

Thank you very much.

(Hearing concluded at 9:13 p.m.)
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Response to Comment D-1

Please see the response to Comment B11-3.

Response to Comment D-2

The proposed project does not include new development that would generate additional traffic.
The projected increases in traffic volumes on Santa Clara Avenue would occur whether or not
the project is implemented. According to the Draft Traffic Study, the existing (1997) AM and
PM peak hour traffic volumes on Santa Clara Avenue at the northern project limits are 814 and
1,279 vehicles per hour, respectively. In the year 2024, under the No Build conditions, these
volumes are expected to increase 1,603 and 1,452 vehicles per hour in the AM and PM peak
hours respectively. In the year 2024, with project conditions, the traffic volumes in the AM and
PM peak hours would be 1,602 and 1,440 vehicles per hour.

According to SCAG Port of Hueneme Access Study, trucks comprise 6.6 percent of the traffic on
Rice Avenue with large trucks comprising 3 to 4 percent of the total traffic volumes.

Response to Comment D-3

As noted in the response to Comment D-2, the proposed project would not generate additional
traffic.

Response to Comment D-4

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comments C5-1 and C5-9.

Response to Comment D-5

Please see the response to Comments C5-1, C5-9, and D-2.

Response to Comment D-6

Comment noted. Should the proposed project be approved, a right-of-way agent/relocation
specialist will be assigned to the project to work with persons who will be displaced by the
proposed improvements to identify suitable replacement housing.

Also see the response to Comment B2-4.

Response to Comment D-7

The City has not yet determined whether purchase of property for a new mobile home park or
development of co-operative housing to accommodate persons displaced by the proposed project

is a feasible mitigation measure. The City will, however, make every effort, within reason, to
accommodate the request expressed by a number of the residents in the Owl Mobile Home Park
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that they be relocated as a group, so that they can remain together. Given the very low mobile
home park vacancy rates in the City and the project area, the City cannot guarantee that a mobile
home park will be found with a sufficient number of vacancies to accommodate all of the
displaced residents within the City or project area. Nonetheless, the City will continue to meet
with Owl Mobile Home park tenants and representatives to discuss housing options and
measures to mitigate displacement impacts. Additionally, there are potential housing resources
and programs in the City of Oxnard that may be available to and could benefit the displaced
residents. These resources are summarized below.

. Section 8 Housing Vouchers — There is a turnover of approximately 18 to 20 Section 8
certificates every month. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could receive a preference
for any available certificates because of their displacement by government action.

. Housing Authority Public Housing Units — There is a turnover of approximately 8 to 12
units every month of various bedroom sizes. Owl Mobile Home Park residents could
receive a preference for any available apartments because of their displacement by
government action.

. Non-Profit Managed Units — There are several affordable projects to be built by non-
profit housing developers within the next 24 months. These units would not be available
prior to December 2002. However, the City could write into the agreement with the
developers a provision that families previously displaced by government action would
have preference if otherwise qualified. These projects are:

- Mercy Housing, Robert and A Street, 72 units
- Villa Cesar Chavez, 391 Hueneme Road, 52 units (farmworkers only)
- Meta Street, 24 units (farmworkers only)

. Homebuyers Assistance — The City offers a $5,000 matching grant for the purchase of
new mobile homes by low-income families. The City could set aside a specific number
of grants out of the City’s yearly allocation of $100,000 for Owl Mobile Home Park
families that want to take advantage of this program.

There are also several affordable for sale projects that are in the planning stage. The City
could request the developers provide a preference for Owl Mobile Home Park residents,
if they are otherwise eligible. These projects would not be available prior to December
2002.

- Boys and Girls Club, 26 units
- Stroube Street, 22 units

These resources would be in addition to the relocation assistance and payments that would
provided in accordance with the provisions of the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (please see the IS/EA and Draft Relocation Impact Report
for a summary of relocation benefits under the Uniform Act). Also, see the response to
Comment B2-4 for a discussion of potential relocation benefits under the Uniform Act.
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Response to Comment D-8
Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.
Response to Comment D-9

Please see the response to Comment B2-4 for a discussion of relocation benefits under federal
law and Last Resort Housing Payments.

Response to Comment D-10

Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.
Response to Comment D-11

Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.
Response to Comment D-12

Please see the response to Comment B2-8.
Response to Comment D-13

Please see the responses to Comments B2-2, B2-4, B2-8, and B2-9.
Response to Comment D-14

Please see the response to Comment B2-8.
Response to Comment D-15

Please see the response to Comment B2-8.
Response to Comment D-16

Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.
Response to Comment D-17

Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.
Response to Comment D-18

Please see the responses to Comments D-6 and D-7 above.
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Response to Comment D-19

Please see the response to Comment D-7 above.

Response to Comment D-20

The proposed project would not generate additional traffic. Rather, the proposed project would
accommodate existing and anticipated increases in traffic and would improve traffic circulation,
reduce congestion, and enhance safety by bringing the interchange into compliance with current
Caltrans standards.

Response to Comment D-21

Comment noted. Also, please see the response to Comment D-20 above.

Response to Comment D-22

The design goal of freeway drainage system is to keep the natural or existing flow patterns
passing through the state’s right-of-way. During the design phase of the project, existing
drainage systems will be analyzed for capacity. If the existing system cannot handle the runoff
volumes of the proposed improvements, new drainage systems will be constructed.

Response to Comment D-23

Please see the response to Comment B1-1.

Response to Comment D-24

The proposed interchange improvements would not adversely affect drainage on properties
located outside of the proposed right of way. Additionally, it is not within the scope of the
project to correct any existing drainage problems on properties outside of the proposed right of
way.

Also, see the response to Comment A7-1.

Response to Comment D-25

Please see the response to Comments B1-4 and B9-1.

Response to Comment D-26

Comment noted. Also, please see the response to Comment D-7.
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Response to Comment D-27

Please see the response to Comment B2-4 for a discussion of relocation benefits and payments

that will be provided to eligible displaced persons under the federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.
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